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tory---<:ompulsory unionism for federal em
ployees. The House removed this provision 
before passing the bill, which now goes to 
a conference committee, composed of mem
bers of both houses of Congress. 

The need fur postal reform is clear and 
increasingly urgent. The Post Office system 
has been growing steadily more costly and 
less efficient. It does not seem to have been 
operated according to sound business prin
ciples. The postal reform bill would trans
fer control of the system from the present 
Post Office Department to a special corpora
tion created for the purpose. This offers 
hope for more businesslike and less bureau
cratic and political management of the 
postal service, and this would seem to be 
a good change. 

However, the postal reform bill, as passed 

by the Senate, would also open the door to 
compulsory unionlsm--once called the closed 
shop, then ,the union shop, and now the 
agency shop, on the familiar principle that 
if you change the name of an unpopular 
program, along with a few of its minor de
tails, you can sidestep public hostility and 
rejection. But whatever the name and what
ever the details, compulsory unionism is 
fundamentally contrary to the workingman's 
individual liberty. 

Forcing a worker to join a labor union is 
most indefensible of all in government work. 
Since all citizens are paying for it through 
their taxes, certainly it should be open to 
all who are qualified, regardless of whether 
they want to join a union or not. President 
John F. Kennedy recognized this principle 
in his executive order of 1962 guaranteeing 

the right of all federal employees to join, or 
to refrain from joining, any labor union or 
other employee organization. 

Experience with private industry clearly 
shows that compulsory unionism does much 
to lead to massive confrontations between 
employers and employees. Its introduction 
into government employment would almost 
certainly end in an acceptance of strikes by 
public employees. The postal strike last 
spring, which posed such a serious threat to 
the whole country despite its brief duration, 
shows the danger of any step in this direc
tion. 

Much as postal reform is needed, I shall 
not support any legislation for this purpose 
which would allow any group of federal em
ployees to be forced to join or pay dues to 
any labor union. 

SENATE-Friday, July 10, 1970 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. RALPH YAR
BOROUGH, a Senator from the State of 
Texas. 

The Reverend Charles B. Nunn, Jr., 
pastor, First Baptist Church, Bluefield, 
W. Va., offered the following prayer: 

O Lord, our God, as we pray for the 
Members of this body, its officers, and 
all those who share in its labors, we re
member that Thou art always One who 
is near, who is able and eternally ade
quate to satisfy the deep spiritual yearn
ings of men and nations. 

Let us not forget that as wells run dry 
amidst a season of drought so do men's 
divine resources, when they are neglected 
or ignored. 

Forgive us if we ever feel that prayer 
is a waste of time, and help us to see that 
without it we labor in vain. 

Give to us Thy peace and refresh us in 
our weariness that this may be a good 
day with much done and done well. 

We ask it in the blessed name of the 
One who has said: 

As thy days, so shall thy strength be. 
Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

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

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., July 10, 1970. 
To the Senate: 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR BYRD OF WEST VIR
GINIA TODAY AND DELAY IN 
PROCEEDING TO THE TRANSAC
TION OF ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that, at the 
conclusion of the remarks today by the 
distinguished Senator from New Jer
sey (Mr. WILLIAMS), the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD) be recognized for not to exceed 
10 minutes; that then there not be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business until later in the 
day, but that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 874, Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 64, the ter
mination of certain joint resolutions 
authorizing the use of the Armed Forces 
which was made the pending business 
last night. 

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
THE SENATE SESSION TODAY 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all 
committees be authorized to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate today. 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, a Sena
tor from the State of Texas, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

RrcHARD B. RussELL, The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
President pro tempore. pore. Under the previous order, the dis-

Mr. YARBOROUGH thereupon took tinguished Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
the chair as Acting President pro tern- YOUNG) is now recognized for 20 min

utes. pore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the Journal of the proceedings 
of Thursday, July 9, 1970, be dispensed 
with. 

CXVI--1494-Part 17 

WE WERE NOT INVITED 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

it may come as a complete surprise to 
many Americans, but the fact is that no 
government of South Vietnam ever 
asked or suggested that the U.S. Govern-

ment send combat troops into South 
Vietnam to maintain the Saigon regime 
in power. 

A civil war has been raging in South 
Vietnam for more than 10 years now. 
During that time, there ha.s never been 
any request for combat troops from any 
government of South Vietnam, neither 
the National Liberation Front, the polit
ical arm of the VC, nor from any of the 
Saigon regimes including the present one 
headed by General Thieu and Air Mar
shal Ky. 

President Eisenhower and his advisers, 
principally Secretary of State John Fos
ter Dulles, violently opposed the Viet
namese seeking national liberation. The 
Eisenhower administration provided im
mense aid to the French seeking to re
store their lush and oppressive Indo
chinese colonial empire. Our militarists 
with the sanction of President Eisen
hower had decided in 1954 to send in our 
airpower for the relief of Dienbienphu. 

A few days before this outpost sur
rendered in May 1954 to the Vietnamese 
fighting for national liberation, Chair
man RICHARD RUSSELL of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and the then 
Senate majority leader, Lyndon B. John
son, expressed their feelings of outrage 
to President Eisenhower who then 
changed his mind and rejected the mili
tant advice of John Foster Dulles. 

On the day President Eisenhower left 
the White House, there were 685 Ameri
can military advisers in Vietnam. No 
combat troops. On the date that Presi
dent John F. Kennedy was assassinated, 
there were in Vietnam approximately 
16,180 American military advisers. No 
combat troops. Unfortunately, that sit
uation was altered by President Lyndon 
Johnson. On the day that he left office, 
there were more than a half million GI's, 
marines, and airmen in South Vietnam. 

Neither the militarist regime of Saigon 
nor any previous ruling group in Saigon 
ever requested or suggested that the 
United States send those combat troops 
and airmen into Vietnam. My statement 
may amaze many American citizens but 
it is factually correct. A few months back 
that flamboyant Air Marshal Ky who is 
Vice President of the Saigon militarist 
regime said that it would be fine with 
him if all American troops left Vietnam. 
He said, "We never asked them to come." 

Among the first U.S. combat troops 
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to enter South Vietnam were regiments 
of marines. They are trained to spear
head offensive action in the field. How
ever, early in 1965 our Marine Forces 
were deployed defensively in the area of 
Danang. To this day most of our Marine 
Force has remained there. 

Mr. President, the United States has 
for nearly a decade been waging a war 
in Southeast Asia, an area far from our 
sphere of influence and of no importance 
whatever to the defense of the United 
States. This immoral, undeclared civil 
war has cost taxpayers $400 billion and 
the priceless lives of more than 50,000 of 
America's finest, 10,000 miles from their 
homes. 

In addition, approximately 300,000 
have been wounded in combat or in what 
Pentagon officials call accidents and in
cidents. Many will be maimed for life. 

Mr. President, what the Pentagon 
terms "accident and incidents," which 
have cost so many priceless American 
lives in World War II, as the distin
guished Acting President pro tempore 
now in the chair (Mr. YARBOROUGH) 
knows because of his fine service to his 
country, we would have termed combat 
deaths. This is another instance of the 
credibility gap. 

No chief of state of any of the regimes 
ruling in Saigon at any time during the 
administration of Presidents Eisenhow
er, Kennedy, and Johnson ever requested 
that U.S. combat troops be sent into 
Vietnam. Careful inquiry of top officials 
in the Department of State and Depart
ment of Defense and at the White House 
disclosed the startling fact that there was 
no request for American troops at any 
time. We should never have been involved 
in that civil war, especially a war in 
which we were never asked to enter, a 
war in which nearly every community of 
our country has tragically lost at least 
one high school graduate. 

State Department officials have claimed 
that a request for troops was made by 
the Government of South Vietnam. In 
typical bureaucratic jargon, the State 
Department rePorted on September 2, 
1969: 

The initia l decisions to deploy United 
States combat troops to south Vietnam in 
the spring and summer of 1965 resulted from 
a continuing analysis of a constantly chang
ing situation, a major factor in which was 
the deployment to south Vietnam of regular 
north Vietnam army units from the end of 
1964 onward. . • • The process of analyzing 
the situation by the two governments, and 
and the consultation and agreeemnt there
on, were such as to be regarded by our gov
ernment as constituting a request from the 
government of Vietnam. 

What gobbledygook is this. Our Armed 
Forces were already over there. I was in 
Vietnam for nearly 30 days in 1965, and 
I know in the facts. This official double
talk looks impressive but it clearly 
does not constitute a request for combat 
troops from the Government of South 
Vietnam. 

In early 1965, U.S. Marines were moved 
to Danang from Saigon. This was not a 
deployment of troops to South Vietnam 
in response to a request from the South 
Vietnamese Government. It was simply 
a redeployment of marines who were 

already in Vietnam without any official 
request. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that U.S. 
marines already in Saigon were rede
ployed to Danang, not in response to 
South Vietnamese request, but as part of 
a tactical move by the U.S. high 
command. 

Perhaps we should not be surprised 
that the State Department considers this 
a formal request. Clear legal and diplo
matic distinctions were among the early 
casualties of this war. It is an untruthful 
statement that we have any commitment 
there. We are sending troops to an area 
of no strategic importance whatsoever 
to the defense of our country. FUrther
more, I denounce the claim that the 
United States of America has a mandate 
from Almighty God to police the entire 
world. 

President Thieu on several occasions 
said that neither he nor any of his pred
ecessors ever asked the Americans to 
come in. He stated we can leave anytime 
we want to; that they do not need Amer
ican fighting men in South Vietnam. 

Then, that flamboyant Air Marshal 
Ky, who was born in Hanoi and proudly 
displays a French decoration awarded 
him in 1954 for fighting against his fel
low countrymen seeking national libera
tion, added his voice, making repeated 
statements saying the Americans came in 
on their own. Ky has stated often that 
the South Vietnamese can get along 
without our help. 

The Senate has acted wisely in voting 
to repeal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 
I am glad this issue will come before the 
Senate again today. It will afford me 
another opportunity to vote to repeal the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 

On March 1, 1966, the matter of the re
peal of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
came before the Senate for debate. And 
at that time in this body, only five U.S. 
Senators voted in favor of the repeal. 
Those five, Mr. President, were the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT), former Senator Gruening of 
Alaska, former Senator Morse of Ore
gon, the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. McCARTHY), and the then-junior 
Senator from Ohio, the Senator who is 
now speaking. We were the five who voted 
to repeal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 

The Senate will be acting wisely today 
in voting, as we shall no doubt vote, by 
a huge majority, if not near unanimity, 
to repeal that Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 

That resolution was based on utterly 
false statements that the destroyers 
Maddox and Turner Joy were on a rou
tine mission in the Gulf of Tonkin when, 
in fact, they were intelligence-gathering 
spy ships. Furthermore, the alleged at
tack, the second attack in the nighttime 
never, in fact, took place. 

The captain commanding both of these 
destroyers expressed his doubts very 
shortly after in messages to the com
manding admiral, messages which were 
not permitted to be forwarded to Wash
ington at that time. 

That resolution was the authority 
which President Johnson claimed as the 
basis for sending more than one-half 
million U.S. troops into Vietnam. With 

that authority repealed and in light of 
the fact that American combat troops 
were never invited into Vietnam, Presi
dent Nixon now has a golden oppor
tunity to end our involvement in that 
immoral, undeclared war. I hope he 
takes it, but I do not think he will. 

Just as the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Vermont (Mr. AmEN) stated 
some months ago: 

President Nixon should declare that we 
have achieved our objective in Vietnam, and 
order all our combat troops to be brought 
home now and without delay. 

I hope he does that, but I do not be
lieve he has the leadership to do that. 

Mr. President, those troops could and 
should be brought home the same way 
they were sent over-by ships and by 
planes-and this return trip should be 
completed within 2 months. 
WE MAINTAIN A BRUTAL, FASCIST MILITARIST 

REGIME WHICH TORTURES POLITICAL PRISON

ERS IN WINDOWLESS STONE " TIGER CAGES" 

Mr. President, for 6 long years the 
American people have been supporting 
with their energy, their resources, and 
their lives an immoral, undeclared war 
in Southeast Asia. This war was sup
posedly being fought to stop Communist 
aggression and to maintain and defend 
a free, democratic, non-Communist gov
ernment in South Vietnam. 

As the horrible toll of this tragic war 
mounted, it has become increasingly ap
parent that the Saigon government of 
Thieu and Ky is nothing more than a 
military dictatorship disguised with the 
trappings of a free democracy. It is a 
Fascist, military regime with only a very 
narrow base of support within the coun
try and it is kept in power only through 
the continued presence of American 
troops and dollars. It is a dictatorship 
which jailed the man who finished sec
ond in the presidential elections; dozens 
of newspapers have been closed; elected 
representatives of the people have been 
intimidated, jailed, or forced into exile; 
thousands of students and intellectuals 
and business and professional personnel 
have been summarily imprisoned for 
daring to disagree with the Government. 
This is the Government for which 50,000 
Americans have given their lives. 

Mr. President, early this week the 
whole world received further proof of 
the nature of the Saigon government 
we are now supporting with the revela
tion of the existence of a Devil's Island
type prison camp being run by the Thieu 
regime. It is shocking and appalling that 
American officials have known about and 
kept secret the existence of the prison 
camp at Con Son, 60 miles off the coast 
of South Vietnam. 

Recently exposed by two courageous 
Congressmen, Representatives AUGUS
TUS F. HAWKINS of California, and WrL
LIAM R. ANDERSON of Tennessee, the hu
man torture chamber at Con Son con
tains 500 men and women locked up in 
windowless tiger cages, confined three 
or four together in 5-by-9-foot stone 
compartments, living in filthy conditions, 
suffering from malnutrition and disease 
and enduring physical beatings. 

Their limbs are shackled, inducing 
paralysis, and powdered lime which 
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causes them to choke and gasp for breath 
is dumped on them. 

This concentration camp for political 
opponents of the corrupt Thieu-Ky dic
tatorship would no doubt have remained 
a. well-kept secret had not Congressman 
.ANDERSON and HAWKINS broken a way 
from the carefully screened factfinding 
tour for a 12-member special House com
mittee and actually discovered a star
tling fact, which was not on the program 
and which they were not supposed to see. 

Their experience exposes the perils 
and pitfalls of congressional factfind
ing tours, demonstrating that more than 
anything else, they are an exercise in 
brainwashing. 

Thomas R. Harkin, the congressional 
staff member who accompanied Con
gressmen HAWKINS and .ANDERSON' re
signed on July 7 in disgust over the way 
the Con Son issue had been handled. He 
charged that the majority of the special 
House committee which made the trip to 
South Vietnam attempted to cover up 
the existence of the tiger cages at Con 
Son and shroud it in a conspiracy of 
silence, rather than reveal the existence 
of the secret prison compound. 

Mr. President, the vast majority of the 
9,000 prisoners in the Con Son concentra
tion camp, which incidentally was first 
established in 1862 by the French to de
tain Vietnamese opponents of that na
tion's colonial empire in Asia, are politi
cal opponents of the totalitarian Thieu
Ky regime, men and women who dared to 
speak out against the policies of the bru
tal tyrants of this war-tom nation. 

The sickening bestiality at Con Son 
was described by five South Vietnamese 
students, recently released from Con Son, 
before a committee of the Vietnamese 
House of Representatives. 

They gave a grisly description of the 
deplorable conditions at Con Son. Food in 
the tiger cages they said consisted of rice, 
often riddled with sand and pebbles. To 
supplement this diet, they said they add
ed leaves, grass, fleas, and beetles. 

For toilet paper-

They said-
we had to use a small scrap of cloth ripped 
from a shirt or pants pocket, which we care
fully washed out with urine so it could be 
used again and a.gain. 

These former political prisoners were 
all avowed opponents of the regime of 
President Thieu, the ruthless dictator of 
South Vietnam who has sought to rule 
his nation by decree. 

Don Luce, an American in South Viet
nam who is gathering information for 
the division of interchurch aid of the 
World Council of Churches, said that he 
visited the prison compound with the 
Congressmen at Con Son where he saw 
the tiger cages. Mr. Luce had been told, 
of a hidden entry to the stone compart
ments while visiting Con Son with Con
gressmen ANDERSON and HAWKINS. He 
asked to have the door opened and the 
Americans went inside. 

We looked down from a catwalk through 
large openings, one for ea.ch cell. 

Mr. Luce related. 
The prisoners dragged themselves to the 

spot where they could look up and speak 
to us. They pleaded for water. 

Above each compartment, Mr. Luce 
related, was a bucket of powdery white 
lime that the prison warden said was used 
for whitewashing the walls, but that the 
prisoners said was thrown down on them 
when they asked for food. 

The women prisoners, who number 
about 250, said that they were moved 
from mainland prisons to Con Son 7 
months ago. Mr. Luce reported that there 
appeared to be 60 or 70 compartments 
in each of the two buildings with five 
women in a compartment. 

Mr. President, during the last fiscal 
year, the United States contributed $442,-
000 to the Vietnamese penal system, pri
marily for construction of new facilities. 
It is evident that the appropriation of 
this money is :mother example of the 
waste and corruption of the Saigon gov
ernment, which continues to maintain in
humane prisons and treat prisoners like 
animals. 

The revelation of the human torture 
chamber at Con Son is another link in the 
chain of proof that we are not support
ing a democracy in Saigon and never 
have, but rather we have been maintain
ing a brutal totalitarian ruling clique of 
dictators whose prime interest is remain
ing in power, not serving the needs of the 
South Vietnamese people. It may be 
charged by some that this is no worse 
than atrocities committed by the Com
munists. That is hardly a justification 
for this horror, for since when do two 
wrongs make a right. For 6 years the 
American people have been told they 
were fighting this war to prevent such 
things from happening. 

A congressional factfinding team un
covered these unspeakable atrocities. 
What followed was that Frank E. Wal
ton, U.S. chief of the Public Safety Di
rectorate in Saigon, denounced those 
fine Members of Congress for "intruding 
into a Vietnamese prison." This fellow 
denied the existence of the cages. Then 
when irrefutable proof was offered of 
their existence, he refused to do any
thing about the cruel situation. He even 
refused to visit the cages. 

Then a spokesman of the U.S. Em
bassy in Saigon termed these as "some 
shortcomings in the correction program 
in Vietnam." He stated that Americans 
should remember that this was in the 
control of the South Vietnamese officials 
and not U.S. Government officials. 

The facts are this administration is 
being misrepresented in Saigon by Am
bassador Bunker who has outlived what
ever usefulness he ever had. We are 
guilty of aiding and abetting South Viet
namese officials in inhumane and brutal 
treatment of political prisoners. Ambas
sador Bunker and even officials at the 
White House have suppressed informa
tion about this bestiality, stating we must 
"spare Saigon embarrassment." 

There has been no comment whatever 
from the White House nor from officials 
of the Defense Department denouncing 
the sickening brutality committed by top 
officials of the Saigon militarist regime 
of General Thieu and Air Marshal Ky 
which our Armed Forces have been 
maintaining in power for years at the 
cost of 50 thousand priceless lives of 
America's finest young men killed in 

combat. In addition our young men 
wounded in combat exceed more than 
290,000. Many other GI's have been af
flicted with bubonic plague, malaria, and 
other jungle diseases. Some have died. 

Is it poosible that this brutal sordid, 
endless involvement of our country in 
southeast Asia, first intervening in a civil 
war in Vietnam and more recently in the 
extension and expansion of the brutal 
:fighting and killing of civilians-men, 
women and children-into Cambodia 
and Laos as well as in Vietnam-has so 
exhausted the American spirit that the 
recent discovery of the fact that some 500 
political prisoners-men, women and 
children have been confined in window
less stone "tiger cages" brought forth no 
word of protest from the White House. 
In fact an attempt was made to conceal 
this brutality from the American people. 
Furthermore the Saigon militarist re
gime we support has presently m pnson 
cells some 40,000 Political prisoners-in
cluding many women. They have been 
mistreated and many have been tortured. 
Yet not one word of protest has ema
nated from American officials in Viet
nam nor from the White House. 

The United States is a signatory to 
the Geneva agreement guaranteeing the 
humane treatment of prisoners of war. 
We Americans have been absolutely 
right in pressing our contention that the 
Hanoi government and the forces of the 
national liberation front of South Viet
nam, or VC, have been mistreating our 
airmen and other fighting men who have 
been prisoners of war over many months. 

It is evident that in recent months 
there has been some semblance of hu
manity in Hanoi in that hundreds of 
names of American prisoners of war 
have been made public largely through 
Quakers and other groups whose mem
bers have been permitted to confer with 
Government officials in Hanoi. Also some 
packages of food and medicines and 
some mail has been permitted to be re
ceived by Americans held as prisoners. 
Too little has been accomplished to date 
in this connection. 

Mr. President, I express my admira
tion for the Congressmen, particularly 
two of them who expressed loudly and 
clearly their feeling of horror and who 
were the ones who located these tiger 
cages despite efforts by Vietnam Gov
ernment officials, U.S. State Department 
officials, and AID officials to cover up 
and prevent their access to these tiger 
cages. I pay tribute to Congressman 
HAWKINS, Democrat of California, and 
ANDERSON, Democrat of Tennessee. Un
fortunately, some other members of this 
so-called fact:finding group apparently 
were disinterested in real fact:finding. It 
is stated that Representative CLANCY, 
Republican of Ohio, upon his return to 
my State said: 

This ls something I know nothing about. 

Representative SMITH, Democrat of 
Iowa, said: 

It was a mistake to go there. 

Representative WATSON, Republican of 
.South Carolina, said: 

This could be highly embarasslng to "i,n:o 
South Vietnamese Government. 
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Congressman MONTGOMERY, Demo
crat of Mississippi, chairman of this 
special committee pontificated: 

This was a South Vietnamese creation 
and it is their problem. 

Very definitely, this problem has be
come more and more an American prob
lem with each successive attempt of 
some Congressmen to cover it up. 

Mr. President, I express my admira
tion for Thomas R. Harkin, a former 
navy pilot who served the committee as 
its one staff member. He resigned in dis
may and disgust over the manner in 
which this issue had been handled. He 
spoke out for "justice and humanity." 

Mr. President, we Americans should 
all join him in expressing our protest 
over a ghastly horror story which truly 
dishonors all of those upholding and de
f ending the brutality of the Saigon mili
tarist regime we maintain in power. We 
should demand that every one of those 
political prisoners be released without 
delay. 

Mr. President, we have failed to learn 
that we are not capable of changing the 
ways of another people with a radically 
different culture on a distant continent. 
Until we perceive this, we will continue 
to sacrifice the lives of our Nation's 
finest young men and subsidize a tyran
nical dictatorship which is contrary to 
all the democratic precepts which have 
guided our country for almost two cen
turies. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from New Jersey is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

THE MIDDLE EAST CRISIS 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, it has been 3 years since the 
6-day war in the Middle East between 
Israel and her Arab neighbors. It might 
be more accurate to ref er to the Middle 
East crisis as a 22-year war, which start
ed in 1948 when Israel became a state. 

During those 22 years, hardly a day 
has gone by without a report of some 
hostile action on Israel's borders. Peri
odically, those hostilities have heated up 
to the point of full-scale war. Such was 
the case in 1948 when the Arab countries 
invaded Israel immediately after Israel's 
proclamation of statehood. 

War broke out again after Egypt closed 
the Suez Canal to Israel shipping and 
international trade to or from Israel in 
1956. 

There was another full-scale war in 
1967 when Nasser sought to blockade Is
rael and forced a withdrawal of U.N. 
peacekeeping forces. 

During the course of these 22 years, 
Democratic and Republican Presidents 
alike, have publicly proclaimed America's 
strong support of Israel. They have made 
clear America's determination to assure 
Israel's continued and secure existence. 

We have not, however, always mani
fested our sincerity by specific actions. 
Action taken at the appropriate time 
could have effectively assured a peaceful 
and productive existence for Israel and 
for all the peoples of the Middle East. 

Furthermore, it is clear that our efforts 
to buy the friendship of :r;i.ations, such as 
the United Arab Republic, at almost any 
cost have been a complete failure. 

One need only reflect momentarily on 
the disastrous Dulles policies of the :fif
ties to realize that any effort today to 
follow a so-called evenhanded approach 
was doomed to failure. 

Indeed, such an approach, in my judg
ment may bear a direct causal relation
ship 'to the Soviet Union's escalating 
military presence in the Middle East. 

One may view American interests in 
the Middle East in the context of an
other confrontation between the United 
States and the Communist world. If that 
is the case, it is difficult to see how we 
can be evenhanded in dealing with So
viet-dominated Arab countries which op
pose the one country that is a bulwark 
against Communist expansion. 

One may view American interests in 
the Middle East in the context of aiding 
nations which turn to us for assistance. 
If so, one must be outraged by our will
ingness to send our young men to die 
for corrupt regimes in Vietnam while 
hesitating to even sell arms to Israel. 

One may view American interests in 
the Middle East in the context of aiding 
another nation committed to freedom of 
the human spirit. If so, one must be dis
couraged to think that we have willingly 
aided Arab dictatorships while hesitating 
before responding to pleas from demo
cratic Israel. 

For the past several months the people 
of our Nation have observed the adminis
tration in Washington publicly agoniz
ing over a decision to sell 125 jet aircraft 
to Israel. Throughout this lengthy proc
ess, we have been told that Soviet escala
tion has not shifted the balance of power 
against Israel. 

As recently as May 8, the President was 
not ready to conclude that the balance of 
power had shifted against Israel. Only 
2 weeks ago, Secretary Rogers assured 
Americans that Israel was still capable of 
supporting herself militarily. 

This was despite his recognition that 
the Soviet Union had deployed Sam-3 
missiles in Egypt and that Soviet pilots 
are flying planes in Egypt and that there 
are a large number of Soviet personnel in 
the United Arab Republic. 

In fact Secretary Rogers announced 
at that ti{ne a new peace initiative being 
undertaken by the United States. 

Ten days before Secretary Rogers' an
nouncement, I wrote to President Nixon 
regarding the Middle East crisis. I called 
it one of the most serious threats to 
world peace since the Second World War. 
And I urged a Presidential report to the 
Nation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of that letter be inserted in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

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

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

JUNE 16, 1970. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We have all been 
watching with increasing alarm the growing 
Soviet presence in the Middle East. This Rus
sian presence only heightens the concern of 

all people who recognize the need for a con
tinued existence of a secure State of Israel. 

It is certainly proper for Administration 
spokesmen to reiterate our commitment to 
Israel's survival. However, the depth of that 
commitment can only be measured by the 
actions we take. Unfortunately, our actions 
have been equivocal, and our equivocation 
has lead the Soviet Union and the Arab na
tions to prolong and expand the Middle East 
conflict. 

In my judgment, the Middle East crisis 
presents one of the most serious threats to 
world peace since the Second World War. And 
yet, Israel's request for the sale of additional 
Jet aircraft is still undergoing lengthy re
view by your Administration. 

I know that this critical situation is of 
great concern to you, as it ls to all Americans. 
I believe, however, that I speak for many 
Americans when I express concern and lack of 
understandlng at such apparent equivoca
tion. 

In the past, you have made serious efforts 
to present to the Nation reports on several 
critical issues. I respectfully urge you to con
sider a Presidential statement and report to 
the Nation on this issue. I know such a report 
will be greatly apprecaited by all of America. 

Respectfully yours, 
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr, 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I have received no response 
from the White House. However, I did 
watch the President's televised conversa
tion with three newsmen, and I have 
read newspaper reports attributed to 
White House and other administration 
sources. 

These things have caused me grave 
concern. 

It would appear that the President 
believes that a situation in which Soviet 
presence did not alter the balance of 
power against Israel, has suddenly be
come a situation requiring a direct 
Soviet-United States confrontation. 

On Tuesday, I felt compelled to renew 
my request to the President that he agree 
to the immediate sale of additional jet 
aircraft to Israel. In addition, I again 
asked for a Presidential report to the 
Nation on the grave Mideast crisis. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of that letter to the President, dated July 
7, 1970, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

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

The PRESIDENT, 

The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 7, 1970. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As you know, I have 
urged, on numerous occasions that the Ad
ministration demonstrate America's resolve 
to assure the continued secure existence of 
Israel. I have believed for some time, as my 
public record demonstrates, that the appar
ent weakening of American resolve has led 
the Soviet Union to escalate the hostilities 
in the Middle East. I, therefore, could not 
agree with you more when you state that the 
situation in the Middle East is a most serious 
threat to world peace. 

I believe that I owe it to you and to my 
constituents to share with you my grave con
cern over reports attributed by the news 
media to "White House sources" and to re
new my request that you devote some time 
from your heavy schedule to a report to the 
Nation on the crisis in the Middle East. 

For months, your Administration has been 
considering Israel's req.uest for the opportu
nity to purchase additional jet aircraft. 
Though I have disagreed with your decisions 
to delay approval of the sale, I appreciate 
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your genuine concern over the deteriorating 
situation. It is my strong belief, however, 
that an immediate agreement to sell jets to 
Israel would go a long way to demonstrating 
to the Soviet Union that she cannot freely 
work her will in the Middle East. An addi
tional, but most important, reason leading 
me to this conclusion is that it is one method 
of deterring the Soviet Union without com
mitting even one American. 

I have read with great interest and con
cern the recent article, "Suez is the Front 
to Watch," by Hon. George W. Ball, former 
Under Secretary of State, a man for whom 
I have the highest regard. His conclusions, 
however, are very disturbing. Although he 
seems to minimize the utility of selling addi
tional jets to Israel, he too readily concludes 
that "we should be in a position to demand, 
on threat of direct military involvement, 
that the Soviets remove most, if not all, of 
their military personnel from Egypt." 

It is of even greater concern to read re
ports this past weekend of "White House" 
and "other Administration sources" appar
ently ascribing to this thesis. Coming as they 
do on the heels of your announced new peace 
initiative, these reports have been a cause of 
great confusion about your position. 

I must respectfully renew my urging for 
the immediate sale of additional jet aircraft 
to Israel and for a Presidential report to the 
Nation on this grave crisis. 

Sincerely, 
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr, 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I cannot find the words to em
phasize strongly enough my deep con
viction that time is of the essence. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, notwithstanding the order that the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) 
be recognized at this time, I ask unani
mous consent that I be recognized for 3 
minutes, and that the 3 minutes used by 
me not be counted against the time of the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 42~UBMIS
SION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHOR
IZING THE COMMITTEE ON COM
MERCE TO CONDUCT AN INVESTI
GATION OF FIRMS PROMOTING 
TRAVEL ABROAD BY AMERICAN 
STUDENTS 

TRAVEL AGENCIES LEAVE AMERICAN STUDENTS 
STRANDED ABROAD 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, in the July 7, 1970, issue of the 
Washington Star there appeared an arti
cle entitled "About 3,000 Tourists 
'Stranded.'" This article outlines the 
desperate situation in which several 
thousand American students found 
themselves when stranded in Europe as 
the result of the bankruptcy of the travel 
agency with which they had placed their 
money. 

A second article appearing in the 
Washington Post of July 10 indicates 
that these students will lose about 75 per-
cent of their advance payments. 

According to these articles, after these 
students were in Europe the travel 
agency declared bankruptcy, listing as
sets of about $800,000 against debts of 
around $4,000,000. 

Surely the officials of this agency knew 
of their financial situation prior to the 
time that these students left the Ameri
can continent, and I am requesting that 
the Senate Committee give attention to 
this problem. 

The questions may well be asked, To 
what extent did this bankruptcy result 
from siphoning the money out of the 
concern by its management, and what is 
even more important, Do we need laws 
requiring the licensing or bonding of 
these travel agencies? 

I have had somewhat similar com
plaints-not necessarily involving bank
ruptcy, but situations where students 
were misled when, in making their travel 
arrangements, they were not fully ad
vised as to the limited coverage of the 
contract. For example, in some instances, 
the stated cost covered standby travel 
alone with the possibility that even at 
the last minute the contract would be 
canceled with the student left at the air
port, thereby necessitating the cost of 
additional hotel arrangements at the 
point of departure either in this country 
or on the return home. 

There are reports that our American 
consuls in Europe and Asia are often 
confronted with the problem of assisting 
stranded students who have been 
trapped by the glowing promises of some 
travel agency advertisements. 

In view of the serious hardships that 
result from such misunderstandings I am 
today requesting that the Senate Com
merce Committee examine not only this 
particular case involving bankruptcy but 
also the industry in general to determine 
whether or not we need legislation re
quiring a greater responsibility on the 
part of these travel agencies, perhaps 
even to the extent of a bonding or licen
sing arrangement. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
three articles to which I have referred, 
together with an article published in yes
terday's issue of the Wilmington Morn
ing News on the same subject, be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 

.July 7, 1970] 
ABOUT 3,000 TOURISTS "STRANDED" 

PARIS.--Several thousand American stu
dents found themselves temporarily stranded 
in Europe today after their Cincinnati-based 
tour group filed for bankruptcy. 

But spokesmen for the group quickly ar
ranged an airlift for the students-who are 
in Paris, Rome, Cologne, Geneva, Vienna, 
Athens and parts of Yugoslavia-promising 
"we have the money." 

HAVE RESERVATIONS 

Some of the students took the whole affair 
as a lark, others were bitter and a few were 
anxious. But nobody was suffering. 

"Nobody has been stranded," asserted T. 
Budge Hyde, acting president of the World 
Academy, the ill-fated tour group. 

"They are all safely housed in their accom
modations and they have their plane reserva
tions home." Five planes will leave New York 
today and seven more tomorrow to evacuate 
half the youths. 

PETITIONS FILED 

Hyde said there were about 3,000 students 
on the tour program throughout Europe. 

"We already sent 600 to 700 of them llome 
in the past few days up to today," he added. 

World Academy and four of its subsidiaries 
filed voluntary bankruptcy petitions yester
day in U.S. District Court of Cincinnati. 

The agency's brochure had offered the 
young people "the best of all summers," a 
study trip to Europe with school work and 
classroom credit worked in. 

"We are no longer financially able to meet 
commitments for transportation and accom
modation," a statement from the organiza
tion said. An attorney said the firm had 
assets of about $800,000 and debts of $4 
million. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 10, 
1970] 

BANKRUPTCY RETURN 

CINCINNATI.-A bankruptcy referee said the 
3,200 high school and college students 
stranded in Europe when a travel agency 
went broke will receive 10 to 25 cents on the 
dollar on the total amount they paid for their 
trip. 

World Aoademy Inc., the now-bankrupt 
firm that arranged the student tour, had 
arranged for airline tickets for t he students 
but had not paid for food and lodging. 

The students paid between $700 and $1,000 
for the trip. 

[From the Wilmington (Del.) Morning News, 
July 9, 1970] 

STRANDED STUDENTS TO RETURN 

Thirteen Archmere Academy students 
stranded in Europe when their travel agency 
declaired bankruptcy will be returning to the 
United States by today or tomorrow. 

Father Alexander Arndt, the academy's 
registrar, said the students will arrive in New 
York City on a capitol International Airlines 
flight. 

The Archme.re students were among 3,500 
student s stranded when the agency, World 
Academy Tours for Foreign Study, Inc., filed 
a bankruJJtcy petition. 

The students were left with their return 
air tickets but without food and lodging. 

The Archmere students and four other 
students in their group had toured Italy and 
were in Geneva, Switzerland, when they 
learned they would have to return. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I submit, 
for appropriate reference, a resolution, 
Senate Resolution 428, and ask unani
mous consent that the resolution be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BIBLE). The resolution will be received 
and appropriately referred and, without 
objection, will be printed in the RECORD 
in accordance with the Senator's request. 

The resolution, Senate Resolution 428, 
which reads as follows, was referred to 
the Committee on Commerce: 

S. RES. 428 
Resolved, That the Committee on Com

merce, or any duly authorized subcommit
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 134 
(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord
ance with its jurisdiction specified by rule 
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to 
make a full and complete study and investi
gation of firms promoting travel in foreign 
countries by American students, with par
ticular reference to the financial responsi
bility of such firms. 

SEC. 2. The committee shall report its find
ings upon the study and investigation au
thorized by this resolution, together with 
such recommendations as it deems advisable, 
to the Sena_te at the earliest practicable 
date. 

The ACTING PRF.slDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Sena
tor from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 
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THE UNITED STATES SHOULD CRY 
OUT AGAINST INHUMANE TREAT
MENT OF PRISONERS WHEREVER 
IT OCCURS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident Americans are understandably 
shocked by the statements which have 
been made in the last few days with 
respect to mistreatment of prisoners by 
the South Vietnamese. 

I note some conflict in the reports con
cerning conditions at Con son Island, 
some 60 miles off the coast of south 
Vietnam, and I would say, first, that 
efforts should be made to get a correct 
assessment of the facts. If any action is 
called for by our Government, decisions 
should not be made on the basis of sen
sational reports in the press alone. 

If the reports are true, however, the 
mistreatment of prisoners should be con
demned strongly. The United States 
should withdraw any financial aid that 
might contribute to prison conditions 
such as those which have been described 
in the news media, and our Government 
should use every means at its disposal 
to compel the government in Saigon to 
treat prisoners humanely. 

Men and women-many of the polit
ical prisoners-reportedly have been in
carcerated in windowless cells or cag~s 
under extremely primitive and unsaru
tary conditions. Allegedly, some have 
been shackled to iron bars in the floor 
and have been beaten until they cannot 
stand. The food given them, apparently, 
is below the subsistence level, and, ac
cording to the news reports, they have 
been "disciplined with du.stings of chok
ing lime." 

All of this is abhorrent and foreign to 
the effort we have been making in beha!f 
of the Sou th Vietnamese people, and 1S 
of direct concern to the United States, 
if the investigation-preferably by the 
Red cross-which should be made bears 
out the allegations. 

This situation is closely related to an
other prisoner situation in which Amer
icans are also deeply involved and about 
which we should be increasingly con
cerned and active, and that is the situa
tion in which American military per
sonnel are being held as prisoners of 
war by the North Vietnamese. 

What is happening to these men? we 
do not know, since Hanoi has not even 
had the humanity to reveal the names of 
the Americans it holds prisoners. The 
families of these men do not know if 
they are dead or alive. If they are alive, 
they, too, may be the vict~ of mistreat
ment and brutality. Certainly the un
fortunate families of these men here at 
home are the victims of fear and dread 
as to the fate which has befallen their 
loved ones. This is cruelty carried to an 
uncivilized degree. 

I cannot understand, Mr. President, 
why there is no apparent concern for 
these men on the part of those who dem
onstrate against America's efforts in 
South Vietnam. Why do we never hear 
condemnation of our country's enemies 
in North Vietnam for their callous in
humanity? Why are there no protests 
over what may be happening to U.S. air
men, soldiers, sailors. and marines who 

are held incommunicado in communist 
jails? 

There is something dreadfully distorted 
about a public conscience which con
demns warfare, yet condones brutality 
inflicted upon those who are in no way 
able to defend themselves. There is as 
much reason to condemn the North Viet
namese for their vindictiveness and re
calcitrance with respect to prisoners of 
war as there is to condemn the south 
Vietnamese for their mistreatment of 
others held prisoner. Hanoi has kept 
American POW's in almost total isolation 
over the past several years, refusing even 
to let the prisoners communicate with 
their families in the United States. 

The Geneva Convention of 1949 rela
tive to the treatment of prisoners of 
war-to which North Vietnam subse
quently became a signatory-provides 
that prisoners of war "shall in all cir
cumstances be treated humanely." Hanoi 
is thus guilty of willful and flagrant dis
regard of an international agreement 
which it is pledged to uphold. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that the 
disclosures with regard to Con Son Island 
will serve to focus new attention upon 
all aspects of the situation involving 
those held prisoner by either side in the 
war in Southeast Asia. America must al
ways be strongly on the side of decency 
and humanity. 

Hanoi and Saigon-can be influenced 
by U.S. public opinion. A nationwide out
cry against mistreatment of human be
ings held as prisoners in this conflict is 
needed. Human treatment for them must 
be demanded. Our Government, our 
churches, our civic organizations, and 
concerned agencies throughout the land 
ought to raise their voices in protest 
against uncivilized cruelty and savagery, 
whatever the guise and whatever the 
country. 

The American people-who have been 
so divided over the war itself---surely can 
make it plain to both Hanoi and Saigon 
that American public opinion is strongly 
united in its demand that prisoners be 
treated in accordance with civilized 
practices. 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I commend the dis

tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
on the statement he has just made rela
tive to prison conditions as they affect 
both North and South Vietnam. I am 
delighted that he has shown, once again, 
his leadership in this area, among other 
things, by bringing his views to the at
tention of his colleagues in the Senate; 
and I hope most sincerely that what he 
has suggested will be given every atten
tion. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the majority leader. 

TERMINATION OF CERTAIN JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS AUTHORIZING THE 
USE OF THE ARMED FORCES 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Pursuant to the previous order, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin
ished business, which the clerk will state. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 64) to terminate 
certain joint resolutions authorizing the 
use of the Armed Forces of the United 
States in certain areas outside the 
United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arkansas, who as chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions is manager of the resolution, will 
yield to me briefly, I should like to sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The absence of a quorum having 
been suggested, the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT obtained the floor. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 

Sena tor from Arkansas yield? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. SCOTT. Last night, I suggested 

a limitation of debate on this resolution 
of 10 minutes, 5 minutes to a side. It has 
been often debated before. I think we 
ought to be more generous, perhaps, than 
that, and I wonder whether the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas would 
agree to 20 minutes, 10 minutes to a 
side. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe I 
want to agree to a time limitation. I 
can assure the Senator, however, that 
my statement will not take over 10 min
utes. I see no occasion for debate, but 
I want to make clear the procedural 
question that arose in the former con
sideration of this question. I do not be
lieve I am disposed to make an agree
ment at this time. 

Mr. SCOTT. I do not believe that we 
have a great amount of requests for 
time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not, either. If 
we can be allowed to proceed, I think we 
will be through with it. 

Mr. SCOTT. I should like to ask how 
many requests we have on our side. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I have some remarks 
to make. I have no knowledge of any 
other. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from 
Maryland, as the Senator from Pennsyl
vania knows, is a sponsor of this reso
lution. 

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. DOLE. I might observe that we 
could talk until the cows come home
they were mentioned in the last debate
but it probably is not necessary that we 
have extended debate on this matter. I 
have only a few minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Talk to the cows? 
Mr. DOLE. Until the cows come home. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have no intention 

of talking until the cows come home, 
whenever that may be. 

Mr. SCOTT. Or until the chickens 
come home to roost. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on 
June 24 I voted against a move to re-
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peal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution of
fered by Senator DOLE, of Kansas, de
spite the fact that I strongly favor re
peal of that resolution. I voted against 
repeal in the form in which it was 
brought up, however, for reasons I be
lieve to be valid and substantial. 

The first reason has to do with the 
traditions and standards of the Senate. 
One of the strongest Senate traditions-
although it is not a formal rule-is that 
Senators do not call up proposals spon
sored by others to be voted on prema
turely, especially when they would do 
so for purposes quite different from those 
of the original sponsor. That was the 
case with the vote to repeal the Tonkin 
resolution. The original Mathias pro
posal, which is now before us, stands 
alone as a concurrent resolution, which 
does not require the signature of the 
President. It is the form provided for 
by the original resolution. In the form 
in which it was taken over and sponsored 
by the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
DOLE), repeal of the Tonkin resolution 
became an amendment to a controversial 
bill, which, if enacted by the House of 
Representatives, will require the Presi
dent's signature to become law. 

When the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
ALLOTT) subsequently employed a simi
lar procedure prematurely to call up 
the so-called end-the-war amendment 
sponsored by the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN) and the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the 
Senate voted to table the motion, declin
ing to consider the proposal until its 
rightful sponsors were prepared to put 
it forward. This action was taken as 
more than a matter of privilege and pro
tocol. It had to do with the maintenance 
of dignified, responsible, and orderly 
procedure. For the Senate to have done 
otherwise would have set an unfortunate 
example at a time when extremists of 
both right and left are showing contempt 
for orderly democratic procedure. As the 
majority leader said, the violation of 
mutual respect and courtesy involved in 
the proposal to call up the McGovern
Hatfield amendment prematurely threat
ened to turn the Senate's usual "atmos
phere of comity and unity" into "a jun
gle of one-upmanship." 

The same principle wa.s involved in the 
Dole amendment for repeal of the Tonkin 
resolution. That is why I joined such 
strong supporters of the Senate's rules 
and traditions as the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. STENNIS) and the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) in vot
ing against repeal of the Tonkin resolu
tion in that form. I certainly intend to 
vote for repeal now that it is before us 
in its original and proper form as the 
concurrent resolution sponsored by the 
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) 
and approved by the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Repeal of the Tonkin resolution under 
the Dole amendment was part of a larger 
legislative package which. taken as a 
whole, gave the repealer a connotation 
quite different from that which I believe 
to have been the intent of a majority in 
the Senate. I refer to the Byrd amend-

ment, which purported to concede sweep
ing powers to the President, in his capac
ity as Commander in Chief, to initiate 
military action whenever and wherever 
he might wish, provided only that he 
thinks such action necessary to protect 
the lives of American troops, wherever 
they may be deployed. Read in conj unc
tion with the Byrd amendment, which 
attempts to concede undefined powers to 
the President as Commander in Chief, 
repeal of the Tonkin resolution in the 
form sponsored by Senator Do LE may 
be read as acquiescence in the Execu
tive's contention that the Tonkin resolu
tion was of no consequence in any case 
because the President, in his capacity as 
Commander in Chief, has full authority 
to make war without authorization by 
Congress. 

In the form sponsored by the Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) and en
dorsed by the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, on the other hand, repeal of the 
Tonkin resolution would signify not a 
surrender to Executive presumptions but 
the removal of an inauthentic substi
tute for a constitutionally mandatory 
congressional authorization. It would 
clear the books of an enactment which 
has been interpreted as authorizing full
scale war in Southeast Asia although 
Congress had no such intention in 
adopting it. As endorsed by the commit
tee, repeal of the Tonkin resolution 
would neither eliminate a valid congres
sional authorization for the Indochina 
war nor acknowledge the Executive's 
claim to the power to make war on 
its own. It would simply confirm 
and clarify an existing state of affairs, 
which is, that the war in Indochina is 
and always has been a Presidential war, 
initiated and conducted without valid 
authorization by Congress. 

The repeal of the Tonkin resolution in 
conjunction with the Byrd amendment to 
the Cooper-Church amendment has the 
wholly different connotation of acqui
escence in the Executive's inflated con
cept of the President's authority as 
Commander in Chief. It eliminates the 
Tonkin resolution not as illegitimate 
but as superfluous. This is attested 
to by the fact that the sponsor of the 
repealer of June 24 was also an ardent 
advocate of the Byrd amendment. 

The matter is more than one of pro
cedure, prerogative and courtesy in the 
Senate-important as these are. The 
two forms of repeal of the Tonkin 
resolution-that sponsored by the Sen
ator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE) and that 
recommended by the Foreign Relations 
Committee-though nominally leading 
to the same result, in fact have 
radically different connotations. The 
one, coupled as it is with a legislative 
enactment which can be read as acqui
escence in the Executive's claim to ple
nary war powers, represents an act of 
resignation, an attempt by Congress to 
give away its own constitutional war 
powers. The other approach, favored 
by the committee, would eliminate an 
illegitimate authorization and, in so 
doing, reassert the constitutional author
ity of Congress to "declare war," "raise 

and support armies," and "makes rules 
for the Government and regulation of 
the land and naval forces." 

For these reasons I strongly recom
mend adoption of the concurrent resolu
tion now before us, which would repeal 
the Tonkin resolution by majority votes 
of the two Houses, without depending on 
Presidential action. The present resolu
tion is not redundant; it represents the 
only means through which we can repeal 
the unfortunate Tonkin resolution in 
such a way as to assert rather than re
sign from the constitutional authority of 
Congress. 

This action is within the spirit of the 
commitments resolution passed last year 
by the Senate. 

I am encouraged by various actions 
taken by the Senate, to indicate that this 
body, after a considerable period of ac
quiescence to the demands of the Execu
tive, is reasserting its constitutional re
sponsibilities. 

I believe that this resolve of the Sen
ate is the most significant development 
in recent years for the preservation of our 
constitutional democratic system of gov
ernment. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BIBLE). The Chair would advise the Sen
ator from Maryland that an amendment 
is not in order until after the commit
tee amendments have been disposed of, 
except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BIBLE). Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Arkansas? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 
The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 2, line 9, after the word "upon", 
strike out "the day that the second session of 
the Ninety-first Congress is adjourned." and 
insert "approval of both Houses of the Con
gress." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Maryland. 

The Senator from Maryland is recog
nized. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, more 
than 7 months have passed since intro
duction on December 8, 1969, of the com
prehensive foreign policy resolution (S.J. 
Res. 166) which in different and partial 
form reaches the floor today. The earlier 
resolution had several provisions that 
seemed to me to be important. But it was 
chiefly devoted to a single purpose: the 
practical application of the principle em
bodied in Senate's national commit
ments resolution of 1969 (S. 85). 

That historic measure, S. 85, defined a 
national commitment as the use of Amer
ican troops in a foreign country or the 
contingent promise of such use. S. 85 
resolved that it was the sense of the 
Senate that such a national commitment 
requires "affirmative action by the execu
tive and legislative branches through 
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means of a treaty, convention, or other 
legislative instrumentality specifically 
intended to give effect to such a commit
ment." 

The Senate had spoken and this resolu
tion was justly acclaimed as a historic 
utterance. Yet the words of the Senate 
resounded boldly only because the ac
tions of the Congress had long been so 
timid. The national commitments reso
lution issued from a body that for years 
had remained silent or irresolute in rela
tion to national commitments--for years 
had allowed the Executive to act ever 
more fr~ely with American troops 
abroad. 

Even in this moment of rare assertive
ness, moreover, from one point of view, 
the Senate spoke modestly. It did not 
declare the constitutional prerogatives 
of the Congress in words as em
phatic as those used in the Con
stitution itself. In article II, section 
8, after all, the Founding Fathers 
had assigned to the Congress every sig
nificant power of decision over the en
gagement of troops abroad. Far from 
giving the President the power to inter
vene overseas, the Constitution did not 
even permit him to intervene on the seas 
without congressional approval-even 
against piracies. The President is as
signed the initiative power only to repel 
attack. 

The Constitution does not make ref er
ence, of course, to modern weapons and 
military strategies-to nuclear deter
rence or to protective-reaction strikes. 
But it does catalog all the likely military 
contingencies of the day-and it gives 
the decisionmaking authority to the Con
gress. 

Congress is to "raise," "regulate," 
"support," "govern," and otherwise "pro
vide" for the Armed Forces. Congress is 
to define and punish felonies on the high 
seas and other offenses against interna
tional law. Congress is to make rules con
cerning captures on land and water; and 
it is to declare war. Finally, Congress is 
to make all laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying these powers into 
execution. 

And yet, as we meet here today, all 
that has been finally enacted by Con
gress--beyond the long record of def er
ence to the Executive in military com
mitments abroad-all that has been fi
nally enacted into law is one poorly un
derstood amendment restricting the use 
of ground troops in Laos and Thailand, 
which can probably be avoided if not 
evaded. After all this, the most impor
tant new congressional declaration of 
principle remains a sense of the Senate 
resolution in which we make bold to 
paraphrase the Constitution. A sense of 
the Senate resolution, moreover, that is 
violated by several standing acts of Con
gress. 

In its context, I do not deny that S. 85 
is historic. It is an important first step, 
a major new departure, for which its 
authors deserve all the acclaim they have 
received. But in a very real sense-un
less its words are put into practice-it 
will seem in history as a case of a mouse 
that roared. 

So it was to put the Senate's words 
into practice that Senate Joint Resolu
tion 166 was introduced last December 
by the distinguished majority leader, the 
Senator from Montana, and myself. It 
was for the same modest purpose that 
Senators CooPER and CHURCH introduced 
their amendment to the Military Sales 
Act recently passed by the Senate, but 
yesterday, I regret to say, was dealt a 
blow in the other body that will probably 
prove fatal. It is for the same modest 
purpose, that a series of bills has been 
prepared belatedly to give Congress a 
role in the final stages of the Vietnam 
war-even if Congress shirked a respon
sible role during the inception of that 
war. 

Mr. President, I do not attempt to 
avoid my own responsibility during this 
period of time in which I have been a 
Member of the Congress. 

Now I do not deny that this analysis
both of the constitutional issue and of re
cent legislation-raised important ques
tions. If these proposals are really so 
modest, and if the Constitution is really 
so clear, why, one may ask, is the legis
lation so controversial? Am I impugning 
the President's respect for the law of the 
land which he is sworn to uphold? 

Do I mean to ::mggest that the House 
of Representatives was incomprehensibly 
negligent when it in effect instructed its 
conferees to reject the Cooper-Church 
amendment? My answer to both ques
tions is an emphatic no. For the past 
actions of the Congress-both the Sen
ate and the House-have created such a 
large body of inconsistent legal prece
dent, and have endorsed such extensive 
overseas deployments, that the present 
locus of power over military commit
ments has been hopelessly confused. In 
this situation, it is understandable that 
the executive branch, which like the rest 
of us is the victim of the barnacles of 
habit may not view with perfect accord 
the Senate's initial efforts to reassert the 
constitutional power of Congress. 

For even the Senate has as yet failed to 
establish a coherent record. We have de
clared our position in S. 85. But we 
have a long record of action in con
flict with these views. And as a con
tinuing symbol of this conflict, we have 
allowed to remain on the books as the 
law of the land a series of enactments 
that implicitly grant to the President as 
the Commander in Chief the power to in
tervene abroad at his own discretion. A 
crucial step in an orderly and responsible 
reassertion of congressional power that 
can be understood by both the executive 
and the public is the repeal of these en
actments of abdication-an abdication 
not of power, but of constitutional duty. 

The proposal of last December, a joint 
resolution (S.J. Res. 166) was intended 
to repeal four such enactments, while at 
the same time giving the President au
thority to conduct military activities in 
Vietnam as part of a program for total 
withdrawal. The proposed repeal was to 
apply to the Tonkin Gulf, Middle East, 
Formosa, and CUban foreign policy sup
port resolutions; and in addition a com
mittee was to be established to reexamine 
the national state of emergency created 

at the time of the Korean war and still 
in effect today. This approach would 
unite the executive and legislative 
branches in advancing the constitutional 
principles that the Congress and the 
President share the powers of peace and 
war and that neither can act alone to 
engage American troops abroad. 

The reception accorded our resolution 
was highly gratifying. Largely because 
of the educational leadership of the dis
tinguished majority leader and of the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee and the members 
of that committee--and of course, be
cause of the constitutional problems of 
the tragic war in Southeast Asia-our 
proposal attracted immediate and in
formed attention. I was especially grate
ful for the close examination given the 
resolution by the State Department and 
for the detailed testimony given the For
eign Relations Committee by the able 
and distinguished then Under Secretary 
of State Elliot Richardson. The admin
istration indicated that it would not op
pose our initiative. The subsequent 
months have seen a sometimes bewil
dering chain of events--moving so rap
idly that it has been difficult to keep 
the underlying issues in view as we re
sponded to the immediate crises. Most 
dramatic was the decision by the Presi
dent to move troops into Cambodia with
out even cousulting the Congress. This 
action was followed by the Cooper
Church amendment to the Military Sales 
Act, judiciously providing for coordina
tion of the Congress and the President 
should it become necessary to order our 
troops back into Cambodia. Meanwhile 
Senator GoonELL's proposed amendment 
to the military procurement bill de
signed to establish a timetable fo~ U.S. 
withdrawal from Vietnam, was rewritten 
and expanded to apply also to Laos and 
Cambodia. As the Hatfield-McGovern 
amendment to end the war it has ac
quired over 30 or more cosponsors. 

In addition, the Senator from New 
York (Mr. JAVITS)-with the cosponsor
ship of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
DoLE)-has introduced a major long
range proposal to codify for the future 
the specific powers of the Executive with 
regard to troop commitments overseas. 
And then, finally, in a surprise develop
ment, the administration supported in
troduction of an amendment to the Mili
tary Sales Act intended to repeal the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution. This passed 
overwhelmingly in the Senate. Now, 
however, the bill is moving into what 
appears to be a stalemated conference 
with the House, and I would submit 
that its prospects are in doubt, to say 
the least. 

With regard to Senate Joint Resolu
tion 166, the Foreign Relations Commit
tee decided that the Tonkin Gulf and 
Middle East resolutions should be re
pealed by concurrent resolution, as their 
language originally stipulated, rather 
than by a joint resolution also repealing 
the Formosa and Cuban resolutions, as 
was envisaged in the initial version of our 
proposal. I agree with this change. It 
conforms more closely with the legisla
tive history of the various resolutions and 
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facilitates disposal of the Tonkin Gulf 
and Middle Eastern resolutions. 

It has been suggested that repeal of 
the Mideast enactment at a time when 
our resolve in that region is under chal
lenge might lead to misinterpretation 
abroad, even though the resolution in 
question has no direct application to to
day's crisis. Recent initiatives by the 
Senate reaffirming our determination to 
maintain a balance of power in the area 
should reduce the danger that repeal 
would be misconstrued. None the less, the 
concurrent resolution I am supporting 
now applies only to the Tonkin Gulf en
actment. I would hope for repeal of the 
Mideast resolution at an appropriate 
time. And I also urge repeal of the For
mosa and Cuban enactments, which-it 
would appear from their language-can 
be revoked only by joint resolution. 

All four of these resolutions have al
ready been on the books too long. Rather 
than authorizing the President to under
take specific military actions under spec
ified contingencies and within a stipu
lated time period, these resolutions "sup
port" the Executive claim of authority 
to act essentially at his own discretion, 
under his own authority, and without 
termination dates. Thus these resolutions 
implicitly deny their own necessity; and 
indeed the State Department has on oc
casion asserted that the President could 
have acted as he did without them either 
in Lebanon or in Vietnam. 

Nonetheless, President Johnson's Un
der Secretary of State, Nicholas Katzen
bach, testified before Congress that the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution was the "func
tional equivalent of a declaration of 
war.'' I myself-and, of course, many of 
us-have seen President Johnson per
sonally and physically flaunt the docu
ment as full authority for his Southeast 
Asian actions. 

Although there is some dispute among 
members of the Eisenhower administra
tion on the President's attitude toward 
the powers of his office with regard to 
the Mideast resolution, it is clear from 
his public statements that President 
Eisenhower in essence accepted the prin
ciple of the national commitments reso
lution. At that time, ironically, the lead
ing advocates of plenary Presidential 
authority came not from the Executive 
but from Congress itself. 

President Nixon currently maintains 
that he has ample authority as Com
mander in Chief to protect forces that 
were already deployed when he assumed 
office. Two weeks ago we voted over
whelmingly to attach to the Cooper
Church amendment to the Military 
Sales Act language explicitly recognizing 
this Presidential power. In most cases, 
of course, protection of our troops is 
best achieved by removing them from 
poorly chosen positions and unnecessary 
combat; but it would be improper for 
the Senate to deny the President the au
thority to protect our -troops by other 
means where necessary. 

The constitutional challenge does not 
rest chiefly with the President. It rests 
with the Congress. As long as we leave 
the contradictions of precedent unre
solved, the President will understand-

ably base his aotions on his powers as 
Commander in Chief rather than mov
ing onto shifting sands - and shoals of 
congressional positions. He will natur
ally deny his reliance on the Tonkin 
Gulf resolution, since that enactment is 
more congressional abdication than con
gressional authorization. It does not em
power the President to take specific ac
tion; it supports the President in his own 
determination to take whatever action 
he believes is in the national interest. 
And even if the Tonkin Gulf resolution 
is to be considered as authorization for 
our presence in Vietnam, the President 
would be ill-advised to base his powers 
on it at a time when its repeal is being 
considered without a clear congressional 
intention to provide new authorization. 

It was to avoid such confusion of the 
congressional purpose that I originally 
proposed repeal by a joint resolution 
which would also authorize an American 
military presence during the period of 
negotiations and withdrawal from Viet
nam. 

In advocating repeal of the Tonkin 
Gulf resolution as a first step in a larger 
process, I do not need to reiterate its 
brief but embroiled legislative history. 
Suffice to say that later investigation by 
the Foreign Relations Committee and by 
various authors and journalists has cast 
grave doubt on the stated premises of the 
enactment. The U.S. destroyers said to 
have been "lawfully" present in inter
national waters turned out to have been 
engaged in provocative military activities 
within the 12-mile limit; and what were 
described as "deliberate and repeated 
attacks" on these vessels left hardly a 
scratch. If the late Earle Stanley Gard
ner were to have written a detective story 
on these incidents, he might well have 
called it the "Case of the Cuckolded 
Congress." 

A more timely consideration today is 
the fact that the resolution was inter
preted as supporting an overwhelming 
and substantially ineffectual extension of 
the Vietnam war into the north through 
bombing of an intensity which exceeded 
even that directed against Germany dur
ing World War II. As long as this reso
lution remains on the books, it might 
some day be interpreted as authorizing 
a resumption of such attacks. 

Also, in keeping this resolution on the 
books, Congress maintains an emblem 
of its own irrelevancy at a time when we 
are ostensibly moving to fulfill our con
stitutional responsibilities in the realm 
of military and foreign affairs. 

This resolution should be repealed; and 
I support its repeal today through con
current resolution not only because that 
is the legislatively prescribed way but 
also because this may be the only way. 
As I have said, however, in moving to 
repeal this enactment by concurrent res
olution, it should not be imagined that 
we reduce the need to act on the other 
sections of the comprehensive resolution 
introduced last December. 

In fact, repeal of the Tonkin Gulf res
olution will make action on the rest of 
our proposals even more urgent. As the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) 

has said in an eloquent speech, simple 

repeal of the resolution would place our 
troops in a "constitutional quandary." 

Unless we wish to pass by this oppor
tunity to assert the principle we en
dorsed in the national commitments res
olution, it is imperative that we follow 
up our repeal with action to grant the 
President authority to conduct the mili
tary operations that will be necessary 
under his plan for the withdrawal of all 
American troops. We should not attempt 
to ignore the laws of nature, both physical 
and political by trying to replace the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution with a vacuum. 
The President has moved away from the 
policies associated with the Tonkin Gulf 
enactment; away from what appeared to 
be the previous administration's plan for 
a military solution in Southeast Asia. It 
is time for the Congress also to move. It 
is time for Congress also to replace the 
Johnson plan for the war with a plan for 
withdrawal and peace. 

We should specifically authorize in 
joint resolution those military operations 
necessary under our commitment to a 
rapid withdrawal of all American troops 
and under our continued effort to achieve 
a negotiated settlement. In accord with 
the President's professed intentions, we 
should prohibit repeated extension of the 
war to Laos, Cambodia, or any other 
countries without specific new legislative 
authority. And we should consider the 
imposition of new legislative constraints 
to assure early full withdrawal and ne
gotiated peace. These limits and author
izations, moreover, should be enacted in 
joint resolution with the force of law 
when signed by the President. Without 
such a resolution, I repeat, the Congress 
will signify that it considers itself op
tional on the most vital issues of war and 
peace and will abdicate its constitutional 
responsibility. 

The President has undertaken a major 
shift in Vietnam policy since he as
sumed offi~e. In recognizing this shift, I 
think we understand that it is to some 
extent precarious. If Congress does not 
act to corroborate it, if Congress relapses 
into a posture of irrelevance, there are 
forces in the executive branch which will 
move into the legislative void that we 
leave after repealing the Tonkin Gulf 
enactment. There are forces within the 
executive branch that may attempt to 
reverse the current presidential policy 
of withdrawal. 

I do not believe that the President 
should have to face these pressures 
alone. I do not believe that the entire 
political burden of the shift in Vietnam 
should be borne by the President alone. 
Just as I believe that Congress should 
have been more deeply involved in the 
decisions of engagement in Southeast 
Asia, so I believe Congress should par
ticipate now in this historic process of 
engagement. 

Because this further part of the pro
posal is to be a joint enactment, with the 
force of law when signed by the Presi
dent, it would bring the Congress and 
the executive together again under the 
Constitution, with the Congress playing 
its specified role in matters of war and 
peace. And it would bring the two 
branches together again on the road to 
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peace. Let us act quickly now on this 
repealer to take the first steps in this 
redemptive journey. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the chair

man of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wish to compliment the Senator on a 
very thoughtful and perceptive state
ment. He deserves much of the credit 
for bringing this matter to the atten
tion of the Senate in proper form. His 
discussion of its significance is very use
ful. 

I think his effort to help the Senate 
shoulder, as he said, part of the respon
sibility with the President in solving the 
tragic conflict in Vietnam is a very proper 
one. I compliment the Senator for what 
he has stated. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I am thankful to the 
distinguished chairman for his words 
and for his own leadership, which has 
been so important from the very begin
ning of these efforts. 

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

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I want to join the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT). in extending 
my felicitations and thanks to the dis
tinguished Senator from Maryland. 

What we have before us now is, in ef
fect, the Mathias resolution, a resolution 
which the Senator from Maryland sub
mitted originally on his own behalf, 
which represents his own thinking, and 
which I think represents the thinking of 
the Senate as a whole, perhaps unani
mously-who can tell ?-but certainly 
the thinking of the great majority of 
Members of the Senate. 

I think it is a good first step in the right 
direction of bringing about better coordi
nation between the legislative and execu
tive branches. I am delighted that the 
President and the administration have 
indicated their support in rescinding the 
Gulf of Tonkin measure. In so doing, it 
gives us the opportunity to work together, 
so to speak in tandem, to bring to an end 
this ill-founded :resolution. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the majority 
leader not only for his words today but 
for his continuing encouragement and 
support. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Maryland yield? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me say, first of all, that 
I commend the Senator from Maryland 
for his initiative. It was the initiative of 
the distinguished Senator from Maryland 
along with the distinguished Senator 
from Montana, which now brings this 
resolution to the floor. 

Let me add that nothing that may 
have transpired on the floor of the Senate 
last month, on the 22d or 24th of June, 
should in any way detract from that ini
tiative. The Senator from Maryland has 
made an outstanding contribution. 

I would hope, of course, that the House 
might act on a proposal that will now be 
in conference, which includes the amend
ment I offered on the 22d of June and 

which was adopted on the 24th of June, 
as I recall, by a vote of 81 to 10, so 
that the President might also participate 
in the repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution. 

I would like to ask a question of the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland 
with reference to the proposal offered 
originally. As I understand the Senator's 
amendment, it simply indicates an ear
lier effective date. Is that correct? 

Mr. MATHIAS. The Senator from Kan
sas is right. He will recall that at the time 
his own amendment was before the Sen
ate, with h:s concurrence I made the 
same proposal-that the effective date of 
the repeal should be at the time of its ap
proval by both Houses of Congress, rather 
than at the expiration of the 9lst Con
gress, as provided in the original 
resolution. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I join my 

colleagues in congratulations to the 
Senator from Maryland for introducing, 
with the support and help of the major
ity leader, the resolution he did last De
cember. I say this notwithstanding the 
fact that I myself perceived, even be
fore then, the critical aspect of termi
nating the Gulf of Tonkin resolution in 
the eventuation of U.S. policy with re
spect to ending war in Vietnam. 

Indeed, several months before the 
Senator from Maryand (Mr. MATHIAS) 
submitted his comprehensive resolu
tin-in October of 1969-I joined 
with the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. PELL) in submitting a specific con
current resolution to terminate the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution. 

I am very grateful to the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS), the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), and the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. Fut.BRIGHT) 
for joining me, as they have, as principal 
cosponsors of the Mathias resolution 
which has finally, after considering all 
the other phases relating to different 
resolutions of commitments for the 
United States, brought us here. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield briefly so we may order the 
yeas and nays? 

Mr. JAVITS. Surely. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for the 

yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second for ordering the yeas 
and nays on final passage? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we are 

down essentially to the point where I 
started and which was one of the ele
ments of the original proposal of the Sen
ator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS). 

Much attention has been directed to 
the so-called End the War Amendment 
of Senators McGOVERN and HATFIELD, 
my own colleague Senator GOODELL, Sen
ator CRANSTON, and Senator HUGHES. We 
have all been visited by literally thou
sands of college students, members of 
faculties, and many other persons inter
ested in the so-called peace movement, 
urging us to be for the McGovern-Hat
field end-the-war amendment. 

As I have stated before, if it came to 
a vote, I should probably vote for it. But, 
Mr. President, in evaluating actions 
which will help bring us out of the Viet
nam war, I value repeal of the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution as of the first priority. 
I respectfully submit that if those who 
are interested in peace for the United 
States will analyze the situation care
fully, as I shall now try to do, they will 
come to the same conclusion. The lobby
ing should have been directed to that in 
my view. 

There may be many arguments about 
the effect upon the President in his ca
pacity as the spokesman of the United 
States in foreign policy-and that is un
questioned in our history-inherent in 
directing him to quit a given place and 
a given war because we withhold the 
money. There can be no question about 
the utilization by the Congress of its au
thority, acknowledged by President 
Johnson when he signed the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution, that when he thought 
it was no longer needed, or when we 
thought it was no longer needed, it could 
bE: terminated. This is, therefore, an ad
nutted, uncomplicated, unprejudicial as
sertion of congressional authority. 

We find it is no longer desirable to 
have on the books this authority from 
us for the President to wage war in 
Asia and, therefore, we take it off the 
books. Really, that is the end-of-the
war resolution. That is the critical point. 
Really, then, what we are enacting to
day, hopefully, is the end-of-the-war 
resolution. 

Now, what happens if that resolution 
is off the books? I say this to my col
leagues also with an eye to the other 
body. Their concurrence also is re
quired with respect to repeal of the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution, and apparently 
they are concerned. We saw that just 
yesterday in respect of the highly de
sirable, long-debated, and historic 
achievement of Senators COOPER and 
CHURCH here on the floor. They are our 
brothers on the other side. Apparently 
they are very reluctant to invoke the 
ultimate remedy of cutting off money 
and giving the President directions. That 
is what it really comes down to, because 
if he cannot finance it, then he cannot 
do what he believes may be in the best 
interests of our country. 

This is a tough one, I agree. But, none
theless, there can be no question, if they 
too agree that it is done to get out, and 
that is all this comes down to. They, 
too, would agree without any of the 
reservations which are implied under di
rections of the President that, having 
the authority by law signed by the Pres
ident to signal the point at which we 
think it is time to get out, this is the 
way to do it. This is completely unpre
judiced in terms of the foreign policy 
powers of the President. It is not an 
invocation, as it were, of a mandatory 
authority-to wit, "We cut off the money 
unless you obey our orders"-but it is 
rather the exercise of discretion, the act 
of our wisdom, based upon a complete 
legislative authority in which the Presi
dent joined with us in giving us that 
power. 

So, I repeat, I know that perhaps in 
the press and in the media, perhaps even 
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in the minds of many Senators on this 
floor, this Gulf of Tonkin termination is 
somewhat perfunctory. I do not want to 
make a big thing of it and lose any votes, 
but I deeply believe, in the perspective 
of history and the law-I shall analyze 
the law, but will · not detain my col
leagues too long-this action is the "end 
of the war resolution." 

Now, Mr. President, a word about the 
law, since that is very significant and 
very important. 

There is no real deficiency, Mr. Presi
dent, in the definition of the legal powers 
of Congress as they relate to warmaking, 
or any dearth of interpretation of those 
powers. What has really occurred is that, 
for 40 years, since President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt utilized the Executive author
ity in putting troops into Iceland and in 
the so-called destroyers-for-bases deal, 
Congress has been willing to forego its 
responsibility, to abdicate its responsi
bility, and to allow the Executive essen
tially to carry on the warmaking power 
in its modern sense. It is only in the most 
adverse circumstances, such as Pearl 
Harbor, that Congress has utilized its 
power. 

In addition, Mr. President, there was 
for a long time an absence of refinement 
of the proposition that Congress did not 
have only the warmaking power, which it 
could exercise through a declaration of 
war, but that it also could exercise the 
warmaking power through other parts of 
the Constitution, including its authority 
over the Armed Forces of the United 
States in terms of their Government as 
well as in terms of their financing and in 
terms of their disposition, other than 
their tactical disposition, which was up 
to the President as Commander in Chief. 

Now, Mr. President, because of the 
terribly disillusioning experience of the 
Vietnam war, we are, at long last, go
ing into this area; and, as in every war
and there is a war in Congress, too; 
there is lots of shot and shell and confu
sion here--somehow a line of action 
emerges. That line of action is now be
coming clear. The action that we will 
take today is the important, and I think 
decisive turning point in respect to it. 

The action taken on the original 
Church-Cooper amendment with respect 
to Laos and the action taken on the 
Church-Cooper amendment with respect 
to Cambodia were really defensive in 
their nature. They sought to limit the 
theater of war. They sought to avoid 
peripheral actions which threatened to 
expand the theater of war and to expand 
America's exposure. They were abso
lutely right, and they were absolutely 
essential; and I believe that the objec
tives which were sought have, in sub
stance, been accomplished. 

Now we get to the main show, which is 
the Vietnam war. The question is now, 
first, what are the legal relationships, 
and second, once we settle the legal 
relationships, what should be our policy? 

Gulf of Tonkin termination is critical 
to clearing the books of any residual 
legal authority we have given the Pres
ident. Once the books are cleared-that 
is why I speak today with an eye to the 
other body, which is reluctant to move 

into this field except in a very orderly 
way and a way which is justified by the 
precedents-and I believe that the ter
mination of Gulf of Tonkin is fully jus
tified by the precedents-once we have 
Gulf of Tonkin off the books, then only 
the constitutional authority of each 
body remains. We have ours, the Presi
dent has his. I think it is only fair to 
say, in all deference to the view of the 
President, that he himself, through the 
Secretary of State, said on December 23, 
in a press conference; We have not re
lied on the Tonkin Gulf resolution par
ticularly. We were faced with a situa
tion when we came in office in Vietnam, 
and I am not sure the legalities are all 
that important. 

Also, the President himself has said, 
in his most recent presentation to the 
country, in the interview which he had 
with TV commentators, that the legal 
basis for his action is his power as Com
mander in Chief. When he came in, there 
was a war, and it was his responsibility 
to deal with forces at war. He did not put 
them at war, they were at war. 

The implication is clear that he is not 
proceeding on the authority of Gulf of 
Tonkin. I think that is fine. I have no de
sire for us to have a tug of war with the 
President. It is much better if we do not. 

Therefore, I think the road is clear to 
terminate Gulf of Tonkin and put the 
President and ourselves on even basis as 
to our respective constitutional author
ity. 

The next question is, Then what? I 
believe we face two new propositions. 
First, shall we express our satisfaction 
with the rate at which the President is 
now exercising his constitutional author
ity to liquidate the war and withdraw 
our forces? Or, should we endeavor to 
interPose our ideas in that regard? And 
the final question is, Shall we endeavor 
to do a better job than we have up to now 
in respect of making clear the respective 
constitutional powers of both the Presi
dent and Congress hereafter-and I em
phasize that word-in respect of making 
war. In view of the speed with which 
modern emergencies break, and of the 
fact that it seems highly unlikely that 
we will, at least in cold blood, utilize the 
declaration of war pawer, because of its 
invidious aspects, as raised in interna
tional law and embargoes, such a new 
clarification is required. 

I have endeavored to deal with this 
final step myself by the introduction of 
a bill S. 3964. I hope very much other 
Senators will deal with it, or use their 
minds and ideas in respect to it. I intro
duced my bill, S. 3964, on June 15. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has 

made a very fine statement. He has a 
great reputation as a lawyer and former 
attorney general of the State of New 
York, and I know we are all interested 
in his views about our Constitution and 
how it applies in our present difficulties. 

What prompted me to ask the Senator 
to say a few words further about it was 
that he made mention of the speed of 
modern life. That seems to imply that, in 

some way, we should modify the Consti
tution, and should accept some form of 
updated interpretation of it. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
asked former Under Secretary of State 
Katzenbach about the Constitution, and 
he more or less said the war power is ob
solete, presumably because of the devel
opment of modern technology. This 
bothers me a good deal. 

There is no idea in my mind-and I 
do not think there is in the mind of the 
Senator from New York-that the Pres
ident at any time lacks the power to re
spond to any kind of attack. He can al
ways respond to an attack. I do not, how
ever, see that the alleged need of speed 
in instances other than response to a 
sudden attack should govern our inter
pretation of the Constitution-or serve as 
an excuse to reinterpret the Constitution. 
The decisions we are talking about are 
not of that character. 

The alleged incidents in the Gulf of 
Tonkin did not require, under any cir
cumstances I can imagine, an immediate 
response. As a matter of fact, the Pres
ident had already responded when the 
resolution was put before Congress. He 
had already ordered the attack. The at
tack had already taken place upon the 
mainland of North Vietnam. He asked us 
to approve what he had done and then 
add, as a plus, that in the future he 
might do these things at his discretion. 

I hope the Senator will demolish the 
idea that, because airplanes fly fast or 
because television is instantaneous, we 
should modify the provisions of the Con
stitution and now say that Congress no 
longer has a role to play in warmaking. 
I do not think that is true. I think that 
is an injection into this matter of an 
idea that has no place in it; because no
body contests that if we are attacked by 
missiles or in any other way, the Presi
dent has-and has always had-the au
thority to respond, that is quite different 
from going 10,000 miles away with 500,-
000 troops and making war. 

Mr. JA VITS. I thoroughly agree with 
the Senator. That is best evidenced by 
the fact that it took some 6 months to 
deploy some 500,000 troops in Vietnam. 
That could not be done overnight, not
withstanding modern means. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As a matter of fact, 
he did not even begin within 6 months, 
because he presented the Tonkin resolu
tion as a means of avoiding having to 
deploy any troops. That was the stated 
purpose of the resolution as he presented 
it to the Senate. 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Ar
kansas has always been very realistic 
about that, and it is to his credit and 
character as a man. He has always stood 
up for the proposition that he, too, as 
the rest of us-I join in that fully, in 
responsibility-was taken in by the fact 
that at a moment when a President who 
might be facing unforeseen eventualities 
came to us and said, "Show your con
fidence in me and in our country by giv
ing me the broadest possible powers, and 
I will use them with great discretion!' 
We did not doubt our President. We gave 
him the broadest possible powers. 

A number of Senators-Senator NEL-
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SON Senator COOPER, Senator FULBRIGHT, 
I ~nd others-observed that it was a 
blank check; but we were, under the cir
cumstances, asserting our confidence in 
the American system. That confidence 
turned out, unhappily for us and even 
for President Johnson, to have been very 
much misplaced. It just shows that you 
do not always do a fellow a favor when 
you give him a broad mandate of Power. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Exactly. It would 
have been a great favor to him as a 
leader if, instead of taking that course, 
we had had the wisdom to say, "Now, 
look, this is all very well; but we're going 
to have full hearings. We want a report 
from the field." 

It never occurred to me that the events 
in the Gulf of Tonkin could have been 
misrepresented. It was so forcefully rep
resented by the highest officials-the 
Secretary of State, the Secretary of De
fense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff-that it 
did not occur to me that this could not 
have happened as it was reported to have 
happened. 

There is no use again saying that I 
was mistaken, and that it was a great 
mistake not only on my part but also on 
the part of the Senate. 

I commend the Senator from New 
York for having introduced a resolution 
which will be the vehicle for examination 
of future policies. That is a very proper 
and timely thing to do. It has been said 
often that, because of modern technology 
and the rapidity of communications, for 
some reason we must let ourselves be led 
down the road of abandoning the Con
stitution. I do not see that these have 
anything to do with the constitutional 
question. I cannot think of one situation 
right now-in modern times, at least-to 
which this would have any application 
at all. If the Russians or anybody else 
fires a missile at us, there is nothing in 
the Constitution that anybody now or in 
the past would claim would prevent the 
President from responding. 

Mr. JAVITS. Not only to respond, but 
it is also his duty to respond. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On the other hand, 
I certainly do not want this modern tech
nology to be interpreted to mean that, 
when the President so chooses, any day 
he wakes up and feels in a bad humor, 
he can fire weapons off without any au
thority or without even the knowledge of 
Congress. 

This is what really bothers me about 
Cambodia. The expansion of the idea 
that, as Commander in Chief, he can go 
into a new country without even notify
ing-much less asking the approval of
Congress, or the Senate, raises a very 
serious question in my mind. I do not 
want to precipitate an argument now 
about the character of the sanctuaries. 

Let us consider this for the purpose of 
illustration, without trying to accuse the 
President of having done anything im
proper. Let us consider it only as a recent 
illustration of an action which can cer
tainly be interpreted to be an attack or 
an incursion upon a neutral country with 
which we had been at peace. I do not see, 
simply because the President wants to act 
quickly or surreptitiously, that this could 
Possibly or reasonably be interpreted as 
justification for ignoring the Constitu
tion. 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question 
about the fact that the Powers of the 
Commander in Chief, as interpretej by 
us currently and as interpreted, I think, 
by the highest constitutional experts, 
currently reserve in the President the 
full authority to deal with the repulse of 
any attack or even grave endangerment 
of the United States or of the security of 
our forces, wherever deployed, provided 
this does not imply committing ourselves 
by the same channel in which we were 
committed to a war in Vietnam. 

All it amounts to is an accommodation 
between the President and Congress 
that, where the exigencies o,f the security 
of the country really require, in substan
tive fact, a rapid response or an auto
matic response by the President, he has 
complete authority-indeed, the duty
to make it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Exactly. 
Mr. JAVITS. But at the moment when 

the interpcsition of Congress becomes 
possible because it is clear that this is 
going to be much more protracted, more 
involved, will have more forces at stake, 
and perhaps involve broader dangers-a 
major war or something like that-it is 
equally the duty of Congress to interpose 
itself and the duty of the President to see 
that Congress is interposed. 

I can see no inconsistency between 
carrying out those powers and the pro
visions of the bill I have introduced. In 
fact, my bill makes all this explicit. As 
the Senator has said, it is a vehicle for 
inquiry and exploration. My standard of 
judgment was to define the areas we are 
talking about in which the President 
could respond immediately, and then to 
set a 30-day limit a-S being an arbitrary 
figure, but which would still take care 
of all urgent contingencies before con
gress must get into it or authority is 
canceled. 

Others may have better or different 
ideas, but this does not change anything 
in the Constitution. It only enforces what 
is already contained in the Constitution. 
We have the right to make appropriate 
laws and the President will have to join 
us in signing it, or we will have to over
ride his veto. But it is entirely suscepti
ble of being made the subject of law, as 
I have attemped to do in S. 3964. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Finally, I want to 
ask one other question and to invite the 
comment of the Senator from New York 
on a propcsition that has grown up in 
matters of foreign affairs especially re
lating to the war pcwers. The idea has 
grown, as spelled out by Mr. Katzenbach, 
that Congress should not seek to inter
vene. Really, it was Dean Acheson, in his 
famous statement of 1951, which was re
produced in the report of the Foreign 
Relations Committee on the national 
commitments resolution. Mr. Acheson 
said in 1951 that Congress has no right 
to interfere with the President's discre
tion in the use of the Armed Forces. 

It is interesting to see how the idea 
has grown up that, due to modern tech
nology, Congress no longer has any role 
to play. 

What has interested me is how, in do
mestic affairs, as evidenced recently by 
a rather unusual overriding of a veto, 
Congress is not a bit reluctant or hesi
tant to exercise its authority. 

I think that, in the Constitution, the 
power of Congress to declare war, to 
raise and support armies, and to make 
regulations pertaining to the Armed 
Forces is just as explicit, if not much 
more so, than some of our powers in do
mestic affairs-especially when we get 
into the welfare area, where congres
sional authority is not explicit at all, so 
far as the Constitution is concerned. 
That has been a matter of interpretation. 

It seems strange to me that Senators 
or Representatives, who all work hard 
to be elected-which means that they 
wish to play a part in the Government 
of this country--seem to be eager to re
linquish their authority or the role that 
they are to play in foreign affairs, but 
not in domestic affairs. 

For the record, let me read what Dean 
Acheson said in 1951. It shows how far 
things went. He, of course, was con
sidered to be an able lawyer as well as 
Secretary of State: 

Not only has the President authority to 
use armed forces in carrying out the broad 
foreign policy of the United States and in 
implementing treaties, but it ls equally clear 
that this authority may not be Interfered 
with by the Congress in the exercise of 
powers which it has under the Constitution. 

That is a broad statement which is 
extremely misleading. 

I wonder, would the Sena tor from New 
York comment on why some Senators, 
and Members of Congress seem to be 
more than eager not to play a role or 
take any part in foreign relations, as 
opposed to domestic relations. This 
seems especially incongruous when we 
look back over the past 20 years, or since 
World War II, and note that the country 
has expended more than one thousand 
billion dollars on military affairs, far 
more than it has spent on education, 
health, and many other activities that 
need improvement. Yet, they seem to 
want to relinquish their authority in 
the field of foreign affairs. Why? This is 
a peculiar psychology, a phenomenon I 
do not understand, and I should like to 
ask the distinguished Senator from New 
York to comment on it. 

Mr. JAVITS. My feeling is, having 
forfeited their authority for 40 years 
because of the alleged complexity of the 
world, it has grown to be built in. The 
only privilege Congress reserved to itself 
was the privilege of being for or against 
the President because he was or was not 
doing what they thought the country 
needed. 

I thought the events of the past four 
decades brought Congress to this pass, 
and that the Vietnam war, when it went 
wrong-as it did-finally encouraged 
Congress to reassert the authority which 
it always had and could have asserted 
at any time. 

As a lawyer, I believe that I could in
terpret what Dean Acheson said in 1951 
in such a way as to let him out of the im
plication the Senator from Arkansas 
reads into it. I could construe his words 
as having meant that Congress should 
do nothing, while the President is ne
gotiating or is speaking with the heads of 
governments, and so forth, to undercut 
him in terms of the President's author
ity, prestige, and so forth, rather, to be 
careful when they listen to him, to feel 
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that he speaks the views of the country. 
I do not think that is necessarily so. But 
Dean Acheson was going much further 
than that, because he was talking to the 
Congress. He was saying to it, "Foreign 
affairs is the business of the Executive. 
Your business is to vote us the dough 
when we ask you for it." 

That is the exclusivist view of the pres
idency which I think by now is out of 
date. We could probably get Dean Ache
son to agree with us on that today. 

Thus, I do not think it is any longer 
germane as to our colleagues. I think 
this terrible vale of tears through which 
we have passed has been a salutary 
"waker-upper" as to what is really our 
responsibility. So far as this country is 
concerned, they will not let us off the 
hook just because for 40 years we yielded 
that authority to the President. That is 
what it comes down to. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I re
gret that I was not here to listen to all 
the arguments made by my good friend 
from New York in respect to the repeal 
of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. As I told 
my respected friend from Arkansas on 
several occasions, I would almost give 
my right arm had I persisted in the 
adoption of the amendment that I pro
posed to section 2 of the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution. I felt that portions of section 
2 were really and truly a declaration of 
war. My desire was to strike from it the 
power of the President to use our armed 
forces as he determined. 

What are we going to gain by repealing 
the resolution? 

Mr. JAVITS. What we will gain is to 
clear the books of any residual authority 
given to the President pursuant to the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution, which has no 
termination date except as it may be 
declared by the President or may be 
declared by us. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator from 
Arkansas stated awhile ago, the Presi
dent had already acted; our troops were 
in South Vietnam, when the resolution 
was adopted. He already had some of 
our Armed Forces there to do our bidding. 
What we were doing was merely saying 
to the President, "Do what you think is 
necessary with our Armed Forces to pro
tect the integrity of South Vietnam in 
giving the people a chance to choose 
their own government. Go to war if 
necessary, we are with you." 

We cannot restore the situation. We 
cannot simply erase history. The Presi
dent had already acted before the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution was adopted and 
the resolution sanctified what he had 
done, and we gave him authority to pro
ceed with our Armed Forces as he de
termines. 

I am sure that the Senator remembers, 
not too long after the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution was enacted, that the Presi
dent sent for us. He talked to all of us 
in groups, composed of about one-third 
of the Senate in each group. When I 
wa.s present, I discussed the resolution 
with him, in the presence of others and 
I said that in my opinion he was going 
too far in the light of promises made 
before the resolution was adopted. I felt 
that we would soon be engaged in a real 

hot war. He said that the Congress had 
empowered him to proceed. 

When I first read the resolution be
fore its adoption, I thought it was simply 
giving the President a right he already 
had; that is, to protect our ships in the 
Gulf of Tonkin in international waters. 

When section 2 was added, I was sur
prised. I am sure that the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas remembers that 
I discussed the matter with him on the 
floor, and I thought then that it was a 
declaration of war and asked why was 
it necessary to go that far. 

I was informed, as I remember-and 
if I am not stating it correctly, I wish 
the Senator from Arkansas would chal
lenge me-that the purpose of the reso
lution was simply recognizing the right 
of the President to def end our ships in 
international waters; that he could do 
whatever he thought was necessary for 
that purpose. When I raised the question 
of its application to our land forces, I 
was informed at the time that although 
this language was written into the res
olution, yet the President did not intend 
to use it, but it was simply to back him 
up in his efforts to try to obtain some 
settlement of the issues involved. With 
that understanding, I dropped the idea 
of my amendment to the resolution and 
took it for granted that the President 
would simply use it for the protection of 
our rights in international waters. 

Mr. JA VITS. The Senator from Lou
isiana has asked me two questions. 

One, the Senator says are we not try
ing to lock the barn door after the horse 
has gone--

Mr. ELLENDER. We cannot efface his
tory. It has been done. 

Mr. JA VITS. Right. I will answer that. 
Second, was not the method of giving 

the President, by section 2, a much 
broader authority than he really needed 
at the time? 

I will answer the second part first. Of 
course, it was much broader. Of course, 
the Senator from Louisiana has divined 
exactly why it was much broader. It was 
an effort to inspire oonfidence in the 
country and the world by showing how 
much confidence we had in our Presi
dent. 

Mr. ELLENDER. And to also get the 
Congress involved in backing him. 

That is what the President was after. 
Mr. JAVITS. Exactly right. So we give 

him a broad mandate to ''assist any mem
ber or protocol state of the Southeast Asia 
collective defense treaty requesting as
sistance in defense of its freedom." 

The other question ooncerns whether 
we are not locking the door after the 
horse has gone. There I say definitely 
no, and for this reason. The President 
has stated, ''I am going to get out of 
Vietnam, but on my own timetable, which 
I am not acquainting you with in the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and on 
certain conditions." 

Those conditions are three. First, prog
ress in the Paris peace talks--obviously 
nil. Conditions two and three, however, 
are very trying in a very substantive way. 

The second condition is Vietnamiza
tion. 

The third condition is the degree of 
force expended against our forces by 
the North Vietnamese or the Viet Cong. 

Those are two of the three conditions 
the President has set. 

Vietnamization is the readiness of the 
South Vietnamese forces to take over. 
Now we see them thinned out and spread 
into Oambodia which was never con
templated by Vietnamization. This makes 
it absolutely indeterminable. When will 
they be ready? Are they doing, as we 
lawyers say, everything reooonably nec
essary to make them ready? All of these 
things are left up in the air. 

Even if they are ready, they might 
decide tomorrow to have an expedition 
into Laos or North Vietnam or Commu
nist China. They would then be less ready 
than ever. 

Now, concerning the degree of force 
used by North Vietnam and the Viet 
Cong against our forces we have never 
hesitated to bomb the sites of antiair
craft weaponry directed at our airplanes. 
They can intensify that and we could go 
back to the bombardment of North Viet
nam. We would then once again be in 
over our ears. Moreover, the alleged 
potential threat of a later attack against 
our forces in Vietnam was cited as a jus
tification for attacking into Cambodia. 

We are now under the necessity, it 
seems to me, of clearing doubts concern
ing residual authority which, if the Pres
ident wished to invoke it-and he said 
that he does not, but he could if he 
wished to--would leave us in a position 
of being absolutely unable to determine 
when to get out of Vietnam. 

It is necessary to clear the books of 
that. And if we are not satisfied with 
the pace of the withdrawal, we may be 
able to do a good deal about it. But so 
long as this resolution is on the books, 
it seems to me that we are inhibited. 
Our hands are tied. We have given the 
President the authority and taken it 
away from ourselves. We should now re
store our ability or capability. In the 
strict military sense, we may not actual
ly exercise any power, but we would re
store to ourselves the right to do so by 
this concurrent resolution. 

That is why we consider this matter 
to be so critically important. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, does 
the Senator believe that President John
SD'Il had the right to do what he actually 
did before the resolution was enacted? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think 
President Johnson had the right if there 
was an attack on U.S. naval forces to 
act to prevent further attack or to pun
ish those who had attacked, by reason of 
his power as Commander in Chief. That 
is all he had the right to do. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I agree. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not believe he had the right 
to do more, except through the Con
gress. I doubt if many Senators felt that 
this resolution went beyond that point, 
that is, to protect our ships in interna
tional waters, until they began to read 
and study the resolution. 

I thought it dealt solely with the situ-
ation that had developed in the Tonkin 
Gulf. But on the day the resolution was 
considered and I read section 2-and 
particularly the last four lines of that 
section-I felt that it was really and 
truly a declaration of war. 
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Notwithstanding that, the Senate voted 

to give the President that power. And, as 
I have said, now that there has been a 
fait accompli, I still think the President 
has the right to protect the soldiers that 
were there and those he sent there later 
by virtue of the resolution. 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is absolutely 
right about the fact that he has the right 
to protect the soldiers and that he has 
the right to pull them out. But he does 
not have the right under the guise of 
protecting the soldiers without congres
sional authority to broaden the theater of 
the war or the commitment; he does not 
have the right to leave them in at his 
sole discretion when leaving them in con
tinues to involve the United States in a 
broad-scale war. 

The only way we can demonstrate that 
as a matter of law is by clearing the 
books, as the Senator says, of the very 
resolution which gives him that au
thority. 

If he continues to invoke this power, we 
say, "Mr. President, you say you don't 
want this. Fine; we don't want it either. 
Let us take it off the books." This is the 
"end of the war" resolution in my judg
ment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, that 
is what President Nixon contends. I do 
not suppose that President Johnson 
would have said that, because most of the 
:fighting was started under his admin
istration. 

I am proud to say that I was in South 
Vietnam at least four times before we 
became engaged in this war. And I begged 
President Eisenhower and Secretary 
John Foster Dulles not to send trainers 
to train troops there and not to make it 
possible for us to develop an army there 
for the use of Diem. 

I well remember that when I was in
vited to the White House a few days after 
this resolution was enacted as I previous
ly stated, I took issue with the President. 
And we got into quite a hot debate. The 
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), 
I believe, was there. I told the President 
in no uncertain terms that what he was 
doing was contrary to what was repre
sented to us before the resolution was 
agreed to. 

President Johnson said in substance, 
"Congress gave me the power, and I am 
exercising it." 

Mr. JAVITS. He who giveth it will now 
take it away, I hope. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Well, if we take it 
away, what good would come from it? 
Would that in any manner jeopardize the 
President's authority to continue the war 
until it is ended? 

Mr. JAVITS. I believe it will in no way 
jeopardize the President's ability to do 
what he has the right to do as Com
mander in Chief. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What is that right? 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, that is the 

right to command our troops and to see 
to their security and their withdrawal. 

I believe that will give Congress the 
ability to determine the matter with 
him. And if he resists, then Congress has 
the right to do it by overriding a veto 
because Congress has the right to "un
declare" the war. That is the real con
stitutional issue. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
mean when war is actually going on? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is right, when it is 
going on. Otherwise, when do we un
declare it? 

Mr. ELLENDER. When it is com
pleted, when the President, our Com
mander in Chief, so decides. 

Mr. JA VITS. I am sorry. I do not be
lieve the President alone can determine 
the lives and the future of his country
men by being the sole decider of when to 
terminate the war. 

That is the real issue here. And that 
is not under the Constitution, in my 
judgment, the exclusive power of the 
President. That is a power that he shares 
with the Congress, consistent with the 
security of the troops under his com
mand. When the Mansfield Commander 
in Chief amendment to Cooper-Church 
was agreed to and when the one I of
fered about Congress power was agreed 
to unanimously, that stated the issue very 
clearly. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, is the 
Senator telling us that if war should be 
declared and the Congress takes action 
to declare a war or sanctions it, that the 
Congress can in turn terminate it at 
will by a resolution? 

Mr. JAVITS. Consistent with the 
security of our troops. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Who is to determine 
that? 

Mr. JAVITS. The President is to deter
mine that later. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course. Our Com
mander in Chief must make the decision. 

Mr. JAVITS. If I may finish. Another 
important point of that the matter of 
consistency with the security of our 
troops is not a coterminous decision with 
the President's decision as to when the 
war is to be over. 

Mr. JAVITS. It is only coterminous 
if he is as resolved as we are to termi
nate that war. Then the decision with 
respect to conditions for terminating 
and withdrawal is a decision relating to 
their security; but it is not the substan
tive decision that we are getting at. It 
is not his decision alone. For, if that is 
the case, then we have lost the power as 
representatives of the people over the 
lives of the people. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thought the Com
mander in Chief was the one to deter
mine when to end the war. 

Mr. JA VITS. No. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Since we gave him the 

right by resolution to engage in war. 
Mr. JAVITS. He who giveth can also 

taketh away. That is why we are ter
minating the resolution. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator be
lieve that the President can act and go 
on and carry on the war without this 
resolution? 

Mr. JAVITS. He can, under the cir-
cumstances to the extent required to 
bring the war to a conclusion and to dis
engage our troops with the maximum 
security to them. That is my definition. 
In other words, when Tonkin Gulf is 
cleared from the books the President has 
the authority to bring this war to a con
clusion and withdraw our troops con
sistent with their security. As Com
mander in Chief that is the power he 
has. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Who makes the de
cision? 

Mr. JAVITS. We are going to make it 
when we repeal this authority. When he 
no longer has the Gulf of Tonkin au
thority he is remanded to his position 
under the Constitution, which I have 
tried to define. 

Mr. ELLENDER. And his duty here
after is to terminate the war as soon as 
possible and get the troops out? 

Mr. JAVITS. Consistent with the secu
rity of American troops. The reason is 
that this was has now gone long beyond 
the point of replying to an attack. It is 
a question solely of, Shall we be at war? 
That decision, without a declaration of 
war, is not in the hands of the President 
alone. He has authority in concluding 
the war but he cannot, in effect, make a 
war. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose, in trying 
to withdraw American forces from 
South Vietnam, something should hap
pen in Cambodia whereby the North 
Vietnamese and the Viet Cong or maybe 
the Cambodians might turn against us. 
Is the Senator saying the President 
would not have the right to proceed? 

Mr. JAVITS. I am not saying that. 
When it comes to protecting the lives 
of American troops, he could even go 
into Cambodia in "hot pursuit." I have 
always said that. 

President Nixon's mistake with respect 
to Cambodia was that he made a big 
international issue about going in, lead
ing us to believe he was ambivalent about 
it, that, he did not know, for sure, if he 
was going in to prop up the government 
in Cambodia or to protect the lives of 
American troops which were seriously 
threatened on their flank. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it the Senator's 
view that by repealing this resolution, 
that it amounts to an order from Con
gress for the President to end the war? 

Mr. JAVITS. I would not say it is an 
order. I would only express my judg
ment as to where the Constitution at 
that point leaves the President. It is not 
an order. I am glad it is not an order. I 
am very reserved about such an order. I 
am not a cosponsor of the McGovern 
amendment, and neither is the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT) or most 
other Members of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. I am very reserved 
about orders to the President under the 
American system, just as I am about or
ders from him. But I think it leaves him 
only with his constitutional authority; 
and this being a war that has gone on 
for 5 years and it can no longer be justi
fied on the ground of reaction to attack, 
I think it leaves him only the authority 
to liquidate it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. To get out. 
Mr. JAVITS. To get out. 
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKE. I have listened very 

attentively to the distinguished Senator 
from New York. As has been said, he is 
a most able lawyer and his logic is usu
ally unassailable. Perhaps my question 
is premature. The Senator is generous 
because I understand the Senator from 
New York has been allowing questions 
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after he began his discourse but that 
he has not even completed his statement. 

Mr. JAVITS. I have not. 
Mr. BROOKE. The Senator made the 

statement that this resolution is the 
critical is.sue, and that we may not even 
have to get to the McGovern-Hatfield 
amendment or some variety of the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment. 

Is it the position of the Senator from 
New York that repeal of the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution will enable us to get 
out of Vietnam? 

Mr. JAVITS. It will if the President 
concurs with the view that I have ex
pressed, that considering the length of 
the war and the history involved, his 
power as Commander in Chief leaves 
him only that alternative: to end the 
war and withdraw our troops in an ap
propriate way consistent with their 
security. 

Should the President construe his pow
ers differently than I do, then the Con
gress will have to act, if it does not 
like his timetable or if it does not like 
his conditions. But I express the hope, 
as an American, that it would be in the 
highest interest of the country if one 
of two things were possible. If the Presi
dent made clear to us that he does ac
cept this constitutional view and would 
give some satisfaction as to the timetable 
that he has in mind, so that we can 
rely on it, this would be best. Second 
best would be if he said, "OK. If you 
do not like my timetable, give me yours." 
This could be done in such a way that he 
would have the privilege of signing or 
not signing, and we could override, in the 
great hope we could share with him the 
timetable. The third eventuality is the 
approach of being completely dissatis
fied in terms of the national interest of 
our Nation. The first alternative is best, 
the second alternative is second best, 
and the third alternative would be some 
version of the McGovern-Hatfield meas
ure where we would be exercising our 
own judgment~ He still has to sign that, 
too, as it is on a bill for authorizations. 
I regard this the least acceptable of the 
three. I do not like to see in the Ameri
can system the President ordering us 
or Congress ordering the President. 

Mr. BROOKE. What would be the 
congressional recourse if the President 
does not withdraw the troops on a time
table satisfactory to Congress? 

Mr. JA VITS. The congressional re
course would be a law which, as I have 
said, hopefully he would sign, which 
would fix a timetable. But if it were 
clear that we were at loggerheads, the 
only power of Congress would be the 
power of appropriations. 

Mr. BROOKE. This would be the Mc
Govern-Hatfield approach, or some va
riety thereof. 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is correct. 
But Congress might proceed under other 
powers which the Constitution gives it 
with respect to governing the Armed 
Forces. For instance, in a given case, 
we have directed the draftees should not 
be sent abroad. We did that in the 1940's. 
The power was used in the national se
curity act setting up of the Department 
of Defense, which sets up the current 
structure for the governance of our 
Armed Forces. 

Second would be a revised McGovern-

Hatfield looking to the governance of 
forces, saying that on and after a cer
tain date our forces should not serve 
in a certain theater. But to cut off the 
money is drastic. That is my reason for 
being reluctant to go on to the Mc
Govern measure as a cosponsor. This 
would be an exercise of our power, but 
one which would be relatively unilateral 
and I do not welcome that one. We may 
have to do it, but I do not welcome 
it. 

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator thinks, 
then, that the first attempt should be an 
accommodation with the President on 
a timetable for withdrawal. 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question 
about it. There is a large substantive 
reason for that and it is this. The peo
ple talking about withdrawal must face 
a very hard fact. Things may go very 
wrong in Vietnam when we withdraw. 
We cannot avoid that. They may go very 
wrong. We must be prepared to face it. 
We cannot guarantee success in with
drawal any more than the President 
could guarantee success if he stays. In
deed, I think he is less likely to have 
success if he stays. 

So things may go very wrong, and in 
terms of the future of our country, I think 
it is critically important, especially in 
view of that as a possibility, that the Con
gress and the President share the respon
sibility, so that neither one is in the posi
tion of saying to the other, ''I told you 
so," which I think is very important to 
the future health of our country. 

Mr. BROOKE. In the Senator's view, 
is the McGovern-Hatfield resolution any
thing more than an attempt at accommo
dation with the President on a timetable 
which has been established by Senators 
McGovern, Hatfield, and others who co
sponsor that resolution? 

Mr. JAVITS. I think in form and tone, 
it is, because in form and tone it assumes 
we must mandate and must order the 
President. I do not say it is in substance. 
I agree with the Senator. But in tone and 
form, it is, and that is important, be
cause it may make the difference between 
Presidential concurrence and noncon
currence. I would rather seek, if we can, 
within a reasonable time, this goal of the 
President, for the reasons I have stated. 

Mr. BROOKE. I believe the President 
has already established a timetable 
for withdrawal, approximating 150,000 
troops per year. 

Mr. JAVITS. That is not correct, if 
I may correct the Senator. That is the 
big nubbin of the issue. The President 
says we are getting 150,000 out by the 1st 
of April. As to the rest, we have three 
problems. He says we will get 150,000 out 
by the 1st of April. That is good. But he 
does not promise anything as to the re
mainder. He leaves it completely open. 
He does not promise anything as to the 
withdrawal of the remainder, and he con
ditions final withdrawal upon two con
ditions which give Saigon one veto on 
Vietnamization, and Hanoi another veto 
in terms of the pressure they put upon 
our forces. 

Mr. BROOKE. Did not the President 
say he would withdraw 150,000 troops by 
April, and that all troops with the ex
ception of logistical troops would be out 
of Vietnam by the end of 1971? 

Mr. JAVITS. I am not aware of any 
such promise. 

Mr. BROOKE. He did not go that far? 
Mr. JAVITS. I am not aware of any 

such promise. · 
Mr. BROOKE. Is there a possibility, 

however, that we might be able to work 
out an accommodation with the Presi
dent as to what that rate of troop with
drawal would be? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct; I cer
tainly hope to. 

Mr. BROOKE. That would be a matter 
for negotiation and discussion with the 
President. If we agreed on that, is it the 
contention of the Senator from New York 
that we would not have to go as far as the 
McGovern-Hatfield resolution, or the 
tone of the McGovern-Hatfield resolu
tion, and order the President to have the 
troops withdrawn by withholding funds? 

Mr. JA VITS. That is my premise there. 
Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. JA VITS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. I have been listening to 

the colloquy with a great amount of in
terest. I must say I am somewhat con
cerned, as a result of the colloquy involv
ing the Senator from Louisiana, in that 
there appears to have been some mis
interpretation of the scope of the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution. I grant that in just 
reading the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
one might think it is not too broad in 
scope, although it does refer to use of 
''armed force." It does not say the use of 
navy armed force or air or ground; it is 
the all-encompassing use of "armed 
force." 

I think we all understand that in deter
mining what Congress intended to mean 
by this, we must look at the legislative 
history; and the legislative history, made 
right here on the floor of the Senate on 
this particular point, was well made in 
the colloquy between the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. COOPER) and the Sena
tor from Arkansas <Mr. FULBRIGHT) , who 
was managing the resolution. As I recall 
the colloquy, it went something like this: 

Senator COOPER. Do I understand that the 
authority provided by this ls such as could 
lead to war? 

And the response of the manager of the 
resolution, the Senator from Arkansas, 
was: 

That is the way I would interpret it. 

That indicates the intention of the 
Congress to grant powers which could 
lead to a war. That is why former At
torney General Katzenbach took the 
position before Congress that it was a 
declaration of war. It was not a formal 
declaration of war, but it was a declara
tion of war sufficient to satisfy the re
quirements of the Constitution. 

Now I am concerned about the inter
pretation that the Senator from New 
York has placed on the results of a repeal 
of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. If I 
understood him correctly, he emphasized 
that it represented an "undeclaration" of 
the war, and that meant the only powers 
the President would be operating under 
then would be his constitutional powers 
as Commander in Chief; and, according 
to the Senator from New York, that 
would mean that we would withdraw in 
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an appropriate way as soon as possible, 
consistent with the security of our troops. 

I can agree with that as far as it goes, 
but I suggest respectfully that there is 
more to it than that. There is more to it 
than merely the security of our troops. 
I think what has to be added is "and 
consistent with our commitments under 
our treaty obligations." In other words, 
one could interpret "withdrawal as soon 
as possible consistent with the security 
of our troops" to mean, get out of there 
within 3 months, and if there is no 
hostile enemy action to interfere with 
the security of our troops, then that in
terpretation would be satisfied. But what 
about the South Vietnamese, whom we 
have been assisting under the treaty, pur
suant to our treaty commitment? Such 
precipitate withdrawal could be a dis
aster. Vietnamization is designed to pre
vent such a disaster. It is designed not 
only to enable us to withdraw, and with
draw consistent with the security of our 
troops, but also to live up to our treaty 
commitments. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT subsequently said: 
Mr. President, a moment ago, the Senator 
from Iowa, in questioning the Senator 
from New York, made a reference to the 
Senator from Arkansas' reply to a ques
tion which I think leaves an inaccurate 
sense. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at the proper place in the RECORD 
where the Senator from Iowa referred~ 
me, an excerpt from a statement I made 
previously here, which I have in my hand, 
only because I do not wish to take the 
time of the Senate to read it, I ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the 
RECORD at the proper place, following 
the Senator from Iowa's statement with 
regard to this matter. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
asfu~~= ' 

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT OF SENATOR 
FuLBRIGHT 

During debate I was asked, in my capacity 
as floor leader, whether the Resolution would 
authorize or approve the landing of large 
American armies in Vietnam or China. I re
plied that "there is nothing in the Resolu
tion, as I read it, that contemplates it," al
though, I conceded, "the language of the 
Resolution would not prevent it." "Speaking 
for my own Committee," I continued, "every
one I have heard has said that the last thing 
we want to do is to become involved in a 
land war in Asia; that our power is sea and 
air, and that this is what we hope will deter 
the Chinese Communists and the North Viet
namese from spreading the war. That is what 
is contemplated .... " 1 

In an exchange with the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. Nelson) I said: "I personally 
feel it would be very unwise under any cir
cumstances to put a large land army on the 
Asian cont inent." I said also that I would 
"deplore" the landing of a large army on the 
Asian mainland.2 A little later in the debate 
I added: "I have no doubt that the President 
will consult with Congress in case a major 
change in present policy becomes neces-
sary." a 

1 Congressional Record, 88th Cong., 2d Sess., 
Vol. 110, Ft. 14, Senate, Aug. 6, 1964, pp. 
18403-4. 

2 Ibid., pp. 18406-7. 
a Ibid., p . 18420. 

other Senators also expressed the general 
expectation that the Resolution would help 
to prevent a large-scale war. The Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. Russell) said: "I am sure 
that all of us who intenct to vote for the Joint 
Resolution pray that the adoption of the 
Resolution, and the action that may be taken 
pursuant to it, will achieve the sMD.e purpose 
and a void any broadening of war, or any es
calation of danger.""' 

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. Church) ex
pressed his general understanding that it 
was not the President's purpose to expand 
the war.5 Senator Keating of New York ex
pressed his understanding that the Resolu
tion was not a "blank check" for expanded 
hostilities to be undertaken without the con
sent of Congress.6 

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. Nelson) 
offered an amendment to the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution which would have expressed the 
sense of Congress that the United States 
sought no extension of the war and would 
continue to attempt to avoid a direct military 
involvement. In my capacity as floor mana
ger-and to my regret--! said that I could 
not accept the amendment but only because 
it would necessitate a conference with the 
House of Representatives, which would have 
delayed final adoption. I made it clear, how
ever, that I thought that Senator Nelson's 
amendment was not contrary to the Resolu
tion but an "enlargement" of it. I also ex
pressed. my belief that Senator Nelson's 
amendment was "an accurate reflection of 
what I believe is the President's policy, judg
ing from his own statements .... " 7 

What the foregoing illustrates is that, in 
adopting the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, 
Congress had no intention whatever of au
thorizing the commitment of the Armed 
Forces to full-scale war in Asia. The lan
guage of the Resolution, it is true, lends itself 
to that interpretation, but, as the Executive 
well knew, that unfortunate language was 
accepted only in response to its urgent plead
ings and assurances that the Administration 
had no intention whatever of plunging into 
an Asian land war. 

Those expectations were by no means with
out foundation. The country, it will be re
called, was engaged in an eleotion campaign 
in which President Johnson repeatedly ex
pressed his determination not to involve the 
United States in a large-scale war in Asia. 
To cite just a few of the many Presidential 
statements to that effect: 

On August 12, 1964, the President said in 
New York: 

"Some others are eager to enlarge the con
flict. They call upon us to supply American 
boys to do the job that Asian boys should 
do. They ask us to take reckless action which 
might risk the lives of millions and engulf 
much of Asia and certainly threaten the 
peace of the entire world. Moreover, such 
action would offer no solution at all to the 
real problem of Vietnam." 

In a speech in Texas on August 29, the 
President said: 

"I have had advice to load our planes with 
bombs and to drop them on certain areas 
that I think would enlarge the war and es
calate the war, and result in our committing 
a good many American boys to fighting a war 
that I think out to be fought by the boys 
of Asia to help protect their own land. And 
for that reason, I haven't chosen to enlarge 
the war." 

And in Akron, Ohio, on October 21, he de
clared: 

"We are not about to send American boys 
9,000 or 10,000 miles away from home to do 
what Asian boys ought to be doing for them
selves." 

'Ibid., pp. 18410-11. 
6 Ibid., pp. 18415-16. 
e Ibid., p. 18456. 
1 Ibid., p. 18459. See also p. 18462. 

The Senate debate of August 6 and 7, 1964, 
shows clearly that, in adopting the Gulf of 
Tonkin Resolution, the Senate thought that 
it was acting to prevent a large-scale war, not 
to authorize one. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from New York permit me to make 
a comment on that? 

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to answer 
that. 

Mr. CASE. I would like to comment on 
it. 

Mr. MILLER. I would like the Senator 
from New York to answer my point, be
cause some people are concerned about 
the scope of the SEATO Treaty, which ls 
the supreme law of the land. 

I would like to ask my colleague 1! 
there is not more to it than just the 
mere security of our troops; if there is 
not an additional ingredient in the form 
of some satisfaction of our commit
ments under our treaty obligations? 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I shall be 
happy to answer all those questions. 
Then I shall be happy to yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) to 
get his reaction, because I feel that he, 
being an able lawyer, can add to any
thing I will have to say. 

First, my argument as a Senator, if 
the Senate adopts that argument by the 
vote, is that all that termination of the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution will do will be 
to clear the books. So then we argue 
only about constitutional powers. The 
President's powers are powers--

Mr. MILLER. And treaty require
ments. 

Mr. JAVITS. Whatever the constitu
tional powers, my judgment is that when 
a Senator votes "yea" he is not accept
ing my personal judgment as to what 
power that leaves the President. That is 
a very important point. When a Senator 
votes "yea'' all he is saying is that we 
now resort to the Constitution because 
we are going to take the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution off the books. 

So I am not asking any Senator neces
sarily to join me in my interpretation of 
the powers of the President. There may 
be arguments on that point. I want to 
make that clear. I am not saying that 
any Senator who votes "yea" adopts my 
argument, but only clears the decks for 
going back to the constitutional powers 
of the President, whatever they may be. 

Mr. MILLER. I think the Sena tor has 
put that point extremely well. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator, be
cause I have no design to wish anything 
on the Senate whatever. I gave my per
sonal view that, considering the history 
of what power a President has to react 
as Commander in Chief, it would seem 
to me, after all these years, in the ab
sence of a clear congressional direction, 
that the President has power to end the 
war and withdraw our troops with maxi-
mum security to them. 

The Senator asks, What about our 
treaty commitments? Does the President 
also have the power to live up to our 
treaty commitments? 

I would answer as follows: In my 
judgment-again, this is only my opin
ion-a President might have to react in 
fulfllling a treaty commitment or carry
ing out a treaty commitment, when it 
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comes up in such a way and such a con
text that the interest and security of the 
country do not permit him to invoke 
those "constitutional processes" which 
require Congress to act legislatively
through declaration of war, Tonkin Gulf 
resolution, or whatever it may be. 

I would accept that, and I take specific 
account of it in the bill I have intro
duced. But, the SEATO Treaty does not 
really commit us to fighting in South 
Vietnam at all. And, where so much time 
has gone by, and where we no longer can 
say there is a problem of immediate re
action, there I would say the President 
does not have any such power alone, and 
I do not want to entrust to the President 
alone, at this stage, the power to make 
war in the carrying out of a treaty com
mitment. 

If President Nixon feels that he needs 
the power to carry out a treaty commit
ment, then, in my judgment, if we ter
minate Gulf of Tonkin, he should turn 
to us and say, "My friends, I agree with 
you about taking the blank check off the 
books, but I need a check for $100, and 
this is why," he would give us the specif
ics on a resolution that he wanted. He 
would say, "I need it immediately," or 
"I need it within 10 days," or "I need it 
within 2 days." That is pzrfectly all right. 
It would be our duty, in my judgment, to 
strain to meet his timetable in deciding 
whether we do or do not wish to give 
him what he wants. 

There is also a doctrine in the law with 
respect to the continuance of a given 
situation and the fact that implications 
may be drawn from that unless they are 
cut off by Congress, and that might ap
ply in some alleviation of the doctrine 
I have stated as to what the President's 
continuing power is. But I have stated it 
in its basic sense, and I hope very much 
that it will never be necessary for Con
gress to order the President, any more 
than it will be for the President to order 
Congress. 

I point out to the Senator that this 
interpretation is my own. It is com
pletely consistent with the history of the 
U.S. treaty commitments since the war; 
in every case we have conditioned the 
action which we were ready to take
that goes for NATO and all of them-as 
being subject to our constitutional proc
esses. T'nat means whatever power the 
Constitution gives the President and 
whatever the Constitution gives the 
Congress. 

Mr. CASE and Mr. MILLER addressed 
the Chair. 

Mr. MILLER. I just want to ask a 
question to clarify one thing the Sen
ator said. 

Mr. JAVITS. Surely. 
Mr. MILLER. I believe the Senator 

based his opinion, to a certain degree, 
on the premise of the time involved. 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. In the context of 
my exchange with Senator Ellender 
about repulsing an attack. 

Mr. MILLER. If that is so, what the 
Senator is really saying, I think, is that 
there is a time limit on a treaty. And 
if that is so, why should we not repeal 
the SEATO Treaty? 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no time limit 
on a treaty except the limit to which we 

have agreed in the treaty. The only time 
limit I see-and it is a factor; not the 
only factor, but a factor-is a time limit 
on when the President can proceed with
out Congress. 

I simply do not think that after 5 years 
of war, a President can say, "I am still 
reacting to something, which I have to 
do because otherwise America's obliga
tion under a treaty will be invalidated, 
and our Nation will be embarrassed." 

That is all I am saying. 
I yield to the Senator from New 

Jersey. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I appreciate 

the Senator's indulgence. I really only 
want, I think, to underscore and perhaps 
state a little differently, or maybe only 
to repeat, what he has said, and make 
the distinction between the Nation's ob
ligation, either under a treaty or under 
a condition, and who may put the coun
try in motion. 

I think the Senator, if I may say so, 
has confused those two things. We may 
have an obligation as a nation under a 
treaty or under a state of facts which 
we have brought into existence, whereby, 
in common morality, we ought not to 
leave people in the lurch when we have 
brought them along with us on our side 
in war or other action. But that is not 
the same as saying that the President 
has the right to take action in response 
to that obligation without the consent 
of Congress, or in opposition to its will. 

That is the distinction that I think 
ought to be kept in mind here. The Sen
ator from New York is absolutely right. 
I think in all these matters the only 
really sane solution is cooperative action 
between the President and Congress; and 
for Members of the Senate to insist that 
the President has exclusive authority in 
this area, I think, is to misinterpret not 
only the intention of the Founding 
Fathers, but also the rightness of the 
democratic process in a democratic 
nation. 

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from 
New York yield further? 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. 
Mr. MILLER. I appreciate very much 

what the Senator from New Jersey has 
said. Let me see if I can summarize it this 
way: He is saying that, with the repeal 
of this resolution and looking to the con
stitutional powers of the President, it is 
expected that the President would with
draw in an appropriate way, taking into 
consideration not only the security of 
our troops, but also our treaty commit
ments; and that if Congress does not 
think that the way the President is 
handling this withdrawal is proper, in 
line with the security of our troops and 
in line with the Nation's commitment 
under its treaty, then Congress can resort 
to the power of the purse. 

Mr. CASE. May I respond? I do not 
necessarily disagree with what the Sen
ator from New York has said about the 
condition that we are left in after this, 
or that all the President has the right 
to do is to withdraw. I think that de-
cision, so far as this Nation is concerned, 
has not yet been made, and that when 
it is made, it ought to be made so as to 
have the best result for both the Presi
dent and Congress. 

I think all we have to say here is that 
whatever, if any, sanction to the use by 
the President of the military is involved 
is based upon this resolution. We are 
eliminating that, and, whatever encum
brance or whatever cloud it may be upon 
the situation, we are removing that cloud 
so that we can move on. 

Frankly, I do not think it is necessary 
for us to take this action. If we want to 
take affirmative action as a Congress, 
we can take it, and it will supersede this 
resolution. I do not think there is any 
question about that. But I think it is a 
good idea, since the matter has been 
raised, to put this away. 

I agree so much with what the Senator 
from Iowa has said and with what the 
Senator from New York has said about 
this whole problem that I hesitated to 
intervene here, and yet I did want to 
emphasize the distinction which I think 
the Senator from New York has already 
made. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. I 
would only add, with reference to Sena
tor MILLER'S question, that Congress 
could act through its appropriation 
power. But, it could also act through the 
exercise of its substantive "policy pow
ers" with respect to warmaking. These 
are clearly spelled out in article I, sec
tion 8, of the Constitution. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator 

knows, the President envisions Vietnam
ization and, after American fighting 
troops are removed, he proposes to per
mit our bombers and a lot of our soldiers 
to remain there to help South Vietnam 
logistically. Can Congress stop that, or, 
if this resolution is--

Mr. JAVITS. Off the books? 
Mr. ELLENDER. Off the books, will the 

President have to come to Congress in 
order to obtain permission to permit the 
logistics to go on with our forces and our 
bombers, to sustain further Vietnamiza
tion? 

Mr. JA VITS. I think, as to logistics, we 
definitely have that under the foreign 
aid programs. He must come to us in 
the absence of law or security for our 
troops. And, in the absence of law or 
security for our troops he has no inher
ent constitutional power, in my judg
ment, to engage the Armed Forces of 
the United States, including its Air 
Force, in a supporting role. 

Mr. ELLENDER. F rom what the Sen
ator said a while ago, this means, I as
sume, complete withdrawal of all our 
troops? 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes, that is what we are 
talking about. Troops as fighting men. 
As regular MAAG trainers, and so 
forth-that is something else. But that 
too requires congressional authorization. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That means we have 
to leave South Vietnam without carry
ing out what the President desires to do 
now, which is to help the South Viet
namese from a logistic standpoint? 

Mr. JAVITS. In my opinion, he should 
seek to join the authority of Congress 
with his own for those moves. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I just 

want to thank the Senator from New 
York for his very lucid and helpful ex
position of the basic issues here. 

Let me say further that I think the 
Senator from New York and the Sena
tor from New Jersey-and, really, every
one who has spoken here today, I hope 
myself included-have issued a call to 
unity. We have issued a call to bring to
gether all the forces of the Government, 
and, indeed, a call for the unity of the 
American people on this issue; and I 
hope that that call will be heard far be
yond the Senate Chamber today. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague, 
and I thoroughly agree with him. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would like to join 

in what the Senator from Maryland says. 
I have no illusions that Congress will take 
over this matter itself, and run it. All of 
these efforts, from way back, and cer
tainly including Cooper-Church and 
others, are persuasive in nature--that is, 
it is the vehicle by which Congress ex
presses its best collective judgment on 
the very important matters-and that is 
the objective of it. I agree with the Sen
ator in that respect. 

Mr. JA VITS. I should like to join with 
Senator FULBRIGHT and Senator MATHIAS 
and others who have said that this is 
really an appeal to unity through clear
ing the books of anything which might 
give anybody an idea that they have a 
legal right beyond the Constitution. The 
Constitution presumes a working har
mony between the President and Con
gre.ss in many things, certainly in respect 
of war, I hope very much that we will be 
able to reach this as regards phasing out 
of Vietnam. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
COOPER). 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to the speech 
of the Senator from New York. As al
ways, it was lucid and informed. He 
understands the constitutional questions 
involved. 

For several years I have been studying 
the security treaties to which the United 
States is a party. With one or two excep
tions, all provide that if aggression is 
committed against a signatory of the 
treaty, the signatories shall take action 
in accordance with their constitutional 
processes. During the debates on the 
SEATO Treaty, the Mutual Defense 
Treaty with Korea, and other security 
treaties, the question was asked again 
and again: What is the "constitutional 
process"? Secretary Dulles answered 
during the committee hearing on the 
SEATO Treaty that the "constitutional 
process" required joint action of Con
gress and the Executive, except in emer
gency situations. 

I have believed, as Senator Ellender 
does, that President Johnson, in submit
ting the Tonkin Gulf resolution, asked 
the Congress to exercise the constitu
tional process in accord with article 
IV(l) of the SEATO Treaty. He went 
further than we expected, but the 

Tonkin Gulf resolution provided large 
authority to him. 

If this resolution is repealed, what will 
be the base of the President's power? 
Certainly, he would not have power or 
authority under the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution or SEATO, except by approval of 
the Congress. 

In my view, his authority will reside 
only in his constitutional power to de
f end our Armed Forces. Who will inter
pret that? The President will interpret 
it. I think it is our duty to express, as 
we did in the recent debate and action 
on the Church-Cooper amendment and 
on others, what we believe are the limits 
of the power of the President under his 
constitutional authority to protect the 
troops. 

These are gray areas, difficult and per
haps impossible to define. 

I must say that I agree wholeheartedly 
with the Senator from New York that, 
in such a situation as Vietnam, it is a 
matter of accommodation between the 
President and the Congress. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am glad 

that this issue can be voted on as a 
concurrent resolution as reported by the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
Section 3 of the Tonkin Gulf resolution 
prescribes a concurrent resolution of 
the Congress as one means of repeal. I 
am pleased that the initiative of Senator 
MATHIAS of Maryland can be recognized 
as he did propose repeal and introduced a 
resolution for that purpose. He was joined 
by Senator MANSFIELD. Senators JAVITS 
and PELL also introduced a resolution 
calling for the repeal of the Tonkin Bay 
resolution, and they deserve commenda
tion for their early initiative. 

Nevertheless, the issue was before us 
when the Senator from Kansas (Senator 
DoL·E), called for repeal, and I was glad to 
support him. 

I recognize the deep interest that the 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, Senator FULBRIGHT, has had 
in this issue. As he has emphasized, he 
has sought a full discussion of the consti
tutional powers of the President and the 
Senate in warmaking decisions. I agree 
with him that the authority of the Con
gress has suffered erosion during this 
century and, without a doubt, the as
sumption of power by the Executive has 
played a part in this role. However, my 
study of the actions taken by the Execu
tive has led me to conclude that in every 
instance the Congress has approved in 
advance action by the President or has 
acquiesced in the action that had been 
taken by the Executive. 

There are different views concerning 
the basis upon which the Tonkin Bay 
resolution rests. 

I am sure that few, if any, Members 
of the Congress foresaw that the United 
States would become involved in a great 
war in Vietnam, the third largest in our 
history excepting the Civil War. 

Nevertheless, the record indicates that 
President Johnson was acting for au
thority based upon the SEATO Treaty 
as well as seeking prior approval of the 
exercise of his constitutional authority 
to protect American forces. His message 
to the Congress on August 5, referred to 

the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty several times, and specifically 
stated: 

I recommend a resolution expressing the 
support of the Congress for all necessary ac
tion to protect our Armed Forces and to 
assist nations covered by the SEATO Tre&ty. 
At the same time, I assure the Congress that 
we shall continue readily to explore any 
avenues of political solution that Wl11 effec
tively guarantee the removal of Communist 
subversion and the preservation of the inde
pendence of the nations of the area. 

The resolution could well be based upon 
similar resolutions enacted by the Congress 
in the past--to meet the threat to Formosa 
1n 1955, to meet the threat to the Middle 
Eas-t in 1957, and to meet the threat 1n CUba. 
in 1962. It could state in the simplest terms 
the resolve and support of the Congress for 
action to deal appropriately with attacks 
against our Armed Forces and to defend 
freedom and preserve peace in southeast 
Asia in accordance with the obligations of 
the United States under the Southeast Asia 
Treaty. I urge the Congress to enact such a 
resolution promptly and thus to give con
vincing evidence to the aggressive Commu
nist nations, and to the world as a whole, 
that our policy in southeast Asia will be 
carried forward-and that the peace and se
curity of the area will be preserved. 

The repcrt of the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee under the title, 
"Scope of the Resolution," at page 8, 
makes the following comment: 

The phrasing in section 2, "in accordance 
with its obligations under the Southeast 
Asia. Collective Defense Treaty," compre
hends the understanding in that treaty that 
the U.S. response in the context of article 
IV{l) is confined to Communist aggression. 
It should also be pointed out that U.S. as
sistance, as comprehended by section 2, will 
be furnished only on request and only to a. 
signatory or a. state covered by the protocol 
to the SEATO Treaty. The protocol states 
are Laos, Cambodia., and South Vietnam. 

Article IV(l) of the SEATO Treaty 
provides as follows: 

Each Party recognizes that aggression by 
means of armed attack 1n the treaty area. 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by unan
imous agreement may hereafter designate, 
would endanger its own peace and safety, and 
agrees that it will in that event act to meet 
the common danger 1n accordance with its 
constitutional processes. Measures taken un
der this paragraph shall be immediately re
ported to the Security Council of the United 
Nations. 

While the term "constitutional proc
esses" is not defined in the treaty, Sec
retary of State Dulles, under questioning 
by the committee as to his interpreta
tion of the words "constitutional proc
esses," stated that "the normal process 
would be to act through Congress if it 
were in session, and if not in session to 
call Congress." 

The report of the Foreign Relations 
Committee concerning the SEATO 
Treaty describes "the constitutional 
processes" referred to in the treaty, as 
follows: 

16. CONSTITUT:XONAL PROCESSES 

In the course of the hearings on Janu
ary 13, the committee gave consideration to 
a suggestion by one of the witnesses that a 
reservation be attached to the treaty which 
would prohibit the use of United States 
ground, air, or naval forces in any defense 
action unless Congress, by a declaration of 
war, consented to their use against Com
munist aggression. This proposal led to a 
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searching discussion in executive session. It 
was finally rejected as throWing open the 
entire controversial topic of the relative orbit 
of power between the executive and the leg
islative branches. It had been for this very 
reason, as noted above, that the executive 
branch adopted the "constitutional proc
esses" formula. When pressed for an indica
tion of what the phrase comported, Mr. 
Dulles assured the committee that those 
words were used With the understanding that 
the President would come to Congress in case 
of any threat of danger "unless the emer
gency were so great that prompt action was 
necessary to save a vital interest of the 
United States." Except in that event "the 
normal process would be to act through Con
gress if it were in session, and if not in ses
sion to call Congress." 

The committee ultimately resolved that it 
would serve no useful purpose to seek to 
develop the meaning of "constitutional 
processes" beyond this statement of Mr. 
Dulles. In that connection, it is recalled 
that the committee, referring to the use of 
the same phrase in the North Atlantic Treaty, 
observed in its report: 

"The treaty in no way affects the basic 
division of authority between the President 
and the Congress as defined in the Constitu
tion. In no way does it alter the constitu
tional relationship between them. In par
ticular, it does not increase, decrease, or 
change the power of the President as Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces or im
pair the full authority of Congress to declare 
war" (Ex. Rept. No. 8, Slst Cong., 1st sess.). 

In his prepared statement before the 
Foreign Relations Committee under the 
heading, "Purpose of the Resolution," 
found at page 5 of the committee hear
ings, Secretary of State Rusk made 
reference to the SEA TO Treaty in the 
following terms: 

But in the face of the heightened aggres
sion of the Communist side, exemplified by 
these latest North Vietnamese attacks, it 
has seemed clearly wise to seek in the most 
emphatic form a declaration of Congres
sional support both for the defense of our 
Armed Forces against similar attacks and 
for the carrying forward of whatever steps 
may become necessary to assist the free na
tions covered by the Southeast Asia Treaty. 

The debate in the Senate on the Ton
kin Gulf resolution supports the propo
sition that the resolution was based in 
part on a decision to protect the Armed 
Forces, and in part as appropriate action 
under article IV of the SEATO Treaty. 

I voted for the resolution and, like 
others, I expressed my hope in the de
bate that we would not become engaged 
in a new war in Vietnam. I knew that it 
was a possibility under the terms of the 
resolution, and so stated in the debate. 

It is my view, as I stated on the floor 
at that time, that the approval of the 
resolution by the Congress was the exer
cise of the "constitutional processes" re
quired in article IV of the SEATO Treaty. 

I should note that I think it important 
that the Foreign Relations Committee 
and the Senate continue a review of our 
security treaties. 

In connection with the SEA TO Treaty 
which was advised and consented to by 
the Senate on February 1, 1955, I would 
like to make reference to the Senate de
bate that took place in January of 1954 
concerning the Mutual Defense Treaty 
with Korea. 

Article m of the Korean treaty is sim
ilar to article IV ( 1) of SEATO in pro
viding for implementation of the treaties 
by each party "in accordance with its 
constitutional processes." 

On January 26, 1954, the Senate de
bated the meaning of the phrase, "con
stitutional processes." 

In a colloquy I had with Senator Wiley, 
the floor manager, I stated that in my 
views 

The phrase "constitutional processes" must 
imply the powers of both President and Con
gress • • • We come back to the question: 
What a.re the constitutional powers of the 
President and Congress with respect to tak
ing steps toward war? I believe that the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin has said 
that, in the absence of such circumstances as 
demanded the protection of the security of 
the United States, we would certainly expect 
that Congress would determine whether the 
United States should go to war. 

Mr. Wiley: I believe that expresses very 
forcefully the position I take as to what the 
language means. • • • 

Mr. President, because of the relevance 
of this debate to my views in this mat
ter, I ask unanimous consent that the 
colloquy of January 26, 1954, be included 
in the RECORD at this point. 

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

MUTUAL DEFENSE TREATY WrrH KOREA 
The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, 

resumed consideration of the treaty, Execu
tive A (33d Cong., 2d sess.), a Mutual Defense 
Treaty between the United States of America. 
and the Republic of Korea, signed a.t Wash
ington on October 1, 1953. 

• • • 
Mr. CooPER. I thank the Sena.1ior from Wis

consin for yielding. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the Sena.tor from 

Wisconsin yielding the floor, or yielding for a 
question? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield for a question. 
Mr. COOPER. I have been very much inter

ested in the searching questions asked by the 
distinguished Sena.tor from Mississippi (Mr. 
STENNIS). I should like 1io say, first, that I do 
not believe that the wording of the United 
Nations Charter has relevancy in this situa
tion. 

I ask the Senator from Wisconsin if it is 
not true that the United Nations, contrary 
to popular belief held by some, has no power 
whatsoever to commit this Nation to war. 

Mr. WILEY. That is correct. 
Mr. CooPER. There is only one situation in 

which the United Nations might have any 
power to commit our troops. If under the 
Charter nations have ma.de available to the 
Security Council of the United Nations fixed 
and permanent military forces, consenting in 
advance for their use to maintain peace, 
there would be authority to commit the 
forces. As this has not been done by the 
United States or any other nation, I say and I 
am sure the Sena.tor from Wisconsin will 
agree-that there is absolutely no power in 
the United Nations, to commit this Nation 
to war. 

Mr. WILEY. I agree. 
Mr. CooPER. The Senator from Mississippi 

has raised the most searching question that 
can be addressed to this treaty. As the Sena
tor from Wisconsin has said, it ls the age-old 
constitutional question, "Under what cir
cumstances can the President of the United 
States take action which, as a practical mat
ter, may have the effect of committing this 
Nation to war without a congressional dec
laration of war?" 

The phrase, "constitutional processes" 
must imply the powers of both President and 
Congress. Under the Constitution the Presi
dent of the United States can assert under 
certain circumstan.ces--such as our troops 
being attacked or our physical area being in
vaded-his consitutional power as Com
mander in Chief to take action for the secu
rity of the country. Such action could, of 
course, lead to war. 

The important language in this article, it 
seems to me, in addition to the phrase "con
stitutional processes," which is difficult of in
terpretation, is the language defining the 
area, and conditions in which the United 
States would be morally committed to take 
some action under its constitutional 
processes. 

I believe the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin has said that he did not intend 
to make a statement which would interpret 
in any way the words "constitutional proc
esses" to exclude the constitutional power of 
the President of the United States as Com
mander in Chief to act, under certain c:ir
cumstances which he might think proper, to 
protect the security of the United States. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. WILEY. Yes, of course. Again we get 
into a. field which has been the subject of dis
cussion for some 165 years, as I have said. 
However, I believe tha,t With the understand
lng which has been appended as a result of 
the suggestion of the Sena.tor from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] there can be no question as to 
what the meaning of the treaty is. As I have 
stated, there is nothing in the treaty which 
would delimit the constitutional power of 
either Congress or the President. 

Mr. COOPER. We seem simply to speak in a 
circle and come back to where we started. 
What does "constitutional processes" mean? 

Mr. WILKY. It is not a. Bricker amendment, 
if that is what the Senator has in mind. 

Mr. CooPER. We come back to the question: 
What are the constitutional powers of the 
President and Congress With respect to ta.k
ing steps toward war? I believe that the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin has said 
that, in the absence of such circumstances 
as demanded the protection of the security 
of the United States, we would certainly ex
pect that Congress would determine whether 
the United States should go to war. 

Mr. WILEY. I believe that expresses very 
forcefully the position I take as to what the 
language means. However, I cannot help but 
say that, as we discuss the treaty, which re
lates to a small country, a mere dot on the 
perimeter of the earth, so to speak, we can
not close our eyes to the fact that in the day 
in which we are living-and I say this 'Very 
thoughtfully-I am sure if we could fore
see any danger of a third world conflict which 
would make it advisable for the President 
not to convene Congress in Washington, 
where we could be immediately blown out 
of existence by a bomb, but himself to take 
the steps which were necessary under the 
circumstances, Congress should provide the 
machinery to make it possible to vote, if 
necessary, by television or in any other way, 
so that that which happened to Hiroshima 
could not happen to Washington. 

The story has been told that the Com
mander in Chief was consulted on the wisdom 
of dropping the A-bomb on Tokyo, and he 
said, "If we do so, we wlll kill the Emperor, 
and kill all the high government officials in 
Japan. We cannot do that to Japan, because 
we need the Emperor, around whom the peo
ple can gather when we take over." 

There Will be nothing like that in a third 
world war. The object w1ll be to paralyze at 
one time the entire Government--Congress, 
the Executive, and the courts. Consequently, 
there should be adequate machinery, avail
able whereby Congress could vote by long 
distance on the subject. 
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the Sen

ator yield? 
Mr. WILEY. I yield further to the Senator 

from Kentucky. 
Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator from Wis

consin. I know I share the hope of every 
Senator that there will be no resumption 
of the Korean war, but if there should be, 
there will be opportunity for Congress to take 
proper constitutional action. 

But we cannot take away from the Presi
dent his constitutional powers to protect 
our security, and I do not believe we ought 
to give t o this treaty any interpretation 
which would permit any assumption that he 
would not act to protect our forces or to meet 
further aggression in Korea. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, with re
sp-ect to this action the Senate is taking 
today, I think it may be helpful to have 
certain relevant documents bearing on 
this subject included in the RECORD at 
one place. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the following documents and state
ments be included in the RECORD at this 
point: 

First. President Eisenhower's message 
to Congress on the SEATO Treaty. 

Second. Testimony of Secretary Dulles 
before the Foreign Relations Committee 
in connection with the SEATO Treaty. 

Third. Excerpts from the report of the 
Foreign Relations Committee on the 
SEATO Treaty. 

Fourth. President Johnson's message 
to Congress on the Tonkin Gulf resolu
tion. 

Fifth. Excerpts from the report of the 
Foreign Relations Committee on the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution. 

Sixth. Statement by Secretary of State 
Rusk before the joint hearing of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
and the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee in connection with the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution. 

Seventh. Statement by Secretary of 
Defense McNamara before the same 
committees in connection with the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution. 

There being no objection, the docu
ments and statements were ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[ 1. President Eisenhower's Message to Con

gress on the SEATO Treaty] 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 

STATES, TRANSMITTING THE SOUTHEAST 
ASIA COLLECTIVE DEFENSE TREATY AND THE 
PROTOCOL THERETO, BOTH SIGNED AT MANILA 
ON SEPTEMBER 8, 1954 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
November 10, 1954. 

To the Senate of the Uni ted States: 
With a view to receiving the advice and 

consent of the Senate to ratification, I 
transmit herewith a copy of the Southeast 
Asia Collective Defense Treaty and the pro
tocol theret o, both signed at Manila on Sep
tember 8, 1954. 

I transmit also for the information of the 
Senate a copy of a declaration known as the 
Pacific Charter, which was drawn up at 
Manila and signed on that same date. The 
charter proclaims the dedication of the sig
natory governments to the ideals of self
determination, self-government, and inde
pendence. It is a declaration of principles 
and does not require the advice and consent 
of the Senate. 

There is further transmitted for the in
formation of the Senate the report made to 
me by the Secretary of State regarding the 
Sout heast Asia Collective Defense Treaty and 

the protocol thereto. I concur in the rec
ommendation of the Secretary that the 
"unanimous agreement" required by article 
IV, paragraph 1, for the designation of states 
or territories, by article VII for the invitation 
to states to accede to the treaty, and by arti
cle VIII for a change in the treaty area is to 
be understood in each instance as requiring 
the advice and consent of the Senate. 

The treaty is designed to promote security 
and peace in Southeast Asia and the South
western Pacific by deterring Communist and 
other aggression in that area. It is a treaty 
for defense against both open armed atta-ek 
and internal subversion. Included in the 
treaty is an understanding on behalf of the 
United States that the only armed attack 
in the treaty area which the United States 
would regard as necessarily dangerous to our 
peace and security would be a Communist 
armed attack. The treaty calls for economic 
cooperation to enable the free countries of 
this area to gain strength and vigor not only 
militarily but also socially and economically. 

The Southeast Asia Collect ive Defense 
Treaty complements our other securit y 
treaties in the Pacific and constitutes an im
portant link in the collective security of the 
free nations of Southeast Asia and the 
Pacific. 

I recommend that the Senate give early 
and favorable consideration to the treat y and 
protocol submitted herewith, and advise and 
consent to the ratification thereof subject to 
the understanding of the United States con
tained in the treaty. 

(Enclosures: ( 1) Report of the Secretary of 
State, (2) copy of the treaty, (3) copy of the 
protocol, (4) copy of the Pacific Charter.) 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, November 2, 1954. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House: 

I have the honor to submit to you, with a 
view to the transmission thereof to the Sen
ate for i.ts advice and consent to ratification, 
a copy of the Southeast Asia Collective De
fense Treaty and the protocol thereto, both 
signed at Manila September 8, 1954. There is 
also transmitted, for the information of the 
Senate, a copy of the Pacific Charter signed 
and proclaimed at Manila on the same date. 
The charter is a declaration of principles and 
does not require the advice and consent of 
the Senate. 

At your request Senator H. Alexander 
Smith and Senator Michael J. Mansfield of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee ac
companied me to the Manila Conference as 
plenipotentiary delegates and signed, with 
me, the treaty, the protocol, and the Pacific 
Charter. I am greatly indebted to the con
tribut ions which they made to the success
ful negotiation of these instruments. This 
treaty is one in which the Executive and the 
Senate, through both political parties, co
operated all along the way. 

The purpose of the Southeast Asia Collec
tive Defense Treaty is the creation of unity 
for security and peace in Southeast Asia and 
the Southwestern Pacific. Eight nations
Australia, France, New Zealand, Pakist an, the 
Republic of the Philippines, Thailand, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States
participated in the negotiation as free and 
equal partners. It is a treaty for collective 
defense against both open armed attack and 
internal subversion. Although the United 
States ha.s no direct territorial interest in 
Southeast Asia, we have much in common 
with the people and governments of this area 
and are united in the face of a common dan
ger that stems from international commu
nism. 

As I stated in my address to the Nation on 
September 15, the unity envisaged by the 
treaty ls something that the United States 
has long sought. In 1951, on behalf of the 
preceding administration, I negotiated 
security treaties with Australia and 

New Zealand, with the Republic of the Philip
pines, and with Japan. Since then a mutual 
defense treaty with Korea has also been con
cluded, subject to exchange of instruments of 
ratification. Each of these treaties has a con
tinuing role in the development of a Pacific 
security system, and each contemplated the 
development of a more comprehensive system 
of regional security in the Pacific area. 

Like the earlier treaties, the Manila Pact 
is in full conformity with the purposes and 
principles set forth in the Charter of the 
United Nations and is based on article 51, 
which recognizes the inherent right of in 
dividual or collective self-defense. It is di
rected against no government, against no 
nation, and against no peoples. 

The treaty consists of a preamble and 11 
articles. The preamble sets forth the spirit 
and purposes of the treaty. It recognizes the 
sovereign equality of all the parties and 
reiterates their faith in the Charter of the 
United Nations and their desire to live in 
peace with all peoples and all governments. 
Reaffirming the principle of equal rights and 
self-determination of peoples, it declares the 
intention of the parties to strive by every 
peaceful means to promote self-government 
and to secure the independence of those 
countries whose people desire it and are 
able to undertake its responsibilities. Declar
ing publicly and formally their sense of unity, 
the parties give warnin g to any potential ag
gressor that they stand together in the area. 
The preamble expresses also the fundamental 
purpose of the treaty, i.e., the further co
ordination of effort s for collective defense for 
the preservat ion of peace and security. 

Article I contains undertakings similar to 
those in comparable articles of ot her security 
treaties. By its terms the parties reaffirm 
their solemn obligations under t he Charter of 
the United Nations to settle by peaceful 
means any int ernational dispu tes in which 
they m ay be involved, and to refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or use 
of force inconsistent with the purposes of 
the United Nations. All of the parties to the 
treaty are members of the Unit ed Nations. 

Article II incorporates in the treaty the 
principle of the Vandenberg resolution (S. 
Res. 239, 80th Cong.), which requires the 
regional and collective securit y arrangements 
joined in by the Unit ed States be b ased on 
continuous self-help and mutual aid. The 
parties pledge themselves by such means not 
only to maint ain and develop their individual 
and collective capacity to resist armed attack 
but also to prevent and counter subversive 
activities directed from without against their 
territorial integrity and political stability. 
The treaty thus recognizes the danger of 
subversion and indirect aggression, which as 
we are keenly aware have been principal tools 
of int ernat ional communism. 

Article III recognizes the importance of 
free institutions and sound economies in 
achievin g the objectives of peace and secu
rity. It is based on the realization that the 
opportunities of communism will diminish if 
through economic cooperation the free na
tions are able to develop their internal sta
bility. The p arties agree to cooperate in pro
moting economic progress and social well
being. This article does not commit the 
United States to any grant program. How
ever, as I stated in my address of September 
15, Congress had the vision to see this year 
that there might be special n eeds in South
east Asia. By the Mutual Security Act, Con-
gress has already provided certain funds 
which m ay be u sed to assist the free govern
ments of Southeast Asia. 

The article builds no economic walls 
against countries or territories not parties to 
the t reaty. While a special relat ionship ought 
to prevail as between those countries which 
together assume serious commitments, the 
treaty countries are fully aware of the im
portance from an economic standpoint of 
such nations as Japan, Indonesia, Burma, 
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Ceylon, India, Formosa, and other areas in 
the Far East and South Asia area. Article III 
does not preclude our continued economic 
cooperation with these and other countries 
whose economic welfare is deemed important 
to the stability of the treaty area as well as 
to our own well-being. 

Article IV contains some of the most im
portant provisions of the treaty. It sets forth 
any measures by which the parties agree to 
take action against armed aggression and 
against the danger of subversion and indirect 
aggression. 

Under paragraph 1 of that article each of 
the parties recognizes that "aggression by 
means of armed attack in the treaty area 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by unani
mous agreement may hereafter designate, 
would endanger its own peace and safety, 
and agrees that it will in that event act 
to meet the common danger in accordance 
with its constitutional proces~~s." That lan
guage is based upon the Monroe Doctrine 
principle and follows the pattern of other 
United States security treaties in the Pacific. 
Each party recognizes in article IV, para
graph 1, that the armed attack referred to 
therein would be dangerous to its own peace 
and safety. 

In the case of the United States, only a 
Communist armed attack can bring that 
treaty provision into operation. The under
standing of the United States in this respect 
is embodied in the treaty itself. It reads a.s 
follows: 

"The United States of America in executing 
the present Treaty does so with the under
standing that its recognition of the effect of 
aggression and armed attack and its agree
ment with reference thereto ln Article IV, 
paragraph 1, apply only to communist ag
gression but affirms that in the event of 
other aggression or armed attack it will con
sult under the provisions of Article IV, para
graph 2." 

This understanding reflects the special po
sl tion of the United States as the only one 
of the signatories which does not have any 
territory in the treaty area. For the other 
signatories the treaty deals with any and all 
acts of aggression which mlgh t disturb the 
peace of the area. For the United States, 
however, it ls expressly stipulated that the 
only armed attack which the United States 
would regard as necessarily dangerous to our 
peace and security would be a. Communist 
armed atta.ck. Recognition that Communist 
armed aggression in Southeast Asia would in 
fact endanger the peace and security of the 
United States, and call for counteraction by 
the United States, is based on the realization 
that the spread of international communism 
poses a threat to the United States as it does 
to the en tire free world. 

The language of paragraph 1 also provides 
for designation, by unanimous agreement, of 
other states or territories an .u-med attack 
against which will result in bringing certain 
of the treaty provisions into operation. I 
recommend that you inform thE; Senate that 
this provision is to be interpreted as requir
ing the advice and consent of the United 
States Senate to any agreement making such 
a designation. 

The agreement of each of the parties to 
act to meet the common danger "in accord
ance with its constitutional processes" leaves 
to the judgment of each country the type of 
action to be taken in the event an armed at
tack occurs. There is, of course, a wide range 
of defensive measures which might be ap
propriate depending upon the circumstances. 
Any action which the United States might 
take would, of course, be in accordance with 
its constitutional processes. 

Provision is made in the final sentence of 
the paragraph for reporting the measures 
taken against armed aggression to the Se
curity Council of the United Nations in ac
cordance with the obligation of the parties 
under article 51 of the United Nations 
Charter. 

The danger from subversion and indirect 
aggression is dealt with in paragraph 2 of 
article IV, which meets this difficult problem 
more explicitly than any other security 
treaty we have made. It provides for immedi
ate consultation by the parties whenever any 
party believes that the integrity of the treaty 
area is threatened by other than armed at
tack. The threat may be to the territorial in
violability or integrity, or to the sovereignty 
or political independence of any party in the 
treaty area or any other state or territory to 
which paragraph 1 of the article may from 
time to time apply. The paragraph contains 
no obligation beyond consultation, but the 
purpose of consultation is to agree on meas
ures to be taken for the common defense. In 
its understanding with reference to article 
IV, paragraph 1, the United States affirms 
that in the event of any aggression or armed 
attack other than Communist aggression it 
will observe the consultation provisions of 
article IV, paragraph 2. 

Paragraph 3 affirms the principle of equal 
rights and self-determination of peoples pro
claimed by the treaty signatories in the Pa
cific Chart er. It states the understanding of 
the parties that, except at the invitation or 
consent of the government concerned, no 
action shall be taken on the territory of any 
state designated under paragraph 1 or on any 
territory so designated. 

To facilitate implementation of the treaty, 
article V establishes a Council, on which 
each party is to be represented. The Council 
will provide for consultation with regard to 
military and other planning as the changing 
situation in the treaty area may require. 

No material changes in the military plan
ning of the United States will be required 
by our participation in the Council. At pres
ent, United States plans call for maintaining 
at all times powerful naval and air forces in 
the Western Pacific capable of striking at any 
aggressor by means and at places of our 
choosing. As I explained at the Manila Con
ference, the responsibilities of the United 
States are so vast and farflung that we be
lieve we would serve best not by earmarking 
forces for particular areas of the Far East but 
by developing the deterrent of mobile strik
ing power plus strategically placed reserves. 
The Conference accepted that viewpoint, rec
ognizing that the deterrent power we thus 
create can protect many as effectively as it 
protects one. However, other treaty members 
may deem it desirable to make their contri
bution roward strengthening the defense of 
the area by specific force commitments for 
that purpose. 

Article VI makes clear that the obligations 
of the parties under the treaty do not affect 
in any way their obligations under the 
United Nations Charter. It recognizes the 
primary responsibility of the United Nations 
in maintaining international peace and se
curity. Each party declares that it has no ex
isting international obligations in conflict 
with the treaty and undertakes not to enter 
into any international engagements in con
flict with it. 

Article VII takes into account that not all 
countries whose interests now or in the fu
ture may be bound up with the Southeast 
Asia Collective Defense Treaty are in a posi
tion to become parties at this time. It ac
cordingly provides that the parties, by unani
mous agreement, may invite any other state 
in a position to further the objectives of the 
treaty and to contribute to the security of the 
area, to accede to the treaty at a later date. 
I recommend that this article be inter
preted as requiring the advice and consent 
of the Senate for the United States to join 
in the "unanimous agreement" required for 
the invitation of new parties. 

Article VIII defines the "treaty area" as 
the general area of Southeast Asia, including 
the entire territories of the Asian parties, and 
the general area of the Southwest Pacific not 
including the Pacific area north of 21 degrees 
30 minutes north latitude. Provision is made 

for amendment of the treaty area by unani
mous agreement. On the part of the United 
States, I recommend that Senate advice and 
consent be required for such agreement. 

Article IX assigns to the Republic of the 
Philippines the customary duties as deposi
tary of the treaty. Paragraph 2 provides that 
the treaty shall be ratified and its provisions 
carried out by the parties in accordance with 
their respective constitutional processes. The 
association of the United States in collec
tive arrangements "by constitutional process" 
was recommended by the Vandenberg reso-
1 ution and has been the oasis for all of our 
security treaties. 

Paragraph 3 or article IX provides that de
posit of ratifications by a majority of the 
signatories shall bring the treaty into force 
between the states which have ratified it. 
With respect to each other state it shall 
come into force on the date of deposit of 
its ratification. 

According to article X the treaty has in
definite duration, but any party may cease 
to be a party 1 year after its notice of 
denunciation has been given. It is hoped 
that the cooperation for peace and security 
which is the objective of this treaty will 
be permanent. However, since the conditions 
in the treaty area are subject to fluctuation, 
a flexible provision in respect to duration 
seems desirable. 

Article XI is a formal article regarding the 
authentic language texts of the treaty. 

The protocol extends the benefits of ar
ticles III and IV to the States of Cambodia 
and Laos and the free territory under the 
jurisdiction of the State of Vietnam. The 
Indochina situation was considered by some 
of the treaty signatories as creating ob
stacles to these three countries becoming 
actual parties to the treaty at the present 
time. By designating them as states or ter
ritories for the purposes of article IV, the 
protocol assures that armed attack or in
direct aggresion against Cambodia, Laos, or 
the territoy under Vietnamese jurisdiction 
will bring into operation the obligations 
of the parties under that article. It thus 
throws over those new nations a certain 
mantle of protection. The protocol also ex
tends to those countries eligibility in re
spect of the economic measures, including 
technical assistance, contemplated by article 
III. It thus recognizes that economic prog
ress and social well-being in these areas are 
essential to the economic welfare of the 
whole area and a vital force in combating 
the opportunities of communism. 

In addition to the treaty and protocol, 
there was also drawn up and signed at the 
Manila Conference a declaration known a.s 
the Pacific Charter. The charter was the 
idea of President Magsaysay of the Republic 
of the Philippines, who emphasized the im
portance of making clear that the treaty 
signatories were seeking the welfare of the 
Asian peoples and were not promoting 
"colonialism." As I said in my opening 
address to the Conference, one of com
munism's most effective weapons is to pre
tend that the Western Powers are seeking 
to impose colonialism on the Asian people. 
I said then that we must make abundantly 
clear our intention to invigorate independ
ence. 

The Pacific Charter proclaims certain basic 
principles in relation to the right of peoples 
to self-determination, self-government, and 
independence. It dedicates all the signa
tories to uphold these principles for all 
countries whose people desire it and are able 
to undertake its responsibilities. In the 
Pacific Charter the West and the East have 
joined in a pledge of fellowship that supports 
and invigorates the basic principles which 
underlie the Southeast Asia Collective De
fense Treaty and protocol. 

In view of the importance of the Southeast 
Asia Collective Defense Treaty and protocol 
as a deterrent to Communist and other ag
gression and as a bulwark in the mainte-
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na.nce of peace and security in thf Pacific 
area, it is hoped that the treaty including 
the understanding of the United States con
tained therein, together with the protocol, 
will be given early and favorable considera
tion by the Senate. 

Respect fully submitted. 
JOHN FOSTER DULLES. 

(Enclosures: (1) Southeast Asia Collective 
Defense Treaty, (2) protocol, (3) Pacific 
Charter.) 

[2. Testimony of Secretary Dulles before the 
Foreign Relations Committee in connec
tion with the SEATO Treaty] 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN FOSTER DULLES, 
SECRETARY OF STATE, ACCOMPANIED BY ADM. 
ARTHUR C. DAVIS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FOR
EIGN MILITARY AFFAIRS, OFFICE, SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE 
secretary DULLES. Mr. Chairman and mem

bers of the committee, let me first express, 
on behalf of President Eisenhower and my
self, my appreciation of the promptne~s with 
which the committee has taken up thIB mat
ter. The documents were transmitted only 
yesterday by the President to the Senate, 
a.nd the fact that the committ ee is meet ing 
the next morning to deal with the t reaty .ts, 
perhaps without precedent in Senate his
tory. I believe that this expeditio~ handling 
of the matter is fully justified by its impor-
tance. 

A SOLID COLLECTIVE-SECURITY SYSTEM 
This treaty, Mr. Chairman, as you have 

indicated, represents a major further step in 
the evolution of our policy to try to create 
a solid collective-security system in the 
western Pacific area. That is a well-estab
lished policy. It was the policy which ex
isted under the preceding administration, 
and which has been carried on by the pres
ent administration. 

When I went out to the Pacific area in 
1950 to begin the negotiations which resulted 
in the Japanese Peace Treaty and a series of 
security treaties, the original hope had been 
that we could have a fairly broad collective 
security arrangement. As it happened_. it 
was not possible to do that at that time, 
and we were content perforce with a series 
of treaties, the security treaty with Australia 
and New Zealand, our mutual security pact 
with the Philippines,, and a security treaty 
with Japan. But those treaties themselves in
dicated that we did not regard them as an 
end, but only as a beginning, because they re
ferred to the fact that the treaties were made 
pending the development of a more compre
hensive system of security in the Pacific area. 
Since then we have negotiated the treaty 
with Korea. 

The present treaty with Southeast Asia 
ts an element in that total picture which 
we have long wanted to create. 

When President Eisenhower made his first 
notable address called "The Cha.nee for 
Peace" on April 16, 1953, he then advocated 
"united action" for Southeast Asia. I pushed 
for that quite vigorously during the next 
year. 

It turned out, naturally, that it was quite 
d.iffl.cult to complete a Southeast Asia pact 
while the war in Indochina. was still active. 
Nations, I think on the whole, like to go 
into these pacts on the theory that they are 
deterrents to war rather than involvements 
in a. war. Furthermore, the tssues of the war 
going on in Indochina were not entirely 
clear. 

So, while the United States would have 
been willing to have ma.de this pact earlier 
in the hope that it would exercise a helpful 
influence upon the negotiations at Geneva, 
it did not prove practical to do it until after 
the Geneva. armistice agreements had been 
made. 

NEED FOR THE SOUTHEAST ASIA COLLECTIVE 
DEFENSE PACT 

The making of those armistice agreements 
at Geneva did not, of course, end the need 
for a pact. The need !or the collective secu
rity pact is indeed quite evident as a result 
of many evidences of continuing aggressive 
tendencies on the part of the Communists. 

To name only a few of these things, I 
could mention the fact that there exists on 
Chinese Communist soil a. so-called "free 
Thal" movement, which is designed to sub
vert and overthrow the Government of 
Thailand. In Vietnam the military forces in 
the portion that has been conceded to the 
Communists have been almost doubled since 
the Geneva armistice. 

In northern Laos, two provinces are largely 
dominated by the Communists who are in 
revolt against or do not accept the authority 
of the Government of Laos. 

In Singapore there is continuing concern 
as to the activities being conducted by the 
Communists as against the large Chinese 
population of Malaya. Most of those Chinese 
are not themselves Communists, but they 
are the subject of very vigorous propaganda 
and subversive efforts being conduct ed by 
small elements of Chinese Communists who 
are extremely active at the present time in 
that area. 

In the Province of Yunan, China, where 
there is no risk at all of any armed attack 
against China, there is nevertheless main
tained a very substantial military force by 
the Red Chinese. 

All of these facts, and others which I 
could adduce, indicate that there persists an 
aggressive intention on the part of the Chin
ese Communists which belies their protesta
tions of a desire for peace. 

Therefore, the need for this treaty exists 
irrespective of the Geneva armistice. That fact 
has been recognized by the nations who met 
in the early part of September at Manila to 
conclude the treaty which you are now con
sidering. 

APPRECIATION FOR SENATE COOPERATION 
As I turn to that Manila conference, I 

want to express on behalf of the President a.nd 
myself and the executive branch of Govern
ment, our great appreciation for the coopera
tion which was shown at that conference by 
the Senate through two distinguished mem
bers of your committee, Senator Alexander 
Smith and Senator Mansfield. They were 
members of the delegation; they played an 
active part in the negotiatiollS and discus
sions at Manila; and with me, under the au
thority of the President, signed the treaty. 

Senator Mansfield came to that conference 
directly from Indochina, where he had spent 
some little time, and he brought to the 
Manila conference an appraisal of the situa
tion in Indochina which was of great value 
not only to the United States delegation but 
to the delegates of the other countries that 
were there. 

MEMBERS OF THE TREATY 
The members o! this treaty are, in addition 

to the United States, the Philippines, Thai
land, Pakistan, Australia, New Zealand, 
France, and the United Kingdom. We would 
have been glad if there had been more mem
bers, particularly Asian members, but the 
treaty is open ended in that respect. There is 
an invitation to other countries to Join 
the treaty, of which we hope in due course 
they will avail themselves, with the concur
rence of the present members, a prerequisite 
for bringing in new members. 

Nevertheless, the present membership of 
the treaty is important, a.nd I believe ade
quate to build a very substantial de!e11Se 
against the menace to which I have referred. 

In my report to the President, which went 
up to the Senate yesterday and which you, 

with commendable speed, have already 
printed, I review in considerable detail the 
various provisions of the treaty, and I will 
not now attempt to duplicate what I there 
said. 

DISTINCTIVE ASPECTS OF THE TREATY 
There are, however, certain rather distinc

tive aspects o'f this treaty, as the chairman 
has pointed out, to which I would briefly 
allude. 

Broadly speaking, the pattern of the treaty 
is similar to the other Pacific treaties which 
we have ma.de, the Anzus Treaty, the Ph1lip
pine Treaty, the Korean Treaty, and so forth. 
But there a.re differences. 

The treaty area is defined not merely by 
the treaty itself, but by a protocol to the 
treaty which brings in Laos, Cambodia, and 
the free portion of Vietnam as treaty terri
tory which, if attacked, would be under the 
protection of the treaty and which, we hope, 
the treaty will deter from being attacked. 

Those nations themselves are not members 
of the Manila Pact. The reason is that the 
armistice provisions at Geneva at least raised 
a question in the minds of some of the parties 
to those agreements as to whether the As
sociated States could actually join such a 
pact. Nevertheless, those states welcomed the 
fact that the mantle of protection of the 
treaty was thrown around this area. This pro
vision ls one novel feature of the treaty. 

A second novel feature of the treaty is the 
'fact that more than any other of our security 
treaties it emphasizes the danger from sub
version. It deals, of course, as other treaties 
have, and in the same formula, which I call 
the Monroe Doctrine formula, with an open 
armed attack, and we believe that what is 
said in that respect will constitute a deter
rent against such an open armed attack. 

MOBILE STRIKING POWER 
I might say in this connection, departing 

somewhat from order of my presentation, 
that it is not the policy of the United States 
to attempt to deter attack in this area by 
building up a local force capable itself of 
defense against an all-out attack by the 
Chinese Communists if it should occur. We 
do not expect to duplicate in this area the 
pattern of the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization and its significant standing forces. 
That would require a diversion and commit
ment of strength which we do not think is 
either practical or desirable or necessary from 
the standpoint of the United States. 

We believe that our posture in that area 
should be one of having mobile striking 
power, and the ability to use that against the 
sources o'! aggression if it occurs. We believe 
that is more effective than if we tried to pin 
down American forces at the many points 
around the circumference of the Communist 
world in that area. 

It may very well be that other countries 
of the area will want to dedicate particular 
forces for the protection of the area under 
this treaty. But we made clear at Manila 
that it was not the intention of the United 
States to build up a large local force in
cluding, for example, United States ground 
troops for that area, but that we rely upon 
the deterrent power of our mobile striking 
force. 

PROVISION TO PREVENT AND COUNTER 
SUBVERSION 

To go on now to the question of subversion, 
as I pointed out, we deal with that in this 
treaty more specifically than we have with 
any other treaty. We recognize the danger 
more clearly. I must admit that the mere !act 
of recognizing the danger does not mean 
that we autom&tically have found a. way to 
meet the danger. Subversion in that area is 
a very difficult thing to combat. It is virulent, 
it is well organized, it is effectively prose
cuted by trained persons, and the task of 
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meeting that threat Will ta.x our resources 
and ingenuity to the utmost. 

One reason why I am very anxious to have 
this treaty promptly considered by this com
mittee is that I hope that it will be possible 
:for us, perhaps even without a.waiting the 
final coming in force of the treaty, to have 
a meeting of the signatories to the treaty, 
at which we Will begin to think of ways and 
means that might be made available to com
bat this threat of subversion. This threat is 
most a.cute at the moment in Vietnam, but, 
as I indicated, there a.re threats of the same 
character as to Laos, Cambodia., Thailand, 
and Malaya; and Burma and Indonesia are 
not free from that danger. 

Therefore, I think it is of the utmost im
portance that we should have an early meet
ing of the signatories in which we began to 
think of ways and means to meet this sub
versive threat which is recognized by the 
treaty as being a. particular danger in this 
area.. 

ECONOMIC CLAUSE 
The treaty has a. brief economic clause 

which says that the parties Will cooperate 
together in economic matters. It is clear, 
and I want to reaffirm here, that this ls not 
meant to and does not engage the United 
States to any particular program of vast eco
nomic aid. 

As I said at a. press conference which I 
had the day before yesterday, the possibility 
of usefully spending vast sums of economic 
money in this area has not been demon
strated. It is quite different from the situation 
that existed in Europe where we had the Eu
ropean recovery plan. That was a. question of 
rehabilitating, reestablishing a pre-E!xisting 
industrial plant. People knew how to operate 
it and were well versed in industrial life, and 
the problem was to recreate something that 
had been destroyed. 

In this part of the world the problem is to 
create something that is totally new, and I 
am inclined to think that while the problem 
certainly needs our very best thought, the 
finding of ways and means to help ls the 
most important first thing. The problem 
needs to be tackled first from that stand
point rather than the standpoint of first 
appropriating vast sums of money and then 
trying to think later on how it can be spent 
with advantage. 
TREATY DEALS SPECIFICALLY WITH COMMUNIST 

AGGRESSION 
There is at the end of the treaty a clause 

of significance to the United States, and that 
ls a declaration that the armed aggression 
which is referred to and which the United 
States declares would be dangerous to its own 
peace and security would be Communist ag
gression. 

There was considerable discussion at the 
working group party at Manila which pre
ceded the formal opening of the Conference, 
and at the Conference itself, as to whether 
the treaty, as a. whole, should be exclusively 
directed against Communist aggression or 
whether it should deal with any form of 
aggression. 

I pointed out at Manila that the United 
States was in a. rather special position in that 
respect because of the fact that we alone of 
the treaty members did not have any terri
tory of our own in the area that was in
volved. Therefore, our concern with the area 
was not primarily with lnterarea quarrels, 
but only if there should be Communist ag
gression. 

In fact, we had advocated that the treaty 
should be limited to Communist aggression. 
But other countries were unwilling to do 
that; so the issue was resolved by the United 
States including in the treaty a declaration 
that as far as it was concerned the open 
aggression which we would regard as danger
ous to our peace and security would be Com
munist aggression. 

This means that we are not similarly con-

cerned with what might be local controver
sies in the area. We have agreed that if there 
should be local controversies in the area., we 
would join with others in consultation to see 
what should be done about them. But the 
provisions of article IV, para.graph 1, would 
only apply so far as the United States is con
cerned in the event of Communist aggression. 

THE PACIFIC CHAPTER 
As you suggest, Mr. Chairman, there will 

probaibly be other matters which the com
mittee members will want to raise by way of 
question. I Will conclude my opening state
ment by one other reference, and that is to 
the Pacific Chapter. That is a document 
which is not in the nature of a treaty, it is 
in the nature of a declaration which is im
portant in that it expressed by joint action 
of so-called western colonial powers and the 
Asian powers, a common position with ref
erence to self-determination and self-govern
ment by the peoples of Asia. 

This document was suggested by President 
Magsaysay, an outstanding anti-Communist 
figure, a. very noble figure, who exerted a pro
found and benign influence on the whole 
oon.ference. 

He thought that it would be useful for the 
Conference to make what he called a Pacific 
Charter declaration, affirming the intention 
of all the parties to this treaty to work for 
self-deter-mination and self-government 
among the Asian peoples who wanted self
government and were capable of exercising 
its responsibilities. 

The negotiation of that agreement involved 
considerable difficulty to reconcile the diver
gent points of view of the former, and to 
some extent, present, colonial powers and 
the Asian powers, and I think it was a nota
ble aohlevement that agreement was reached, 
and that there was this declaration made in 
ringing terms which I think Will go far to 
meet the Communist propaganda that the 
Ea.st and West cannot operate for freedom. 

That document, by its psychological im
pact, ma.y have as great a force for sustain
ing freedom in Asia as the treaty does itself. 
That document, as I say, is not one which 
requires any action by the Sena.te, because 
i•t is merely a. declaration of policy, but it 
has been transmitted to the Senate because I 
am confident that the Senate will be very 
happy that it was possible to make this 
declaration. 

It was no problem for the United States 
to make it because we said simllar things 
oftentimes before. It did involve certain 
problems for some of the western powers, 
and the fact that they and the Asian powers 
were able to agree is, I think, a. very signifi
cant :fact. 

IMPORTANCE OF TREATY 
So all together, Mr. Cha.irman, I believe 

that this treaty, coupled with the declaration 
of policy represented by the Pacific Charter, 
marks an important forward step in building 
security for freedom in the Pacific area. 

I would not say that this represents the 
consummation of all our hopes. There are 
other steps which need to be taken. The 
area needs to be bound together more closely 
than it is now. All of that we are still working 
on. But I hope that this treaty will commend 
itself to your committee and to the Senate 
for prompt approval because it does repre
sent, in my opinion, at lea.st, one very major 
step in the evolution of a. sound policy which 
the United States has had for that area for 
many years which, I think, should be per
manent American policy, and which I think 
still has a possibility of future evolution for 
good. 

Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
We will now proceed in the usual way. I 

will ask you a. few questions, and then I will 
pursue the course that has heretofore been 
followed of permitting each member of the 
committee to ask you questions. 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN NATO AND SOUTHEAST ASIA 
TREATY 

I have very few. What is the major differ
ence between SEATO, as this has been called, 
and NATO? In other words, do you anticipate 
that SEATO wm develop a.long the lines of 
NATO With a joint military force under a. 
joint commander and joint headquarters, and 
so forth? 

Secretary DULLES. There ls a very sharp 
difference, which I think I suggested in my 
statement, between what we contemplated 
under the Manila Pact, and the North At
lantic Treaty. 

NATO, of course, is the North Atlantic 
Treaty "Organization"; that is what the "O" 
stands for. That is not an inherent or nec
essary part of the treaty. 

As a. Ina.tter of fact, when the North At
lantic Treaty was before the Senate and the 
Senate consented to its ratification, there 
was at that time no serious thought of creat
ing a North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 
That came as a later development. 

In the case of the Manila Pact, we have 
tried to a.void the use of the word "SEATO." 
I did not use it in my presentation. It is not 
in the documents before us. We a.re trying 
to get away from that word because it implies 
a southeast Asia treaty organization com
parable to the North Atlantic Treaty Orga
nization. That organization is designed in 
the case of the North Atlantic Treaty to 
build up a defensive force on the Continent 
of Europe which itself would be sufllcient to 
resist attack by the Red armies. 

As I point out, that is not now the pur
pose under this -treaty. We do not intend to 
dedicate any major elements of the United 
States M111ta.ry Establishment to form an 
army of defense in this area. We rely primari
ly upon the deterrent of our mobile strik
ing power. That we made clear to our as
sociates in the treaty, and that is our policy. 

It would involve, in the opinion of our 
military advisers--Admira.l Davis is here and 
can confirm that--lt would involve an in
judicious overextension of our military power 
if we were to try to build up that kind of an 
organization in southeast Asia. 

We do not have the adequate forces to do 
it, and I believe that if there should be open 
armed attack in that area the most effec
tive step would be to strike at the source of 
aggression rather than to try to rush Amer
ican manpower into the area to try to fight 
a ground war. So that we do not intend 
Mr. Chairman, to have under this treaty any 
such local combined forces as have been 
created in Europe under the North Atlantic 
Treaty, and which goes by the name of NATO. 

TREATY CONSISTENT WITH PROVISIONS OF 
U.N. CHARTER 

The CHAIRMAN. You see nothing incon
sistent here between this and the United 
Nations? You think that the arrangement 
that was made is consistent with the region
al provisions in the United Nations Charter? 

Secretary DULLEs. I would say, Mr. Chair
man, that it comes under the collective secu
rity provisions of article 51 rather than the 
regional provisions of article 52. Article 51 
ls a. provision that nothing contained in the 
charter shall deprive any of the states from 
the individual or collective right of self
defense. That ls the provision we a.re opera.t
i1:1g under rather than the regional provi
sion, one reason being that under a regional 
organization, no enforcement measures can 
be taken without the prior approval of the 
Security Council, where the Soviet Union 
has a veto, and we would not want to have 
an organization where action could be 
vetoed by the Soviet Union. 

PACIFIC CHARTER 
The CHAIRMAN. While you were in Manila, 

you also signed the Pacific Charter uphold
ing the principles of equal rights, self
determination of peoples. Do you expect that 
will be submitted to the Senate? 
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Secretary DULLES. It has, as I said, been 
submitted to the Senate for its information 
but not for action. 

The CHAIRMAN. Not for ratification? 
Secretary DULLES. Not for ratification; no, 

sir. 
ADDITIONAL MEMBERS OF THE TREATY 

The CHAIRMAN. Article VII of the treaty 
provides: 

"Any other State in a position to further 
the objectives of this Treaty and to contrib
ute to the security of the area may, by unan
imous agreement of the Parties be invited to 
accede to this Treaty." 

What are the chances of bringing India, 
Burma, Indonesia, and the Associated States 
of Indochina into the treaty; and further, 
are there any indications of a shift in In
dian policy since the visit of Nehru to Red 
China? Those are two questions. 

Secretary DULLES. I would not want, Mr. 
Chairman, to speculate here on the likeli
hood of the other countries you mentioned 
coming in. 

As I say, we would be very happy if they 
were disposed to come in; that is entirely a 
matter for them to decide for themselves. 

I think, perhaps, in describing earlier the 
various threats of subversive activity, I may 
have mentioned certain countries that were 
not parties to this treaty. I should make 
clear that I did not, in doing so, intend in 
any sense to imply that the treaty members 
felt that they had any responsibility with 
respect to such action. I was merely outlin
ing the general threat in the area and the 
Communist tactics. 

I am not intending to suggest that where 
those activities are directed against coun
tries who were not parties to the treaty that 
the treaty places any responsibllity or au
thority upon the treaty members to deal with 
that type of activity. The subversive activity 
against which we are concerned, is of course, 
subversive activity which involves the treaty 
area. 

You asked whether there was any evidence 
of changing intentions on the part of Red 
China since Nehru went to Peiping. I would 
say that we have no such evidence. That 
does not exclude the possibility that he 
might have exerted a useful influence. All I 
can say is that we have no facts which would 
lead me to affirm that that is the case. 

ADDITION AL MEMBERSHIP POSSIBLE BY 
AMENDMENT TO TREATY 

The CHAIRMAN. If some of the members I 
have mentioned should come in under the 
new treaty, do you think that would require 
further advice and consent by the Senate? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir; I would assume 
that the same practice would prevail here as 
prevails with relation to the North Atlantic 
Treaty. The language is the same, and it was 
agreed between the Executive and the Senate 
at the time of the North Atlantic Treaty 
that if additional states came in that would 
require an amendment of the treaty or a pro
tocol to the treaty, on which the advice and 
consent of the Senate would be sought. 

We would interpret this language in the 
same way that similar language in the North 
Atlantic Treaty is interpreted, namely, as re
quiring Senate action in that event. 
RELATIONSHIP OF TREATY TO LAOS, VIETNAM, 

AND CAMBODIA 

The CHAmMAN. Now, I think you said 
something about this subject, but in the pro
tocol to the treaty Laos, Cambodia, and Viet
nam are designated for purposes of article 
III and article IV. Just what does this desig
nation mean? In that connection, would you 
discuss with the committee the relationship 
of those three states to the Southeast Asia 
Treaty in the light of the armistice concluded 
at Geneva in May? 

Secretary DULLES. The addition by the pro
tocol to the treaty area of Cambodia, Laos, 

and the free territory under the jurisdiotion 
of the state of Vietnam, has the effect that 
if there should be an armed attack against 
that area, it would be regarded by the parties 
as dangerous to the peace and safety of the 
parties to the treaty under article IV. 

As I pointed out, the countries in question, 
Cambodia, Laos, and free Vietnam, did not 
themselves become parties to the treaty be
cause of the fact that the Geneva armistice 
agreements at least raise a question as to the 
propriety of their doing so, and it seemed 
undesirable to some of the parties to those 
agreements to raise that question, particular
ly at a time when the armistice was in the 
process of being carried out and had not yet 
been fully carried out. 

The armistice terms themselves are ex
tremely complicated, somewhat ambiguous, 
with respect to these matters. It was ob
viously a situation where the countries ccm
cerned were properly the judges as to what 
was the best line for them to take. The 
Assocoated States concluded that they would 
be very happy to have their area included 
under the mantle of protection that this 
treaty would throw about it, whether or not 
they themselves become signatories to the 
treaty. 

ECONOMIC AND MILITARY AID TO TREATY 
AREA 

The CHAIR.MAN. With reference to article 
III, in which the parties undertake "to co
operate with one another in further devel
opment of economic measures,'' you stated 
in your report to the Nation September 15: 

"Congress this year had the vision to see 
that there might be special needs in south
east Asia. So, by the Mutual Aid Security 
Act, Congress has already provided a fund 
to be available in this area. Part of it will 
no doubt be spent to assist the free govern
ments of southeast Asia." 

Could you give us further details on the 
plans, if any, to advance the economic and 
military stability in that area? 

Secretary DULLES. I could not a.t this time, 
Mr. Chairman, give the details of that be
cause the problem is stlll being studied. 
The situation, particularly in Vietnam, is 
extremely confused, due to the lack of ef
fective authority in the free Vietnam area. 

The President a few days ago, last week 
in fact, asked General Collins to drop his 
other business and to go there, representing 
the President himself and the Department 
of State, Department of Defense, and the 
Foreign Operations Ad.ministration, with a 
view to making recommendations and, if 
need be, taking action with respect to these 
matters. 

The question of what can be done effec
tively from a mildtary standpoint and eco
nomic sta.ndpoint is being very intensively 
explored both there and in Laos and Cam
bodia. 

We have for the first time now indepen
dent poLitical missions to Laos and Cam
bodia, and new Ambassadors are there to 
study what can be done in those two areas. 

Of course, the major problem of Indo
china is in free Vietnam. There are there 
French forces which are contributing to the 
support of law and order at the present time, 
and there is a question of our cooperating 
with respect to the maintenance of those 
forces to the extent it seruns desirable. There 
is also the problem of building up an en
larged police force, constabulary, and per
haps an army, for the Vietnam Government 
so that they can take over the responsi
bility for their own security. 

There are a number of economic problems 
of acute necessity which are created by the 
emigration or flight of non-Communists from 
the northern area to the southern area. 

All of these matters are being actively 
studied on the spot primarily now by General 
Collins on behalf of the United States. They 

wlll be discussed further with the Prime Min
ister of France, Mr. Mendes-France, when he 
arrives here next week. But until we are 
further advanced in our own thinking, Mr. 
Chairman, I would ask to be excused from 
trying to elaborate on just what we expect to 
do there. 

THREAT OF SUBVERSION 
The CHAIRMAN. In paragraph 2 of article IV 

there is a provision in substance, that the 
parties will consult immediately in order to 
agree on measures which should be taken 
when a threat occurs in any other way than 
by armed attack. Do you want to be a little 
more definite as to just what you mean? 

Secretary DULLES. Well, that applies pri
marily to the threat of overthrow by sub
versive measures, internal revolution which 
might, perhaps, be inspired from without, 
but which does not involve open interference 
from without. 

That is a situation which threatens very 
much in that area and where, I believe, there 
should be concerted action to meet it. In fact, 
the need in that respect is so great that I 
would hope that we can within the next few 
weeks begin to talk together with other 
treaty signatories a.bout some of those 
problems. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, in any case, I take it 
that paragraph 1 of article IV applies-that 
part particular.Iy-to meeting the common 
danger. Would it be in accordance with the 
constitutional processes? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. So whether it were the 

threat mentioned in section 2 or the common 
danger resulting from open attack, action 
could be taken only after consultation with 
Congress? 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much. 
Senator Smith, any questions? 
Senator SMITH. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I have 

a few questions. 
I want to say first, Mr. Secretary, and I 

am sure that Sena.tor Mansfield will join 
me in this, that I wish to express my appreci
ation of the opportuntiy of being with you 
and your group on this trip and of being 
able to get a firsthand look at some of these 
far eastern problems. I want to thank you 
very much for that opportunity. 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN NATO AND SOUTHEAST 

ASIA TREATY 
Now, there are one or two things I have 

put down here, and I have quite a few ques
tions that have been asked from various 
sources. I have been asked a good many ques
tions since I got back, and I am going to try, 
for the record, to get you to answer some 
of these. 

You referred to the difference between 
NATO and this Southeast Asia Treaty and 
indicated the different approach. 

But is it fair to say that whereas in NATO 
we use the expression "an attack on one is 
an attack on all," and that was possibly one 
of the reasons for setting up our NATO col
lective forces, that here we do not quite take 
the sa.m.e extreme position that an attack on 
one is an attack on all. However, we take 
the view that an attack, any aggression, ls a 
source of concern until we meet together and 
consult and act according to our constitu
tional processes. People have asked me what 
is the real difference between the obligations 
under NATO and the obligations here? 

Secretary DULLES. You will remember, Sen
ator Smith, the constitutional debate which 
was evoked in relation to that clause in the 
North Atlantic Treaty, which said that an 
attack upon one is an attack upon all. It 
raised the question as to whether that auto
matically gave the President powers to exer
cise so that in the event of an attack upon 
Norway, for example, he would have exactly 
the same power as he would have if there 
was an attack upon New York or Washing
ton. 

That matter was very fully debated in the 
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Senate at the time. I had the honor of being 
a Member of your body at that time and par
ticipated in that debate. 

Therefore, when I had the responsibility 
of starting to negotiate treaties in the Pa
cific, I felt that it would be preferable to 
adopt the language which was taken from 
the declaration of President Monroe, and 
which reflects our oldest and, in a sense, 
most respected foreign policy, the Monroe 
Doctrine, where we declared that an intru
sion would be dangerous to our peace and 
security. 

Now, that was a formula which I recall 
that Senator Taft, who opposed the North 
Atlantic Treaty formula, had said would 
have been acceptable so far as he was con
cerned. 

It seemed to me that the practical differ
ence between the two from the standpoint 
of its giving security to the other parties 
was not appreciable, and that it was better 
to avoid a formula which would reopen the 
constitutional debate which took place in 
reference to that provision of the North At
lantic Treaty, so that formula was used in 
the Philippine Treaty, in the Anzus Treaties, 
it has been reproduced now in the Korean 
Treaty, and been reproduced in this treaty. 

I think that the difference practically is 
not great, but that the present formula does 
a.void at least a theoretical dispute as to the 
relative powers of the President and the 
Congress under these different formulas. 

RELATIONSHIP TO MONROE DOCTRINE 
Senator SMITH. Well, this particular treaty 

which we have just signed and the other bi
la.terals that you have initiated might be 
said to have the Monroe Doctrine approach, 
which over a. period of a good many years 
now has been very effective. This approach 
has accomplished the results that were 
sought originally by the Monroe Doctrine. 
We are practically giving a Monroe Doctrine 
warning here against aggression and we are 
standing by the votes that we took. 

·Secretary Dux.LES. The language used here 
which has now become, I would say, almost 
conventional with reference to these treaties, 
makes perfectly clear the determination of 
our Nation to react to such an armed attack. 
It does not attempt to get into the difficult 
question as to precisely how we act and pre
cisely how the responsibilities are shared 
between the President and Congress. 

But as far as our national determination is 
concerned, it is expressed here; that is the 
thing that other countries are concerned 
with, and the question of our internal pro
cedures ls not properly a. matter of their con
cern, and, in fact, none of the countries with 
whom we have dealt are concerned about the 
difference in the formula. 

Therefore I think it is better to use this 
language, which does avoid constitutional 
controversy, which has been used in these 
other treaties, and which stems from one of 
our oldest foreign policies, that of the 
Monroe Doctrine. 

In a sense, it is perhaps not quite as auto
matic as the other, but that would depend 
on circumstances. It is a clear determination 
of our national resolve, which I think will 
adequately serve to deter, if it is possible to 
deter at all. 

PRINCIPLES OF FREEDOM AND INDEPENDENCE 
Senator SMITH. Well, Mr. Secretary, I was 

very much impressed by 1 or 2 things while 
we were out there, one of which was the pre
amble in which we set forth pretty clearly 
the fundamental principles of freedom and 
independence, with self-determination for 
peoples who desired or were able to under
take responsibilities. I remember we had quite 
a discussion of how it should be worded, and 
what should be done by the various nations 
involved; but it seemed to me that was a. 
terribly important factor, which you so 
brlll1antly and so inspiringly presented from 
the standpoint of the United States. 

CXVI---11495-Part 17 

I would just like to emphasize that and 
ask you to comment briefly on that point, 
because I think it was very important. It is 
embodied also in the so-called charter which 
was initiated by Mr. Magsaysay, as you said. 

Secretary DULLES. You will recall, Senator, 
that in the opening remarks which I made 
at the Manila Conference, I said that it 
must be made clear and abundantly clear 
that association between the Asian countries 
and the western countries would not in any 
way directly or indirectly involve any sub
servient relationship, any perpetuation of a 
colonial relationship because, if that was 
the case, then we would not have that as
sociation. 

Of course, the Communists a.re trying des
perately to make the Asian peoples believe 
that if they have any association at all with 
western powers it means perpetuation of 
colonialism. They do that because they know 
that the Asian powers will be extremely weak 
unless they can enjoy collective security, 
which, to some measure, will involve the 
western nations, and if they can create that 
breach, then Asia can readily fall under their 
control and power. Such slogans a.s "Asia. for 
the Asians," "Keep the West Out," a.re only 
slogans which are invented by people who 
want to exert a mastery over all of Asia, and 
who know they can only do it effectively if 
they can get the Asians themselves first to 
break wholly their ties with the West, and 
then become so weak that they automatically 
almost fall into the Communist camp. 

Now, that is the great danger which we 
a.re combating, in that area., and it is the 
danger which we must be eternally vigilant 
to combat. I believe that one of the major 
achievements of this Manila Conference was 
the fact that we took a big step forward in 
combating that Communist line. 

POSITIVE INITIATIVE OF THE ASIANS 
Senator SMITH. I wanted to stress that 

because it impressed me personally a.s one 
of the most important things when we dis
cussed it. 

One of the other things that impressed me 
was the very positive initiative taken by the 
Asians themselves. Our old friends, the Fil1-
pinos were the hosts there and, under your 
wise direction, the Filipinos were asked to 
chair the meetings. I think you will agree 
with me, and I would be glad to have you 
say so if you do, that the Asians themselves 
showed great initiative in working out the 
form that the treaty was to take. 

Is it not true that the Asians were eager 
to move right ahead with this, and contrib
uted enormously? I remember the speeches 
made by Prince Wan of Thailand, and Mr. 
Khan of Pakistan, and their understanding 
of the spirit of the whole thing. They joined 
with the Philippines, Australia, New Zealand, 
the United Kingdom, France, and ourselves 
in setting up this protocol. 

Secretary DULLES. I thoroughly agree with 
you, Sena.tor Smith. The interest, the initia
tive, taken by the Asian members of this 
Conference was a very encouraging and 
heartening fa.ct. 

SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITY 
Senator SMITH. You referred to the ques

tion of subversive activity mentioned in ar
ticle II. This contains, as you said in your 
opening remarks, a significant new under
taking providing for mutual aid to prevent 
and counter subversive activity directed 
from outside against the territorial integrity 
and political stability of the members. 

Under what circumstances would this pro
vision be applicable, and what measures are 
contemplated to make it effective? 

I think you said you were hoping to have 
a conference in the near future with the 
countries concerned as to how the provisions 
of this article can best be carried out. Can 
you develop this further at this point? 

Secretary DULLES. Well, I can develop it 

somewhat. Obviously it ls not practical pub
licly to develop details. 

Senator SMITH. That is true. 
Secretary DULLES. As a prior question 

brought out, I think, one of the questions of 
the chairman, it ls contemplated that there 
may be in this matter a conference to decide 
what to do about these subversive activities 
if they do become acute. They already are 
becoming acute in some areas, and I believe 
we should very quickly put our heads to
gether to decide what to do a.bout it. 

There is a very considerable experience in 
these matters. The Phllippines themselves 
have had a. very educational, if ha.rd, time in 
dealing with the Huk revolution, but I would 
say that President Magsaysay is a.s well quali
fied as any man in the world today to know 
how to deal with these subversive activities. 
He has done an a.ma.zing job in the Philip
pines. 

The British have had considerable experi
ence in Mala.ya.; we have had considerable ex
perience; the Thatlanders have had consid
erable experience; and I think that there a.re 
measures to be ta.ken. 

Of course, the ha.rd core of any measure 
should be found .in the country which is it
self involved, and there is a grave need, par
ticularly in Vietnam, for a strong govern
ment which commands the loyalty of the 
people, and which has an effective police and 
constabulary at its command to detect and 
run down these subversive activities. 

That situation ls by no means satisfactory 
a.t the present time. It calls for very atten
tive consideration by all of us, and I think I 
can say that it will be given such considera
tion. 

THE TREATY AREA 
Senator SMITH. Now, Mr. Secretary, article 

VIII defines the treaty area, and it ls not 
quite clear to me just what the area is. It 
seems to me it ls important for all of us to 
understand just exactly what area. the treaty 
covers. 

Secretary DULLES. Well, broadly speaking, it 
includes the territory of the parties and the 
Pacific Ocean area which ls south of 21 de
grees and 30 minutes; that ls a. line which 
runs north of the Philippines. There are ter
ritories of some of the parties which lie north 
of that area, which it was not felt desirable to 
include. 

But, broadly speaking, the area., therefore, 
is Pakistan, Thailand, and, by protocol, Laos, 
Vietnam and Cambodia., Ma.lay, Australia and 
New Zealand, and the Ph111ppines. 

Senator SMITH. It does not go far enough 
north to include what might be called the 
Hong Kong area or Formosa or Japan or 
Korea? 

Secretary DULLES. No. 
Senator SMITH. They a.re not included in 

this treaty at all? 
Secretary DULLES. That is correct. 
Senator SMITH. I wanted to get that. 
Sena.tor DULLES. Of course, neither the 

Republic of China. nor the Japanese Govem
ment were parties to the treaty, so they would 
not have been included in any event. 

The United Kingdom is a party to the 
treaty and, if it were not for thlo; limiting 
clause, Hong Kong would have been included, 
but Hong Kong is not included. 
SENATE RATIFICATION NECESSARY FOR AMEND• 

MENT 'rO TREATY 
Sena.tor SMITH. The treaty provides for in

cluding nations other than the ones that 
signed it, and also possibly extending the 
treaty area. That can be done by unani
mous consent, apparently, of the parties to 
the treaty. 

I think the question has previously been 
raised-=-! Just do not recall the form of your 
answer-but would that require us to bring 
back to the Senate of the United States !or 
ratification, in your judgment, any additions 
of that kind? We have the protocol here 
which includes Laos, Cambodia, and the free 
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territory of the state of Vietnam, and, I 

suppose when we ratify this treaty we will 
also ratify that protocol. But do you con
template that in the future, if there are any 
amendments, we will need to bring the mat
ter to the Senate for ratification? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator SMITH. That would be our policy? 
Secretary DULLES. Yes; it will be the 

policy. 
I think it has now almost become more 

than policy; I think it is a practical con
struction of this language which has been 
adopted with reference to the North Atlantic 
Treaty, and I would assume that the same 
interpretation would be put on it here. 

You will note that the President in his 
letter of transmittal of this treaty to the 
Senate says this: 

"I concur in the recommendation of the 
Secretary that the 'unanimous agreement' 
required by article IV, paragraph l, for the 
designation of states or territories, by article 
VII for the invitation to states to accede 
to the treaty, and by article VIII for a change 
in the treaty area ls to be understood in each 
instance as requiring the advice and consent 
of the Senate." 

I think there is no doubt but what that 
would be a binding interpretation of the 
language. 

THE TREATY AREA 
Senator SMITH. Well, now, let us get back 

to the area question. Suppose there 1s ag
gression against India or Burma, who are 
not in the treaty; would we feel that this 
constituted a threat of a nature that would 
call for action on our part? 

Secretary Dul.LES. Well, we might feel so, 
but that would be a matter for purely na
tional action; that ls not covered by any 
international engagement of any country. 

Senator SMITH. It would be a matter for 
us to decide. 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, it would be. Of 
course, it would be a violation of the United 
Nations Charter and would presumably bring 
into play the processes of the United Nations, 
but we have no particular treaty engagement 
other than the United Nations Charter to 
cover that situation. 

SITUATION IN INDOCHINA 
Senator SlloUTH. Now, referring to Indo

china where we are all very much concerned. 
According to a number of reports, one of 
the areas mentioned in the protocol, the 
present territory and jurisdiction of Viet
nam, 1s in danger of fa.111ng under Communist 
domination. If that occurs, due to internal 
or external pressure, will the treaty involve 
us in measures to resist Communist control 
of the area? I think you answered that be
fore, but I would like to get a clear answer 
as to whether a sudden movement toward 
Communist domination in south Vietnam 
would bring this treaty into operation. 

Secretary DULLES. Are you referring now to 
armed attack? 

Senator SMITH. It would be armed attack; 
but suppose there were internal pressures
the subversive activity; was that not one 
of the questions we were trying to include? 

Secretary Dur.LES. Yes. I just was not clear 
as to whether your question ls directed to 
article IV, paragraph 1, or article IV, para
graph 2. 

Senator SMITH. Let us consider them both. 
Suppose there 1s an armed attack under 
article IV, 1. I would think there would be 
no question 1n this instance, but if there 
1s subversive activity which 1s threatening 
the integrity of south Vietnam-free Viet
nam-would we feel that we were called 
upon under the treaty to give a danger signal 
and get together with our allies and con
sider it? 

Secretary Dul.I.Es. Well, article IV, para
graph 2, contemplates that if that situation 
arises or threatens, that we should consult 
together immediately 1n order to agree on 

measures which should be taken. That ls 
an obligation for consultation. It is not an 
obligation for action. 

Of course, we are free to and are taking 
measures already, apart from the treaty and 
before the treaty ls enforced to assist in com
bating subversion in that area. 

But we can do much more effectively, I 
think what needs to be done, if the treaty ls 
in force, and we have procedures for con
sultation under the treaty as to how to deal 
with these situations. 

As I said, there are other members of this 
treaty who have very considerable experience 
in these matters. I referred to, as you wm re
call, President Magsaysay and, I believe, by 
meeting together we can find more effectively 
and surely the necessary redemptive meas
ures than we could if we each operated sepa
rately. 

Senator SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I am going 
to yield to my colleagues. 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE TREATY 
The CHAmMAN. Senator Green. 
Senator GREEN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Mr. Secretary, in the first place, let me say 

that I am rather at a disadvantage in asking 
questions. This message came from the Presi
dent only yesterday, and I suppose, like other 
members of the committee or at least most 
of them, we have not seen it until this meet
ing. The questions I ask a.re for information 
only, and I hope you will not think that I am 
in any way opposed to the treaty or even 
have any exceptions to take to its terms. 

It ls simply for information that I am ask
ing, and you may think the question ls quite 
unnecessary in view of your statements here 
this morning. But It ls rather difficult to read 
a text such as this and listen to your exposi
tion of it at the same time. 

If, on further reading or reading of the 
whole text, my associates on the committee 
or I have further questions to ask, I suppose 
we may be given that opportunity later. 

There appear to be several questions that 
I ca.n ask, though, and the first is this: What 
was the principle on which certain nations 
joined in this and other nations are excluded? 

Secretary DULLES. Well, the Communist 
nations are excluded because we do not place 
oonfl.dence in their word and in their com
mitments. If we had confidence In the un
dertakings, for example, that the Commu
nist countries have given under the United 
Nations Charter, there would be no occasion 
for treaties llke the North Atlantic Treaty, 
and so forth. 

If we really believed that these Commu
nist countries were determined to settle all 
of their differences by peaceful means, as 
they have a.greed to do, we already have 
their undertaking in the United Nations 
Charter. But their conduct, their teaching, 
Indicates that they do not intend neces
sarily to live up to tha~ertalnly we have 
grave doubts about it and reasonable doubts 
about it--and for that reason we try to get 
together with countries whom we can trust. 
Therefore, the only exclusion that operates 
here is an exclusion of countries who, by 
their own teachings, say that agreements of 
this sort are not designed to be lived up to 
but only designed to gain temporary advan
tages from which they can go on and make 
further ga.tns. 

I think it ls legitimate to exclude coun
tries who preach and practice that doctrine. 

Now, except for that, there is no practice 
o! exclusion. Any other country which wants 
to join and which ls able and willing to make 
a. contribution to the defense of the area 
would be very welcome. 

RESPONsmn.ITY TOW ARD NONMEMBERS 

Senator GREEN. Well take Indonesia as an 
illustration. Indonesia is not a. party to this 
treaty; ls it? 

Secretary DuLLEs. No, sir. 
Senator GREEN. Well, why not? 

Secretary DULLES. Because it prefers not to 
be, and It is a free and independent country 
and has a right to decide for itself. 

Senator GREEN. Well, now, there are parts 
of Indonesia or at least what the Indonesians 
claim is Indonesia, which are also claimed by 
the Dutch. That ls right; ls it not? 

Secretary DULLES. The fact ls that the cur
rent differences between the Dutch and the 
Indcmesian Governments with respect to 
western New Guinea arise basically from their 
dispute over whether the question of sover
eignty over the area is still to be negotiated. 

Senator GREEN. Well, now, suppose trouble 
breaks out between the two; ls it covered by 
this treaty? 

Secretary DULLES. No, sir. 
Sena.tor GREEN. Is trouble not much more 

likely to break out in Indonesia than other 
situations that are provided for in the treaty? 

Secreta.ry DULLES. Well, I do not think so, 
but in any event, the danger which con
fronts the United States and which makes 
fighting a danger to the peace and security 
of our Nation ls the communist threat. We 
are concerned naturally with any quarreling 
and fighting that goes on anywhere, and if 
that broke out there would be various proc
esses, in the United Nations and otherwise, 
which could be invoked, and probably would 
be invoked. But I think it very difficult in
deed to say that it ls a danger to the peace 
and security of the United States 1f there 
is a quarrel, a border quarrel, between two 
friendly countries. 

It may be a very unfortunate thing; It 
may be a thing that we want to deal with 
through processes of a.rbLtratlon, mediation, 
through the various procedures that are rec
ommended by the United Nations Charter, 
but the mortal threa.t to the United States 
is the threat of communism. That is what 
this treaty ls directed against. It is not di
rected against differences which may arise, 
unhappily, between friendly states. 

Senator GREEN. There a.re certain terri
tories in dispute between the Netherlands 
and Indonesia still; are there not? 

Secretary DuLLEs. There ls a question that 
has been raised by Indonesia with reference 
to the sovereignty of part of New Guinea; 
yes, sir. 

Senator GREEN. What ls the attitude of our 
country toward that? 

Secretary DULLES. The attitude of our 
country ls that we a.re neutral in a con
troversy between two friendly countries. 

Senator GREEN. As I glanced through this 
text, I saw reference to the policy of self
determination of peoples. 

Secretary DULLES. Yes. The dispute be
tween Indonesia and the Netherlands with 
reference to New Guinea does not of itself 
involve the question of self-determination. 
The people of New Guinea are a race totally 
distinct either from Indonesia. or the Neth
erlands, and in that case the question of 
their self-determination ls not the issue in 
the controversy. 

SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITY 
Senator GREEN. Well, the treaty under

takes, as I understand it, to provide for cases 
where there is insurrection; it obliges us, 
does it not, to take the pa.rt of the govern
ment against the revolutionaries? 

Secretary DULLES. I did not get that ques
tion, sir. 

Sena.tor GREEN. Is there not some provision 
in the treaty-I thought I saw it as I glanced 
through it-that we join in putting down in
surrections in these countries? 

Secretary DULLES. No, sir. There ls provi
sion that if there is a subversion, threatened 
subversion, of the political independence of 
any country, then we will consult togethr.r 
what to do about. it. 

Senator GREEN. That ls subversion then. 
Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator GREEN. Well, isn't that another 

word for insurrection? 



July 10, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 23731 
Secretary DULLES. I would think insurrec

tion ls a form of subversion, yes. 
Senator GREEN. Then we are obliged to 

help put down a revolutionary movement. 
Secretary DULLES. No. If there is a revolu

tionary movement in Vietnam or in Thai
land, we would consult together as to what 
to do about it, because if that were a sub
versive movement that was in fact propa
gated by communism, it would be a very 
grave threat to us. But we have no under
taking to put it down; all we have is an 
undertaking to consult together as to what 
to do about it. 

Senator GREEN. I did have time to read the 
message of the President in communicating 
this treaty to the Senate, and he says as 
follows: 

"It is a treaty for defense against both open 
armed attacks and internal subversion." 

Then he limits the meaning of armed at
tack-that is from outSlide-to a Communist 
armed a tta.ck. 

As I read that, two questions occurred to 
me. In the first place, the question was 
whether internal subversion is not another 
phrase for insurrection or revolutionary 
means. That ls excluded from the under
standing which the President refers to later, 
because it refers to an armed attack alone-
the other of the alternatives. So it seems to 
me as though we are undertaktng in all these 
countries to put down revolut.onary move
ments. I know that, generally, both in Asia 
a.nd in South America there is a feeling that 
the United States' sympathies ought to be 
with the revolutionaries because we were a 
revolutionary government ourselves, and they 
regret that not only do we not take the part 
of the revolutionaries, but we take the part 
against them. 

What would be your comment on that? 
Secretary DULLES. My comment on that, 

Senator, is that there are two kinds of revolu
tions. One is a truly indigenous revolution 
which reflects the will of the people, and we 
ourselves, who had our birth in revolution. 
naturally are sympathetic to the aspirations 
or the peoples. 

On the other hand, communism has 
adopted revolution as one of its principal 
tools of expansion. It gains control of revolu
tionary movements, and certainly I do not 
think that we should go so far as to say that 
any revolutionary movement has the sym
pathy of the United States. 

The Communists got control of China 
through a revolution. The fact that they 
used a revolution to do it does not prove that 
we a.re, therefore, sympathetic with the Chi
nese Communists--at least I do not think 
so. 

Senator GREEN. On the other hand, we 
ought not to take the position that any up
rising of peoples is necessarily subversive 
and communistic. 

Secretary DULLES. That is quite correct. 
Senator GREEN. They usually are a result 

of mixed motives. 
Secretary DULLES. That is why, Sena.tor. 

there is no·obligation whatever in this treaty 
for any automatic action in the event of a 
subversive movement. If there is a subversive 
thing which seems dangerous, we sit together 
and talk a.bout it, and then try to agree as 
to whether it calls for action. 

Senator GREEN. Well, that is largely because 
the Communists a.re clever enough to iden
tify themselves With any uprising; is it not? 

Secretary DULLES. Well, they are extremely 
clever in getting control of the discontented 
movements in all of the countries. 

Senator GREEN. Well, we certainly go to 
the other extreme and identify ourselves 
against any uprising or revolutionary move
ment. 

Secretary DuLLEs. We do not try to do 
that, but we do try not to identify ourselves 
with revolutionary movements which are 
dominated and engineered by communism. 

ADMITl'ING NEW MEMBERS TO THE TREATY 
Senator GREEN. Well, now, there was an

other question that occurred to me, with 
regard to the provision for other states to 
join. I think this question was asked be
fore, and you answered that this would be 
possible with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator Gr..EEN. But, the language in the 

treaty itself is that any other state may 
join, "by depositing its instrument with the 
Government of the Phillppines." 

Now, that does not require the consent of 
the Senate. 

Secretary DULLES. The treaty, I think, says 
that it requires the unanimous agreement 
of the present parties first. 

Senator GREEN. I must say that I am still 
at a disadvantage. Somewhere in here I no
ticed that any other state may join "by de
positing its instrument with the Govern
ment of the Phillppines." If that is so, why 
does it have to be, or would it be contrary 
to the treaty itself for us to require the 
consent of the Senate? 

Secretary DULLES. The article reads, Sen
ator: 

"Any other state may, by unanimous agree
ment of the parties, be invited to accede to 
this treaty. Any state so invited may become 
a party to the treaty by depositing its in
strument of accession with the Government 
of the Republic of the Philippines." 

In other words, no state is entitled to join 
this treaty merely by its own action of de
positing an instrument of ratification. It has 
to be invited and has to be invited unani
mously. 

Now, we did not attempt in the treaty it
self to prescribe the constitutional procedures 
whereby each of the eight parties gives that 
consent. Under our constitutional procedure 
it is agreed that that consent can only be 
given With the concurrence of the Senate. 
Therefore, the United States Senate has a 
complete control over whether and to whom 
this treaty is extended. 

Senator GREEN. Then it would have to re
quire the subsequent assent of all the differ
ent governments? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator GREEN. In spite of the language of 

article VIII? 
Secretary DULLES. No; pursuant to the lan

guage of article VII, because article VII says 
they can only come in by unanimous agree
ment of the parties. 

COMMUNIST AGGRESSION 
Senator GREEN. Then the President in his 

message said that the term "armed attack," 
as used in the treaty, means a Communist 
attack. That does not limit it to a Soviet 
attacks, does it? 

Secretary DuLLEs. No, sir. 
Secretary GREEN. So it would be an attack 

by any government which is considered com
munistic? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes. If, for example, the 
Chinese Communists were to make such an 
armed attack, that would be included in this 
reference. 

Senator GREEN. Where in the treaty can 
that statement be found? Why didn't they 
say that in the treaty, if that is what it 
means? 

Secretary DULLES. This is in the treaty, sir. 
Senator GREEN. I thought they had a mu

tual covenant against resisting armed attack. 
Secretary DULLES. There ls a provision of 

article IV which talks about armed attack 
generally. Then there is an understanding in
corporated in the treaty which says that, as 
far as the United States ls concerned, the 
only armed attack which we will regard as 
obligating us under article IV, paragraph l, 
is a Communist armed attack. 

Senator GREEN. I have not had a chance to 
read it, as I said before, but is it in here that 

in the case of the United States, the only 
attack which is covered by the treaty is a 
Communist attack? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator GREEN. Communist armed attack? 
Secretary DuLLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator GREEN. That does not cover Com

munist subversion? 
Secretary DULLES. Subversion ls covered by 

the provisions of article IV, paragraph 2, 
which lead to consultation, but there ls in 
the treaty itself no commitment to action in 
that event unless action is subsequently 
agreed to as a result of the consultation. 

Senator GREEN. Well, then, the Communists 
would include not only Soviet Russia, but 
China, and so muoh of Indochina as has been 
recognized as Communist. 

Secretary DuLLEs. It would cover at the 
present time the Communist regime in China 
and also the regime of Ho Chi Minh in North 
Vietnam. 

Senator GREEN. Well, these were some of 
the questions I wanted to get for my own 
information. 

Secretary DULLES. Yes. 
Senator GREEN. Thank you very much. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Senator Hickenlooper? 

RELATIONSHIP OF THE TREATY TO THE U.N. 
CHARTER 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Secretary, most 
of the questions that I would be interested 
in have already been asked, and I shall not 
plow the same ground tWice. But I do want to 
ask you about article I: 

The parties undertake-
r am reading from article I-as set forth 

in the charter of the United Nations, to set
tle any international disputes in which they 
may be involved by peaceful means in such 
a manner-and so on. 

I am concerned as to whether or not that 
provision in this treaty enlarges either our 
responsib111ty under the United Nations 
Charter or alters in any way the relation
ship of the authority of our Government 
under the United Nations Charter. Does 
this have any effect on either enlarging or 
diminishing our relationships with the 
United Nations or our responsibilities under 
the United Nations Charter? 

Secretary DULLES. No, sir. This article I is 
an article which is a substantially verbatim. 
repetition of article II, paragraph 4, of the 
United Nations Charter, which will be found 
in, I think, all of the other collective security 
arrangements which we have made since the 
adoption of the charter. 

The charter language to which I refer reads 
as follows--

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I understand what 
the charter reference is. 

Secretary DULLES. Yes. 
Senator HICKENLOOPER. I am only attempt

ing to find out whether or not the reiteration 
of this statement in the treaty adds to or 
detracts from our responsibillty or obliga
tions under the United Nations Oharter. 

Secretary DULLES. I can say categorically, 
sir, that in my opinion this neither adds one 
Jot or title nor subtracts one Jot or title, from 
our objective as expressed in the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

Senator HicKENLOOPER. In other words, 
this reference to the United Naitions in ar
ticle I, in your view, is for reference purposes 
only, and has no influence in adding to or 
detracting from whatever obligations or lack 
of obligations we already have under the 
United Nations Charter. It has no effect on 
increasing or diminishing the authority, ei
ther ours or the United Nations, under the 
United Nations Charter? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. In fact, in my 
opinion, this article has no substantive value, 
1n fact, but has customarily been put 1n 
such treaties. In pursuance of thast custom 
it was inserted here, but it, in my opinion, 
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does not add anything to the obligations al
ready assumed by the United States. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Nor does the repe
tition in this treaty of a reference to the 
United Nations Charter increase or diminish, 
or alter in any way whatever, existing powers 
which the President of the United States, as 
Chief Executive or Commander in Chief 
might already have? Do you think it alters 
those? 

Secretary DULLES. It does not alter, in
crease, or diminish those powers. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Fulbright? 

COMMUNIST AGGRESSION 
Senator FULBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I, like 

Senator Green, have not had a chance to 
study this, and I have only 1 or 2 questions. 
I was not clear about the status of this un
derstanding of the United states regarding 
the aggression coming only from Commu
nists. Is that in the treaty itself or is that 
an understanding just outside of the treaty 
among the various signa.tories? 

Secretary DULLES. It is part of the treaty 
itself and is subscribed to by all the other 
parties to the treaty; they accept our under
standing in that respect. 

Senator F'uLBRIGHT. That is contained in 
the last paragraph; is it not? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir; it appears just 
above the signatures. 

TECHNICAL COOPERATION 
Senator FULBRIGHT. All right, I had over

looked that. 
I have one other point. Could you give 

your view as to the significance of article 
III, somewhat along the line of your last 
answer to the Senator from Iowa's remark? 
In what way. if any, does article III change 
our present policy regarding point 4 or tech
nical assistance? Was it intended to increase 
our obligations, or just what did you mean 
by article III? 

Secretary DULLES. It was designed to re
affirm our conviction that certain economic 
efforts, such as technical assistance pro
grams, cultural exchanges, and the like, all 
play an important part in combatting com
munism, and that we intend to use all of 
the weapons in our arsenal to meet the 
threat of communism in this area. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. Then is it fair to say 
that this is a specific recognition of the 
importance of technical cooperation in help
ing to overcome the difficulties that exist 
in this part of the world? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Sena.tor FULBRIGHT. I must say I think 

that is a very important article. I hope it 
may lead to further developments. As I said, 
I have no particular criticism to offer on the 
whole. It seems to me a proper approach, 
but I will reserve my observations for a later 
meeting when I have had a little more time 
to digest the treaty. That is all, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Ferguson? 
SIMILAR PROVISIONS IN RIO TREATY 

Senator FERGUSON. Mr. Secretary, in article 
IV the first section apparently applies to 
armed attack and the second section to sub
version and acts that might be considered 
attacks through subversion. 

Is article IV, section 2, very similar to 
article VI of the Rio Treaty? 

Secretary DULLES. I do not have that ar
ticle VI before me. There is the same distinc
tion made in the Rio Treaty as is made here 
between armed attack and disturbances 
which involve less than armed attack. I do 
not have the article VI that you refer to be
fore me, but I assume that is the article. 

Senator FERGUSON. I wanted to inquire on 
this point: Would a situation like that in 
Guatemala with regard to the shipping of 
arms require action under article IV, para.
graph 2, rather than under paragraph 1? 

Secretary DULLES. I would think that if the 

parallel to that was created, it would be re
garded as coming under subdivision 2 rather 
than subdivision 1. 

Senator FERGUSON. In other words, the 
words "armed attack" in paragraph 1 of ar
ticle IV are the ordinary armed attack rather 
than a subterfuge of penetration or subdivi
sion. 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator FERGUSON. That is all I have, Mr. 

Cha.irman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Sena.tor Sparkman? 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE TREATY 
Sena.tor SPARKMAN. Mr. Secretary, I have 

very few questions to ask. I think the sub
ject has been pretty well covered. But I want 
to pursue a little further something that 
Senator Green touched upon, and that is the 
possibility of the inclusion of other nations 
in that area of the world. 

It seems to me that if there is one weak
ness in this proposed treaty, it is the fact 
that there a.re only three really Asiatic na
tions parties to it. Those countries are Pakis
tan, Thailand, and the Philippines. 

Now, I assume that the other nations were 
invited to come into the conference? 

Secretary DULLES. It was ma.de clear to 
them that they would have been very wel
come at the conference; yes, sir. 

Senator SPARKMAN. Was an invitation sent 
out or was it just more or less a gathering 
of those who were interested--each one act
ing in its own interest and on its own ac
cord? 

Secretary DULLES. There was, as I recall, no 
formal invitation sent once it was ascer
tained that they would prefer not to receive 
such an invitation but, subject only to that, 
their welcome was ma.de very clear to them. 

Senator SPARKMAN. You made clear in your 
statement that you hope other nations may 
see fit to come in at a later time. I wonder 
if you might tell us if you have any real 
hope that Burma, for instance, might at 
some later date come in, or Indonesia? It 
seems to me that certainly those two na
tions a.re right in the midst of the treaty 
area, and would greatly strengthen the 
agreement. 

Secretary DULLES. I think it would prob
ably be indiscreet of me, Senator, to guess 
about their future. 

Sena.tor SPARKMAN. But the door is left-
Secretary DULLES. The door is wide 

open--
Senator SPARKMAN. Wide open, and they 

well understand that? 
Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator SPARKMAN. I believe that is all, 

Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Know land? 

COMMUNIST COMPLIANCE TO THE KOREAN 
ARMISTICE AND GENEVA AGREEMENTS 

Senator KNOWLAND. Mr. Secretary, I 
would like to have some informattl.on supplied 
to the committee, and I oan see that there 
may be some valid reasons why either you 
would not have the information immediately 
available or feel that this would not be a 
proper place to furnish it, but I do think the 
requests are pertinent beoause the Senate's 
decision in relation to this Manila Pact 
may very definitely be tied in with the entire 
security situation in the Far Pacific. 

I would like to have furnished to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations for executive 
session and study, and later questioning in 
executive session, full information relative 
to the Communist compliance with the terms 
of the Geneva Armistice Agreement. I think 
toot information is sufficiently clear so that 
you h·ave in mind what the committee may 
be interested in; namely, are they carrying 
out the terms? have there been the with
drawals from Laos and Cambodia. of any units 
that were in those countries; and, is the 
freedom being given to the people within the 
northern part of Vietnam to get out, as was 
the general understanding? 

Seoondly, while this does not directly relate 
to the Manila Pact, it does affect the peace 
in the Fa.r Pacific, I would likewise desire to 
have for the information of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, for subsequent questions to 
be r.a.ised and answered, full information 
relative to Communist compliance with the 
terms of Korean armistice agreement. 

And, third, full informiation relative to the 
functioning or inability to function of the 
so-called Neutral Nations Armistice Commis
sion in Korea, again -affecting the general 
peace of the entire Pacific area. 

Those are my requests for informa.tion 
at the present time, and I want to close by 
commending the Secretary of State and the 
members of the delegation, including the two 
Senators, Senators Mansfield and Smith, who 
accompanied you. I believe that this is a step 
in the right direction toward developing a 
collective system of defense in the Pacific. 

Secretary DULLES. Thiank you, Senator. I 
will try to obta.in this information and pres
ent it in executive session. 

(The information, all of a classified na
ture, was subsequently furnished the com
mittee and has been made a part of the 
permanent record.) 

RECOGNITION OF THE PHILIPPINE DELEGATION 
The CHAIRMAN. I want to call the atten

tion of the committee and the audience that 
we have the privilege of having with us the 
group of the Philippine delegation that was 
introduced on the floor of the Senate yes
terday. Today is what we used to call Armi
stice Day, and I think it is a special occasion 
when we realize that 36 yea.rs ago the na
tions of the earth thought they had a great 
destiny of peace ahead of them, and we 
know what has happened since. We are glad 
to welcome this delegation, glad they are in 
America to get acquainted with us. Thirty· 
six years ago the bells rang out for peace 
around the world, and I think it is a good 
omen that today, Mr. Secretary, we have 
before us the Manila Pact, the accomplish
ments in Egypt, Iran, Trieste, the nine-power 
pact, all symbolic, I trust, of that faith we 
expressed 36 years ago. 

Senator Gillette? 
UNITED STATES POLICY IN CASE OF ARMED 

ATTACK 
Senator GILLETTE. Mr. Secretary, I have 

just one question to ask. Referring to article 
IV again, the first section is clear. It states 
tha,t each party recognizes an armed attack 
as threatening all, and agrees to act in meet
ing the common danger according to its con
stitutional processes. 

But section 2 provides that any similar 
threat, other than by armed attack wm be 
met by consultation among the parties and 
agreement as to what action will be taken. 

Now, keeping those two things in mind, 
we come to the concluding paragraph, 
which states that we only recognize the ob
ligation under section 1 in case of Commu
nist aggression when we will proceed by our 
constitutional processes. 

Now, this is a hypothetical question-very 
improbable-but one that I should like to 
have answered. In the event that there is 
armed attack in this area by other than a 
Communist country, does that mean that 
was, as a signatory, cannot take any action 
in case of such armed attack in acoordance 
with our constitutional processes until we 
have consulted with all the others and ob
tained agreement as to what we should do? 

Secretary DULLES. No, sir. In that respect 
we retain entire control of our own policy, 
according to our own judgment. If there 
should be an armed attack which is not a 
Communist attack, affecting one of the 
parties to this treaty, the question of what 
we should do would then be determined by 
us as a matter of national policy. We would 
not be obligated under this treaty. 

Sena.tor GILLE'ITE. May I supplement my 
question by saying I do not quite see why 
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that follows. We provide by agreement that 
in case of an armed attack by a Communist 
country, we shall proceed, as you have just 
designated, by our constitutional processes, 
but we specifically provide in this concluding 
pagara.ph that if there ls an armed attack by 
any other than a Communist country that 
we shall first consult with these associates 
and obtain their agreement before we take 
any action. 

Secertary DULLES. No. I think you have 
read into that more than it contains. 

Senator GILLETTE. Well, I hope I have. 
secretary DULLES. It does not say that we 

will only act in agreement or consultation. It 
does say that in that event we will be willing 
to consult. 

Senator GILLETTE. No; it says that we will 
consult under the provisions of article IV, 
paragraph 2. 

secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 
Senator GILLETTE. The language does not 

state that we will be willing to consult, but 
before we take any action we "will" consult 
under that provision and obtain agreement 
as to what action shall be taken. 

Secretary DULLES. No, sir; it does say that 
we will consult before we act. All it says ls 
we will consult. 

Senator GILLETTE. And that may be subse
quent to action that we take? 

secretary DULLES. It could be. 
Senator GILLETTE. That we take independ

ently? 
Secretary DULLES. As you say, it is quite un

likely as a practical matter that we would 
act first, because, as I indicated, unless the 
armed attack ls of Communist origin, it ls 
difficult to say truthfully that it seriously 
affects the security of the United States. If 
communism throws aside a.ll restraints and 
goes in for armed attack, then I think we ca.n 
reasonably conclude that it ls starting on a 
course of action which ls directly aimed at 
the United States, that we are the target. We 
could not say that truthfully in the event 
that there ls an armed attack which occurred 
between two of the parties to this treaty, 
which would not be of Communist origin. 
That would not prove that there was any 
design against the United States. Therefore, 
we do not assume the same commitments in 
that respect. 

We do say that we will consult. We do not 
say that we will consult prior to any other 
action. We merely say we will consult, period. 

senator GILLETTE. That is all, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Aiken? 
COMMENDATION OF THE UNITED STATES 

DELEGATION 
Sena.tor AIKEN. Mr. Chairman, I doubt if 

any questions which I might ask a.t this 
time would contribute to the information 
which we already have on hand. 

I would like at this time, however, to com
pliment the Secretary of State, Secretary 
Dulles, on having conscientiously and appar
ently effectively performed what appeared to 
be an almost impossible task, not only with 
regard to this treaty, but to the whole han
dling of our foreign relations. As far as this 
treaty goes, I would like to include Senator 
Smith and Senator Mansfield in my remarks, 
because I think so long as we operate as they 
have been doing, not only the people of this 
country but the people of other countries as 
well wm have a great deal of respect for 
their efforts. 

The CHAmMAN. Senator Mansfield? 
Senator MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I have 

no questions, but I would like to make a few 
comments, if I may. 

The CHAIRMAN. Carry on. 
Senator MANSFIELD. I want to join with 

Senator Smith and Senator Aiken in con
gratulating the Secretary of State for the 

outstanding job that he did at Manila, car
rying out the policies of our country on a 
bipartisan, statemanllke basis. 

I think that he and Senator Smith are to be 
highly commended for the magnificent work. 
they did there. I am delighted to see Ad
miral Davis, Ambassador sebald, and Doug
las MacArthur, who also were there and did 
great work. 

I believe special credit should go to Messrs. 
Spruance and Lacy, our representatives to 
the Government of the Ph111ppines, and I 
think it ought to be brought out that while 
this ls, perhaps, not the ideal solution, it is 
the best possible solution which could be 
arrived at during the time of considera
tion. 

It is the first time, to my knowledge, that 
countries in that part of the world, of 
different religious backgrounds--Buddhlst, 
Moslem, and Christian-got together, ironed 
out their differences, and arrived at a. solu
tion satisfactory to all. 

I was especially impressed with the states
manship shown by President Magsaysay and 
the Phllippine delegation under Vice Presi
dent Carlos Garcia, and our old colleague, 
Sena.tor Francisco Delgado, who, I am hap
py to see, is with us this morning. 

It seems to me that Sena.tor Delgado ls 
carrying his interest in this matter to the 
logical extreme, and it is a pleasure for me 
to state for the record that it was an honor 
and a privilege to be at this Conference and 
to work with Secre+:u-y Dulles and Senator 
Smith and the rest of the American delega
tion, and to come up wi"';h what I think ls a 
sound solution to the difficulties confronting 
all of us in that area. 

That ls all, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to add a word 

of praise for the distinguished Senator who 
has just spoken. 

I might say that in the recent campaign 
he did not hesitate to say, in substance, 
what he has said now, which indicates the 
mind not only of a statesman, but a level
headed thinker. 

Senator Capehart? 
senator MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I see 

our very efficient Assistant Secretary of State 
for Far Eastern Affairs, Walter Robertson, is 
here. Although he was not at the Manila 
Conference, he was holding down the !fort 
in this part of the globe at the time. He was 
doing so under extremely difficult circum
stances, because he was quite ill. 

I would like to ask permission, if I may, 
to insert all the names of the members of 
the American delegation in the hearings at 
this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. So ordered. 
{The names of the American delegation 

are as follows: ) 
UNITED STATES DELEGATION TO THE MEETING 

ON THE SOUTHEAST ASIA PACT, MANILA, SEP
TEMBER, 6, 1954 

United States plenipotentiary representa
tives: 

John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State 
H. Alexander Smith, United States Sena

tor from New Jersey 
Michael J. Mansfield, United States Sena

tor from Montana 
Roderic L. O'Connor, special assistant to 

the secretary 
Delegation coordinator: 
Douglas MacArthur II, counselor, Depart

ment of State 
Special advisers: 
Arthur C. Davis, vice admiral, United 

States Navy, Deputy Assistant secretary for 
International Security Affairs, Department of 
Defense 

Carl W. Mccardle, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Public Affairs 

Herman Phleger, legal adviser, Departm.ent 
of State 

Ambassador William J. Seba.Id 
Raymond A. Spruance, American Ambas

sador to the Republic of the Phlllppines 
Press officer: 
Henry Suydam, Chief, News Division, De

partment of State 
Advisers: 
James D. Bell, officer in charge, Philippine 

Affairs, Department of State 
Chester L. Cooper, Office of Chinese Af

fairs, Department of State 
James Cross, Bureau of Far Eastern Af

fairs, Department of State 
John E. Dwan, lieutenant col::mel, United 

States Army, Department of Defense 
William J. Galloway, Office of the Coun

selor, Department of State 
Outerbridge Horsey, officer in charge, com

monwealth affairs, Department of State 
William S. B. Lacy, American counselor 

of Embassy, Manila 
N. Paul Neilson, Deputy Assistant Director 

for the Far Ea.st, USIA 
Charles C. Stelle, policy planning staff, 

Department of State 
Charles A. Sullivan, Chief, American and 

Far Ea.st Division, Office of Foreign Military 
Affairs, Department of Defense 

Deputy Coordinator: 
Walter N. Turlock, Executive Secretariat, 

Department of State 
Reports officer: 
Eugene v. McAuli:ffe, Executive Secretariat, 

Department of State 
Administrative officer: 
Bruce Grainger, Division of International 

Conferences, Department of State 
Secretary DULLES. Mr. Chairman, I had only 

now observed the presence of senator Del
gado. He was blotted out by these lights 
which were interposed between him and me. 
It is indeed very gratifying to me that the 
.senator, who so ably led the Philippine 
delegation at Manila, should be here at this 
hearing. 

The Philippine Government was not only 
the host to this Conference, but they made, 
through their President, their Vice President, 
and the chairman of their delegation, a great 
substantive contribution to the constructive 
results which have been achieved, both in 
terms of the treaty and of the Pacific Charter. 

Senator CAPEHART. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
think I want to ask any questions, but I 
would like to make this observation, that I 
am hopeful that the other nations will be
come parties to this treaty. I think it would 
be much more effective if all other nations 
were likewise members of the pact. It looks 
to me like an excellent treaty. I do not think 
I should spoil the Secretary here by throwing 
any bouquets at him, because there were a. 
lot of them thrown at him this morning. We 
do not want him to go to, what shall I say
he may quit making these fine treaties and 
quit working if we think he is too good. 

Secretary DULLES. Senator, I get plenty of 
the other things, so you need not worry about 
my being spoiled. 

Senator CAPEHART. I have no questions or 
suggestions. It looks to me like an excellent 
treaty, Mr. secretary. 

Secretary DULLES. Thank you, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary and gentle

men, before we proceed further-and I pre
sume we can expect some testimony, can we, 
from Adm. Ar,hur G. Davis--! want to say, 
as in the Korean Defense Pact, there was in
serted in the record a comparative chart of 
mut ual-defense treaties between the United 
States and other Pacific countries with whom 
we had concluded such treaties. 

I should like at this time to reproduce that 
cha.rt into the record, together with an addi
tion to it, which sets forth the similarities 
and differences between the Southeast Asia 
Collective Defense Treaty and the other pacts 
appearing in the chart. It will be so ordered. 
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(3. Excerpts from the Report of the Foreign 
Relations Committee on the SEATO Treaty) 
REPORT TO ACCOMPANY EXECUTIVE K, EIGHTY-

THIRD CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
whom was referred the Southeast Asia Col
lect ive Defense Treaty (Ex. K, 83d Cong., 2d 
sess.) and the protocol thereto signed at 
Manila on September 8, 1954, reports both 
instruments to the Senate, and recommends 
that its advice and consent to ratification be 
given at an early date. 
1. MAIN PURPOSE OF THE TREATY AND PROTOCOL 

This treaty constitutes an important step 
in the evolution of United States policy to 
create a system of collective security in the 
Western Paal.fic area. It is the la.test addition 
to the protective network of mutual defense 
treaties which have been concluded by the 
United States with Japan, Australia and New 
Zealand, the Philippines, and Korea. 

Designed to promote security and to 
strengthen the fabric of pea.ca in southeast 
Asia. and the Southwest Pacific, the treaty is 
intended to deter aggression in that area by 
warning potential aggressors that an open 
armed at tack upon the territory of any of the 
parties will be regarded by each of them as 
dangerous to its own peace and safety ( art. 
IV, par. 1) . In such circumstances the 
parties agree to meet the common dan
ger in acco.rda.nce with their constitutional 
processes. 

They also agree to consult on measures to 
be taken for the common defense, whenever 
the territorial integrity or political independ
ence of any of the parties is threatened in 
any way other th.an by armed attack, or by 
any fact or situation which might endanger 
the peace of the area (art. IV, par. 2). Inter
nal subversion directed from without would 
be an example of one such fact or situation 
calling for consultation. 

The treaty is thus a mechanism for col
lective defense against both open armed at
tack and internal subversion, and it is in 
this latter respect primarily that it differs 
from the previous bilateral and trilateral 
security treaties in the Pacific. As with the 
Korean Mutual Defense Treaty (Ex. A, 83d 
Oong., 2d sess.) and similar defense treaties, 
the parties to the treaty reaffirm their solemn 
obligation under the Charter of the United 
Nations to settle their disputes by peaceful 
means and to refrain from the threat or use 
of force in their international relations (art. 
I) . The treaty pledges them to maintain and 
develop their individual and collective ca
pacity to resist armed attack, and, further, to 
prevent and counter subversive activities di
rected from without against their territorial 
integrity and political stability (art. II). It 
provides for cooperation in developing mea~
ures, including technical assistance designed 
to promote the economic progress and social 
well-being of the parties (a.rt. III), for im
mediate consultation whenever their terri
torial integrity or political independence is 
threatened by other than armed attack or 
any fact endangering the peace (art. IV, par. 
2), and for the creation of a council to con
sider matters pertaining to the implementa
tion of the treaty (art. V). Other articles de
fine the area to which the treaty shall apply 
( a.rt. VIII) and the circumstances under 
which other states may be invited to accede 
to its terms (a.rt. VII). Finally, an under
standing is incorporated in the text of the 
instrument itself by which the United States 
declares that the armed aggression referred 
to in article IV as dangerous to its peace and 
security would be Communist aggression. 

The protocol designates the States of Laos 
and Cambodia. and the free territory under 
the jurisdiction of the State of Vietnam a.s 
states or territories for the purposes of article 
IV, thus bringing into play the obligations 
of the parties with respect to armed attack 
and indirect aggression against this addl-

tion to the "treaty a.rea". At the same time 
those countries are made eligible for the kind 
of economic measures and technical assist
ance contemplated ln article m of the treaty. 

2. BACKGROUND OF THE TREATY 

At the time that negotiations were begun 
in 1950 leading to the Japanese security treaty 
and to the series of separate security pacts 
in the Pacific area, it was hoped that a rather 
broad type of collective security arrange
ment might be worked out. It was not then 
possible to realize this goal, and further ac
tion on a multipartite protective umbrella 
over Southeast Asia had to be deferred as 
long as active host111ties continued in Indo
china. The defense treaties with Japan, the 
Philippines and Australia. and New Zealand, 
which were approved by the Senate on March 
20, 1952, were not regarded a.s ultimate ends 
in themselves, but were expressly conceived 
as measures taken "pending the development 
of a more comprehensive and effective system 
of regional security" in the Pacific area. Fol
lowing an address by President Eisenhower 
on April 16, 1958, in which he advocated 
"united action for Southeast Asia", Secre
tary of State John Foster Dulles sought dur
ing the next year to complete a. pa.ct covering 
this area. Until after the Geneva armistice 
agreements were concluded, however, circum
stances ma.de that impracticable. 

In the course of hearings on the Korean 
Defense Treaty (Ex. A, 83d Cong., 2d sess.) 
the committee had stated its conviction that 
a multilateral agreement for the Pacific, 
comparable to the North Atlantic Treaty, 
would be desirable. Secretary Dulles, how
ever, pointed out that substantial cultural, 
political, and geographical differences existed 
among the Pacific countries which distin
guished this area from Europe and consti
tuted serious obstacles to achieving the de
sired development at an early date. The com
mittee acknowledged these difficulties but 
nevertheless expressed the hope that the De
partment of State would continue its efforts 
to encourage the nations of the Pacific to 
work together for their regional and col
lective self-defense. 

After 4 months of negotiations between 
the United States and other governments, it 
was announced on August 14, 1954 that upon 
the invitation of the Government of the 
Philippines, the Foreign Ministers of the 
Governments concerned had agreed to meet 
on September 6 to consider measures to fur
ther their common objectives. At the re
quest of the President, two members of the 
committee, Senator H. Alexander Smith and 
Senator Michael J. Mansfield, accompanied 
Secretary Dulles to Manila as plenipotentiary 
delegates and, together with him, signed 
the treaty, the protocol and a "Pacific Char
ter" which was also adopted at the confer
ence. The charter, a declaration of principles 
dedicating the signatory governments to the 
ideals of self-determination and indepen
dence, does not require ratification. The 
treaty and protocol were signed on Septem
ber 8, 1954, and transmitted to the Senate 
for its advice and consent on November 10, 
1954. 

3. COMMITTEE ACTION 

Because the administration was particu
larly concerned that the last session of Con
gress should not close without some prelim
inary consideration being given to the treaty, 
the committee decided to act with unusual 
dispatch. Accordingly, the first public hear
ing was held on November 11 , 1954, the 
morning after the President had transmitted 
the pertinent documents to the Senate. 
There was no intention to press for further 
action on the treaty at tha.t time; but it 
was hoped that such a demonstration of the 
Government's continued interest in the pact 
would provide additional impetus to other 
signatories to proceed promptly with their 
own ratification. At the hearing on Novem-

ber 11, extended testimony was heard from 
Secretary Dulles on the various legal and po
litical implications of the treaty, and, more 
briefly, from Adm. Arthur C. Davis, Director 
of the Office of Foreign Military Affairs 
speaking on behalf of the Department of 
Defense. 

After the 84th Congress had convened, the 
committee considered the treaty in executive 
session on January 13, 1955, when additional 
testimony was received from the Secretary of 
State. This second appearance of Mr. Dulles 
was useful in bringing the committee up to 
date on events bearing upon the treaty since 
its transmittal to the Senate, and in review
ing for the committee and its two new mem
bers (Senators Barkley a.nd Morse) the un
derlying conditions deemed by the Secretary 
of state to justify expeditious action. 

A second public hearing was held on Janu
ary 19. Hon. Hamilton Fish, former Congress
man from New York, representing the Amer
ican Political Action Committee, Miss Freda 
Utley, on behalf of the American China. Policy 
Association, and Mrs. Agnes Waters appeared 
and were heard. 

On January 21, the committee agreed, by a 
vote of 14 to 1, to report both the treaty 
and the protocol to the Senate for final ac
tion. 

The committee desires to commend the 
executive branch for its efforts to keep the 
committee thoroughly informed during the 
course of the negotiations. In the prelimi
nary discussions as well as at the conference 
itself a. spirit of cooperation was exhibited 
between the legislative and executive 
branches which contributed greatly to the 
satisfactory outcome of the proceedings. 

4. SUMMARY OF TREATY PROVISIONS 

The basic design of the treaty is similar to 
th.at of defense treaties previously concluded 
with Korea., the Philippines, and the ANZUS 
countries, but with several important differ
ences. 

In the preamble, the parties reaffirm their 
sovereign equality, their faith in the United 
Nations Charter, their desire to live in peace 
with all peoples and all governments and the 
intentions expressed in the Manila Charter to 
uphold the principles of equal rights and self
determination of people5. The reaffirmation 
of these principles is accompanied by a dec
laration that the parties will strive to pro
mote self-government and to secure inde
pendence for all countries whose peoples 
desire it a.nd a.re able to undertake its respon
s1'bil1ties. The preamble further sets forth as 
the fundamental purposes of the treaty, co
ordination of the parties' efforts for collec
tive defense and the preservation of security, 
warning potential aggressors that the signa
tories stand together. Thus the character of 
the instrument as a peaceful arrangement 
for defense against aggression is plainly 
marked. 

Article I reproduces the undertaking found 
in other security treaties to settle a.ny in
ternational disputes in which the parties 
may be involved, by peaceful means, and to 
refrain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force in any manner in
consistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations. This article takes cognizance of the 
status of all signatories as members of the 
United Nations. 

Article II embodies the principle of the 
Vandenberg resolution (S. Res. 239, 80th 
Cong.) characteristic of the other mutual 
security treaties. It pledges the parties, sep
arately and lolntly, through self-help and 
mutual aid to maintain and develop their in
dividual and collective capacity not only to 
resist armed attack; but also "to prevent and 
counter subversive activities directed from 
without against their territorial integrity and 
political stability." 

This recognition of the dangers of sub
version and indirect aggression introduces an 
element not found in the system of defense 
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agreements which preceded the Southeast 
Asian Treaty; in none of the prior pacts ls 
there a provision for countering subversion, 
although the Japanese Security Treaty does 
contemplate the use of United States forces 
to put down large-scale riots and disturb
ances instigated by an outside power ( art. 
I). Article II, therefore, seeks to stimulate 
positive action to defeat the erosive devices 
which international communism has utilized 
to destroy the freedom and independence of 
nations. 

Under article III the parties agree to co
operate in developing economic measures, 
including technical assistance, designed to 
promote their economic progress and social 
well-being. This is accompanied by an under
taking to strengthen the parties' free in
stitutions. No comparable provision appears 
in any of the previous defense treaties. It is 
founded upon the conviction tha.t if the free 
nations ca.n develop their internal stability 
through economic cooperation, the ground 
for Communist penetration will be rendered 
less fertile. However, the article does not com
mit the United States to a. specific aid pro
gram, nor does it preclude continued eco
nomic cooperation with any country whose 
ecenomic welfare is important to our own 
well-being and the stability of the treaty 
area. 

5. OBLIGATIONS UNDER ARTICLE IV 

Article IV contains the activating, opera
tive core of the treaty. Para.graph 1 corre
sponds generally to article III of the Korean 
Treaty and article V of the Phlllpplne and 
Australia-New Zealand Treaties in the rec
ognition by each party that--"aggression by 
means of armed attack in the treaty area 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by unani
mous agreement may hereafter designate, 
would endanger its own peace and safety." 

In such circumstance, each signatory 
agrees that--"it will in that event act to meet 
the common danger in accordance with its 
constitutional processes. Measures taken 
under this paragraph shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations." 

The obligation of the United States under 
article IV, paragraph 1, ls limited by virtue 
of an understanding in the treaty to a Com
munist armed attack. A significant difference 
and the Australia-New Zealand pacts, and 
the Southeast Asia Treaty in this respect: 
article V of the first two treaties is limited 
in its application to an armed attack-"on 
the metropolitan territory of any of the par
ties, or on the island territories under its 
jurisdiction in the Pacific or on its armed 
forces, public vessels or aircraft in the 
Pacific." 

On the other ha.nd, article IV of the treaty 
now being considered extends to what is de
scribed in the instrument as "the treaty 
area" (art. VIII), which is dealt with in more 
detail below. This "treaty area" may be en
larged by the unanimous agreement of the 
parties. 

Paragraph 2 of article IV incorporates the 
language of article 6 of the Inter-American 
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance signed at 
Rio de Janeiro in 1947. Paragraph 2 is worded 
as follows: 

"If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, 
the lnvlolabi11ty or the integrity of the ter
ritory or the sovereignty or political inde
pendence of any Party in the treaty area or 
of any other State or territory to which the 
provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article from 
time to time apply is threatened in any way 
other tha.n by armed attack or ls affected or 
threatened by any fact or situation which 
might endanger the peace of the area, the 
Parties shall consult immediately in order to 
agree on the measures which should be taken 
for the common defense." 

Article IV then concludes with a third 
paragraph specifically precluding any action 

on the territory of any state designated by 
unanimous agreement under paragraph 1 
thereof except at the invitation or by con
sent of the 2:overnment concerned. 

It will be observed that the obligation of 
the parties under paragraph 2 of this article 
is not comparable to the obligation con
tained In paragraph 1. The latter contains an 
undertaking to "act to meet the common 
danger" through each government's consti
tutional processes, in case of an armed at
tack within the purview of the treaty. But 
If the threat to territorial integrity or polit
ical independence arises from something 
other than an armed attack (i.e., subver
sion), the only obligation of the parties is 
to "consult" with each other on the meas
ures which should be taken for the common 
defense. There is no requirement for report
ing such measures to the Security Council 
as under paragraph 1. 

6. OTHER PROVISIONS 

By article V of the treaty, a Council is 
estabilshed on which each party is repre
sented, to consider matters pertaining to 
implementation of the treaty and to consult 
on any military or other planning which 
might be required by the situation prevail
ing in the treaty area. 

Article VI records the declaration of the 
parties that the Southeast Asia Treaty shall 
not be construed as affecting the rights and 
obligations of the parties under the Charter 
of the United Nations, or the responsiblllty 
of that body for maintaining international 
peace and security. Each signatory likewise 
declares it is not party to any other Instru
ment in force which would conflict with this 
treaty, and further undertakes not to enter 
any future engagement which would be In
consistent therewith. 

Article VII provides for accession to the 
treaty by third states which might be in 
position to advance its objectives and con
tribute to the security of the area described. 
Such accession is effected by an invitation 
extended only with the unanimous agree
ment of the parties. 

Article VIII defines the "treaty area" to 
which the obligations of the parties apply 
as the general area of southeast Asia, includ
ing the entire territories of the Asian par
ties, and the general area of the southwest 
Pacific, not including the Pacific area north 
of 21 degrees 30 minutes north latitude. It 
provides also for amendment of the treaty 
axea by unanimous agreement. This element 
of flexibility again differentiates the treaty 
from other defense treaties in the Pacific. 

Article IX designates the Government of 
the Ph111pplnes as depository of the treaty 
and declares that ratification of the instru
ment and the execution of its provisions 
shall be in accordance with the parties' con
stitutional pr-ocess. 

Under article X the treaty ls to remain In 
force indefinitely, subject to a right of de
nunciation by any party effective 1 year after 
notice has been given to the Philippine Gov
ernment. 

Finally, there ls embodied in the text of the 
treaty itself an understanding, which binds 
all signatories, that only in the case of a 
Communist armed attack will the obligation 
of the United States under article IV, para
graph 1, come into effect. 
7. SCOPE OF THE UNITED STATES COMMITMENT: 

THE TREATY UNDERSTANDING 

The obligation of the United States to take 
action in the event of an armed attack in the 
treaty area or against any duly designated 
State or territory is qualified by the under
standing referred to above, which is worded 
as follows: 

"The United States of America in execut
ing the present treaty does so with the 
understanding that its recognition of the ef
fect of aggression and armed attack and its 
agreement with reference thereto in Article 

IV, paragraph 1, apply only to communist ag
gression but affirms that in the event of other 
aggression or armed attack It wm consult 
under the provisions of Article IV, paragraph 
2." 

In other terms, the only armed aggression 
which the United States declares, under this 
treaty, to be dangerous to its own peace and 
safety would be a Communist aggressing. 
During the Manila Conference there was 
considerable discussion whether the treaty 
as a whole should be directed exclusively 
against such aggression, or whether it should 
deal with any type of aggression. Other 
countries were unwllling to limit the treaty 
as advocated by the United States, and the 
issue was resolved by including in the text 
of the treaty the declaration of understand
ing quoted above. The understanding reflects 
the special position of the United States as 
the only treaty member which does not have 
any territory of its own in the protected area. 
It also establishes that our concern with that 
area is not primarily with local quarrels, but 
with the spread of international communism 
as a threat to the United States and the rest 
of the free world. 

For the remaining signatories, however, the 
treaty deals with any and all acts of aggres
sion which might disturb the peace of the 
area, and in such cases the United States 
agrees to consult with the other parties as 
provided for in paragraph 2 of article IV. 
8. APPLICATION OF THE TREATY TO SUBVERSIVE 

ACTS 

The threat of Communist subversion of 
free governments was first formally recog
nized in treaty terms in the security pact 
with Japan, signed on September 8, 1951. 
That pact provided that United States forces 
could be utilized for "assistance given at the 
express request of the Japanese Government 
to put down large-scale riots and disturb
ances in Japan, caused through instigation 
or intervention by an outside power or pow
ers." 

The committee report on the treaty (Ex. 
Rept. No. 2, 82d Cong., 2d sess., February 14, 
1952) noted that--"this right to act against 
foreign-inspired insurrection is essential to 
the security of United States forces in Japan 
and of Japan itself." 

The problem of Communist subversion ls 
dealt with more explicitly in the Southeast 
Asia Collective Defense Treaty. 

As previously noted, article II requires the 
parties to maintain and develop their capac
ity to resist subversive activities directed 
from without against their territorial integ
rity and political stablllty. This injunction 
is followed by an undertaking of the parties 
to consult together on the measures neces
sary to meet threats of that kind as well as 
any fact or situation other than an armed 
attack which might endanger the peace of 
the area (art. IV, par. 2). 

The threat of subversion has been particu
larly acute in the region of southeast Asia. 
where the Communists have attempted in 
several countries to capture revolutionary or 
anticolonlal movements. The case of the Viet 
Minh ts a.n instance where they succeeded. 
The Huk revolution in the Philippines was 
suppressed, but Communist subversion in 
Malaya and the threat in Thailand present 
problems which cannot be ignored. 

The committee believes that it is necessary 
to Include a provision of this kind In the 
treaty. Since the end of World War II the 
threat to the free world has come more often 
in the form of indirect subversion than in 
direct aggression, and freedom lost by sub
version may be as dlfflcult to retrieve as that 
lost by force. 

The obligation of the parties to "consult 
immediately in order to agree on the meas
ures which should be taken for the common 
defense" under article IV, paragraph 2, was 
clarified by Secretary Dulles in these terms: 

"If there ls a revolutionary movement in 
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Vietnam or in Thailand, we would consult 
together as to what to do about it, because 
if that were a subversive movement that was 
in fact propagated by communism, it would 
be a. very grave threat to us. But we have 
no undertaking to put it down; all we have 
is an undertaking to consult together as to 
what to do a.bout it." 

In response to further questioning by the 
committee, the Secretary gave assurances 
that if any action were to be taken as the 
result of such consultation it would be in 
accordance with our constitutional processes. 

When Secretary Dulles testified before the 
committee in November 1954, he expressed the 
hope that there would be an early meeting 
of the signatories "at which we will begin 
to think of ways and means that might be 
made available to combat this threat of sub
version." Such a meeting has now been sched
uled for February 23, 1955. 
9. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN NATO AND THE SOUTH

EAST ASIA TREATY 

A number of significant differences exist 
between the present security pact and the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization. The two 
treaties differ substantially both in their 
structural approach to defense against ag
gression, and in the principles which condi
tion the obligations of the United States to 
act. 

To begin with, the Southeast Asia Treaty 
does not contemplate anything like a joint 
m111tary force with a joint headquarters. 
There has been an unfortunate tendency in 
some quarters to refer to this treaty as 
SEATO, which immediately conjures up the 
image of an organization similar to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Dur
ing the hearings Secretary Dulles took pains 
to negate any such implication in the pres
ent treaty. Pointing out that NATO, in the 
case of the North Atlantic Treaty, was de
signed to build up a. defensive force on the 
continent of Europe which itself would be 
sufficient to resist attack by the Red armies, 
the Secretary added: 

"We do not intend to dedicate any major 
elements of the United States Military Estab
lishment to form an army of defense in this 
area. We rely primarily upon the deterrent 
of our mobile striking power. That we made 
clear to our associates in the treaty and that 
is our policy. 

"It would involve, in the opinion of our 
military advisers • • • an injudicious over
extension of our mm tary power if we were 
to try to build up that kind of an organiza
tion in southeast Asia. 

"We do not have the adequate forces to 
do it, and I believe that if there should be 
open armed attack in that area the most 
effective step would be to strike at the source 
of aggression rather than to try to rush 
American manpower into the area to try to 
fight a ground war." 

As noted previously, another distinguish
ing feature of the treaty ls that it includes 
a provision of major importance against sub
versive attempts by international commu
nism to destroy the territorial integrity or 
poll ti cal independence of any party to the 
treaty. In this respect the treaty also differs 
from prior security pacts in the Paciftc. 

10. THE "MONROE DOCTRINE" FORMULA 

More fundamental than either of these 
differences is the employment in the South
east Asia Treaty of what Secretary Dulles has 
called the Monroe Doctrine formula, as dis
tinct from the more far-reaching commit
ment contained in the North Atlantic Treaty. 
In article IV, paragraph l, of the Southeast 
Asia. Treaty, as in article III of the Korean 
Treaty and article IV of the Philippine and 
Australia-New Zealand pacts, ea.ch party rec
ognizes that the armed attack referred to 
therein "would endanger its own peace and 
safety" and agrees to meet the common dan-

ger in accordance with its constitutional 
processes. By contrast, the North Atlantic 
Treaty had incorporated the principal that 
an attack upon one is tantamount to an 
attack upon all the other parties. Under this 
concept even if an attack were not one made 
against the territory of the United States 
itself, such an attack would nevertheless be 
so regarded. The provision gave rise to an 
extensive constitutional debate in the Sen
ate, centering around the effect it might have 
on the President's powers to involve this 
country in warfare without the approval of 
Congress. 

Because of that constitutional controversy, 
Secretary Dulles believed it preferable to 
adopt President Monroe's language when he 
announced in 1823 that any extension of 
the European system to this hemisphere 
would be considered by the United States as 
dangerous to our peace and safety. The 
formula was therefore used by Mr. Dulles 
when he negotiated the three earlier Pacific 
defense treaties. In his view-"the practical 
difference between the two [approaches] 
from the standpoint of * • • giving security to 
the other parties was not appreciable, and 
* • • it was better to avoid a formula which 
would reopen the constitutional debate ** • 
as to the relative powers of the President and 
the Congress under these different formulas." 

In its report on the Korean Defense Treaty 
(Ex. A, 83d Cong., 2d sess.), the committee 
noted that the Monroe Doctrine formula
"permits the United States to take any ac
tion we deem appropriate by our constitu
tional processes, and gives adequate assurance 
of support to the other country which may be 
the victim of an attack. It has the additional 
advantage of never having been challenged 
throughout our history, from the constitu
tional standpoint, as altering the balance of 
power between the President and Congress." 

These observations apply with equal rele
vance to the Southeast Asia. Treaty. 

11. RELATIONSHIP TO THE UNITED NATIONS 

The relationship of the Southeast Asia. 
Collective Defense Treaty to the United Na
tions Charter is determined by four ref
erences in the treaty. 

In the preamble, the parties reiterate their 
faith in the charter of the United Nations 
and the principle of equal rights and self
determination of peoples. Similar provisions 
are contained in the mutual defense treaties 
concluded with other Pacific nations. 

By article I-
"The Parties undertake, as set forth in the 

Charter of the United Nations, to settle any 
international disputes in which they may be 
involved by peaceful means in such a manner 
that international peace and security and 
justice are not endangered, and to refrain 
in their international relations from the 
threat or use of force in any manner incon
sistent with the purposes of the United Na
tions." 

This provision is similar to articles in the 
Ph111ppines, Australia-New Zealand, and Kor
ean treaties. It reaffirms the United Nations 
Charter obligations of the signatories of the 
pending treaty, but in no way either en
larges or diminishes our obligations there
under. When questioned on the point, the 
Secretary declared: · 

"I can say categorically, sir, that in my 
opinion this neither adds one jot or tittle 
nor subtracts one jot or tittle, from our ob
jective as expressed in the Charter of the 
United Nations." 

The most important reference to the United 
Nat.ions Charter is in article IV, paragraph 
1, which obliges the parties to meet a com
mon danger in the treaty area in accordance 
with their constitutional proceS£es. The par
agraph then says: 

"Measures taken under this paragraph shall 
be immediately reported to the Security 
Council of the United Nations." 

This language relates the treaty directly 
to article 51 of the United Nations Charter 
which provides: 

"Nothing in the present Charter shall im
pair the inherent right of individual or col
lective self-defense if an armed attack oc
curs against a Member of the United Nations, 
until the Security Council has taken meas
ures necessary to maintain international 
peace and security. Measures taken by Mem
bers in the exercise of this right of self
defense shall be immediately reported to the 
Security Council and shall not in any way 
affect the authority and responsibility of the 
Security Council under the present Charter 
to take at any time such action as it deems 
necessary in order to maintain or restore 
international peace and security." 

Similar references to the United Nations 
Charter are to be found in the treaties with 
the Philippines, and with Australia and New 
Zealand. 

Discussing this article before the commit
tee, Secretary Dulles emphasized that it was 
not founded upon the clauses in article 52 
of the charter concerning regional arrange
ments: 

"It would say • • • that it comes under 
the collective security provisions of article 51 
rather than the regional provisions of article 
52. Article 51 is a provision that nothing 
contained in the charter shall deprive any 
of the states from the individual or collective 
right of self-defense. That is the provision 
we are operating under rather than the reg
ional provision, one reason being that un
der a regional organization, no enforcement 
measures can be taken without the prior ap
proval of the Security Council, where the 
Soviet Union has a. veto, and we would not 
want to have an organization where action 
could be vetoed by the Soviet Union." 

In other words, tying the treaty to article 
51 of the charter obligates the United States 
and the other parties to report certain activ
ities under the treaty to the Security Coun
cil. It does not, however, require the parties 
to a.wait the prior approval of that Coun
cil before taking action. The committee and 
the Senate, when they approved the earlier 
defense treaties in the Pacific area, accepted 
this relationship between article 51 of the 
charter and the mutual defense treaties. 

In a final reference to the United Nations 
Charter (in a.rt. VI) the parties expressly 
declare that the present treaty does not and 
shall not be interpreted as affecting in any 
way their obligations under that document. 
This again corresponds to similar articles. in 
the Australia-New Zealand, and the Philip
pine treaties. 

12. THE TREATY AREA 

As noted earlier in this report, the general 
pattern of the Southeast Asia Treaty is sim
ilar to the other defense pacts the United 
States has concluded in the Pacific, apart 
from several differences which have been 
underscored. Another innovation of the 
treaty consists in the fiexib111ty of the reg
ion subject to protection. The treaty starts 
out with a. geographical delineation embrac
ing most of the territory of the signatories 
and the Pacific Ocean area south of 21 de
grees 30 minues-1.e., a. line running north 
of the Philippines. Although some of the 
parties do have territories north of that line, 
it was felt that inclusion of these would 
not be desirable. Broadly speaking, the basic 
area involved comprises Pakistan; Thailand; 
Laos, the Free Territory of Vietnam and 
Cambodia (by protocol); Malaya; Australia. 
and New Zealand; and the Philippines. Hong 
Kong is excluded because of the limiting 
clause even though the United Kingdom is 
a party. 

On the other hand, it has already been 
observed that article VIII, after defining the 
geographical zone of application, contem
plates the possibiUty of enlargement or mod-
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lfication of the treaty wrea by future unani
mous agreement of the parties. such action 
has in fact been taken in the protocol which 
accompanies the present treaty. 

13. THE PROTOCOL TO THE TREATY 

By a protocol signed on the same date as 
the treaty, the treaty area was further de
fined so as to bring in Loa.s, Cambodia, and 
the Free Territory of Vietnam as areas which, 
if attacked, would fall under the protection of 
the instrument. It was hoped that by this 
action, aggression against these states might 
be deterred. None of these countries is a 
party to the Manila pa.ct because, after the 
Geneva armistice agreements on Indochina, 
a question was raised as to whether the 
Associated States could properly join such 
a pact. Since the provisions of the armi
stice are complicated and in certain respects 
rather ambiguous, some of the parties there
to thought it would not be desirable to raise 
that question at a time when the armi
stice was still in the process of being car
ried out. However, the Associated States con
cluded that whether or not they ever be
came parties to the treaty, they would be 
pleased to have its mantle of protection 
thrown over them. 
14. UNANIMOUS AGREEMENT REQUIRED TO EN• 

LARGE TREATY COVERAGE 

Provision is made in three articles of 
the treaty for modification of its terms by 
unaniinous agreement. Thus, article IV, 
paragraph 1, a.s well as article VII, contem
plates that the treaty area may be extended 
by the parties to any state or territory 
"which the parties by unanimous agreement 
may hereafter designate." Article VII refers 
to the accession of additional states "by 
unanimous agreement of the parties." To 
avoid the possibility of any misunderstand
ing on the significance of this clause, the 
president informed the Senate that the 
provisions with respect to designation of 
new territories and membership are to be 
construed as requiring the Senate's ad
vice and consent. In other words, it is not 
enough that the executive branch should 
acquiesce in the addition of new members 
or in the modification of the treaty area, 
but these matters must also be brought be
fore the Senate. 

The point was reemphasized during the 
hearings. Speaking of the addition of new 
members, Mr. Dulles said: 

"I would assume that the same practice 
would prevail here as prevails with relation 
to the North Atlantic Treaty. The language is 
the same, and it was agreed between the Ex
ecutive and the Senate at the time of the 
North Atlantic Treaty that if additional 
states crune in that would require a.n amend
ment of the treaty or a protocol to the treaty, 
on which the advice and consent of the Sen
ate would be sought. 

"We would interpret this language in the 
same way that similar language in the North 
Atlantic Treaty is interpreted, namely, a.s re
quiring Senate action in that event." 

15. CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESSES 

In the course of the hearings on January 
13, the committee gave consideration to a 
suggestion by one of the witnesses that a 
reservation be attached to the treaty which 
would prohibit the use of United States 
ground, a.tr, or naval forces in any defense 
action unless Congress, by a declaration of 
war, consented to their use against Com
munist aggression. "This proposal led to a 
searching discussion in executive session. It 
was finally rejected a.s throwing open the 
entire controversial topic of the relative orbit 
of power between the executive and the legis
lative branches. It had been for this very 
reason, as noted above, that the executive 
branch adopted the "constitutional proc
esses" formula. When pressed for ain indica-
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tion of what the phrase comported, Mr. Dul
les assured the committee that those words 
were used with the understanding that the 
President would come to Congress in case of 
any threat of danger-

"Unless the emergency were so great that 
prompt action was necessary to save a Vital 
interest of the United States." 
Except in that event-

"The normal process would be to act 
through Congress if it were in session, and 11 
not in session to call Congress." 

The committee ultimately resolved that it 
would serve no useful purpose to seek to de
velop the meaning of "constitutional proc
esses" beyond this statement of Mr. Dulles. 
In that connection, it is recalled that the 
committee, referring to the use of the same 
phrase in the North Atlantic Treaty, ob
served in its report: 

"The treaty in no way affects the basic 
division of authority between the President 
and the Congress as defined in the Constitu
tion. In no way does it alter the constitu
tional relationship between them. In par
ticular, it does not increase, decrease, or 
change the power of the President a.s Com
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces or 
impair the full authority of Congress to de
clare war." (Ex. Rept. No. 8, 81st Cong., 1st 
sess.). 

16. MUTUAL SECURITY ASSISTANCE 

Article II of the treaty pledges the parties 
to develop their individual and collective 
ca.pa.city to resist armed attack. By article III 
they agree to strengthen their free institu
tions and promote economic progress and so
cial well-being in their areas. 

This language directed the committee's at
tention to the relationship between the 
treaty and the Mutual Security Act of 1954 
under which $700 million was appropriated 
for expenses necessary for the support of the 
forces of nations in the area of southeast 
Asia. and for other expenditures to accom
plish the policies and purposes declared in 
the act. Development and technical assist
ance of lesser amounts were also provided in 
the act. 

In his report to the President, the Secre
tary wrote with reference to article m that 
it "does not commit the United States to any 
grant program." The committee wishes to 
confirm this assurance. The treaty places no 
moral or legal obligation on the United 
States to give vast sums of military, eco
nomic or technical assistance to nations in 
the area. The Mutual Security Act of 1954 
and future authorizations of such nature 
a.re to be presented on their own merits and 
must be justified by a judgment of the Con
gress as to what action may be in our na
tional interest at the time. 

The committee inquired into possible fu
ture aid programs. It was informed that the 
scope and nature of these programs have not 
been decided and await a report of General 
Collins on the situation in the Associated 
States of Indochina. In this connection, the 
committee invltes the attention of the Sen
ate to the following statement by the Secre
tary of State: 

"As I said at a press conference • • • the 
possibility of usefully spending vast sums of 
economic money in this area has not been 
demonstrated. 

• • • • • 
"In this part of the world the problem is 

to create something that is totally new, and 
I am inclined to think that while the prob
lem certainly needs our very best thought, 
the finding of ways and means to help is the 
most important first thing. The problem 
needs to be tackled first from that standpoint 
rather than the standpoint of first appropri
ating vast sums of money and then trying 
to think later on how it can be spent with 
advantage." 

17. OUR MILITARY COMMITMENT 

The committee, conscious of our other 
treaty obligations in the Pacific which, 1f 
the present treaty and protocol are ratified, 
will encompass 12 other nations, was con
cerned lest the United States might be over
extending itself. It raised this question with 
the Secretary of State by asking for informa
tion concerning possible plans to create local 
defensive forces in the area. For the informa
tion of the Senate, his full statement on 
that question is reprinted here. 

"It is not the policy of the United States 
to attempt to deter attack in his area by 
building up e. local force capable itself of 
defense against an all-out attack by the 
Chinese Communists if it should occur. We 
do not expect to duplicate in this area the 
pattern of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga
nization and its significant standing forces. 
That would require a diversion and commit
ment of strength which we do not think is 
either practical or desirable or necessary 
from the standpoint Of the United States. 

"We believe that our posture in that area 
should be one of having mobile striking 
power, and the ability to use that against the 
sources of aggression if it occurs. We believe 
that is more effective than if we tried to pin 
down American forces at the many points 
around the circumference of the Communist 
world in that area. 

"It may very well be that other countries 
of the area wm want to dedicate particular 
forces for the protection of the area under 
this treaty. But we made clear at Manila that 
it was not the intention of the United States 
to build up a large local force including, for 
example, United States ground troops for 
that area, but that we rely upon the de
terrent power of our mobile striking force." 

18. THE PACIFIC CHARTER 

At the same time the treaty and protocol 
were negotiated at Manila, the governments 
there represented drew up and signed a dec
laration known as the Pac1fl.c Charter. This 
was a proclamation of general principles and 
ideals by the delegates to the conference ex
pressing their deep interest in the further 
development of freedom and independence 
in the area. 

In spirit, the Pac1fl.c Charter is not unlike 
the Atlantic Charter of 1942 in which the 
postwar aims of the allied powers were set 
forth. Appealing to the "highest principles of 
justice and liberty", the delegates to the 
Manila Conference proclaimed that they 
"uphold the principle of equal rights and 
self-determination of peoples" and would 
earnestly "strive to promote self-government 
and to secure the independence of all coun
tries whose peoples desire it and are able to 
undertake its responsibllities." The charter 
proclaims further that the delegates of the 
governments represented were each prepared 
"to continue ta.king effective practical meas
ures to ensure conditions favorable to the 
orderly achievement" of these purposes. They 
stated that they would continue "to cooper
ate in the economic, social and cultural fields 
in order to promote higher living standards, 
economic progress and social well-being in 
this region"; and were determined "to pre
vent or counter • • • any attempt in the 
treaty area to subvert their freedom or to 
destroy their sovereignty or territorial in
tegrity." 

The Pacific Charter grew out of a sugges
tion by President Magsaysay of the Philip
pines who felt that Lt would be helpful t.o 
have the delegates proclaim the fundamental 
principles summarized above and the inten
tions and purposes which motivated them. It 
does not contain anything to which the 
United States has not frequently subscribed 
in past international instruments. 

By this proclamation the Asiatic peoples 
are assured of the acceptance by the delegates 
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to the conference of the common ultimate 
aim of self-determination and self-govern
ment for all areas in Asia. 

19. NEED FOR EARLY RATIFICATION 

The President transmitted the treaty and 
protocol to the senate on November 10, 1954, 
with a request for "early and favorable con
sideration." At a hearing held on November 
11, Secretary of State Dulles stressed the un
certainties in the treaty area and suggested 
that early approval by the Senate might be 
expected to promote stability in the region 
concerned. 

The need for prompt ratification remains 
urgent. On January 3, 1955, the Department 
of State announced that the Foreign Min
isters of the Southeast Asia Collective De
fense Treaty powers had agreed to meet on 
February 23 in Bangkok at the invitation of 
the Government of Thailand. The announce
ment stated tha.t--

"The purpose of the meeting will be to con
sider arrangements for the implementation of 
the Manila Treaty and to exchange views on 
matters affecting the peace and security of 
the treaty area." 

Although the proposed meeting need not 
await the entry into force of the treaty it 
would be helpful if all signatories had rati
fied by that time. The chances for this are 
good. Thailand has deposited its ratification 
and the United Kingdom, Australia and New 
Zealand have completed parliamentary ac
tion but not yet consummated the formali
ties of ratification. In France and Pakistan, 
parliamentary action is not expected to be 
necessary. The Republic of the Ph1lippines 
expects 1x> consider the treaty shortly after 
its Congre~s reconvenes on January 24. 

More important than the technical desir
ab1lity of bringing the treaty into force by 
the February 23 meeting would be the psy
chological impact of prompt action. It would 
demonstrate to the nations of South Asia 
the seriousness of our purposes and inten
tions. Such a show of unity would also but
tress the conviction of the treaty powers that 
they can work harmoniously together on 
problems affecting the southeast Asia area. 

The general exposure of the area to the 
threat of communism, both internal and ex
ternal, makes it doubly import.e.nt and urgent 
that we and our partners to this treaty dis
cuss measures for giving early effect to its 
provisions. 

20. CONCLUSIONS 

It is the committee's view that the Manila. 
pact constitutes a considerable accomplish
ment in bringing together a group of eight 
countries of divergent religious, racial and 
political backgrounds, in a common resolve 
to defend their freedom against the menace 
of international communism. By strengthen
ing that resolve the United States will make 
a substantial contribution to the preserva
tion of free governments and to the defense 
of its own security. 

The principle underlying this treaty ls that 
advance notice of our intentions and the 
intentions of the nations associated with us 
may serve to deter potential aggressors from 
reckless action that could plunge the Pa.ctilc 
into war. To that end, the treaty makes it 
clear that the United States will not remain 
indifferent to conduct threatening the peace 
of Southeast Asia. 

Until now, our protective system in the 
Pacific area has been predicated upon a group 
of treaties of a bilateral and trilateral char
acter. The Southeast Asia treaty is a. long 
step toward a more comprehensive, collective 
security arrangement which has been re
garded as desirable by the administration and 
the committee. 

The committee ls not impervious to the 
risks which this treaty entails. It fully ap
preciates that acceptance of these additional 
obligations commits the United States to a 
course of action over a vast expanse o! the 

Pacific. Yet these risks are consistent with 
our own highest interests. There a.re greater 
hazards in not advising a potential enemy of 
what he can expect of us, and in failing to 
disabuse him of assumptions which might 
lead to a miscalculation of our intentions. 

For these reasons, the Committee on For
eign Relations urges the Senate to give its 
advise and consent to the ratification of this 
treaty. 

.APPENDIX: SOUTHEAST ASIA COLLECTIVE 
DEFENSE TREATY 

The Parties to this Treaty, 
Recognizing the sovereign equality of all 

Parties, 
Reiterating their faith in the purposes and 

principles set forth in the Charter of the 
United Nations and their desire to live in 
peace with all peoples and all governments, 

Reaffirming that, in accordance With the 
Charter of the United Nations, they uphold 
the principle of equa.l rights and self-deter
mination of peoples, and declaring that they 
will earnestly strive by every peaceful means 
to promote self-government and to secure the 
independence of all countries whose peoples 
desire it and a.re able to undertake its respon
sibilities, 

Desiring to strengthen the fabric of peace 
and freedom and to uphold the principles of 
democracy, individual liberty and the rule of 
law, and to promote the economic well-being 
and development of all peoples in the treaty 
area, 

Intending to declare publicly and formally 
their sense of unity, so that any potential ag
gressor will appreciate that the Parties stand 
together in the area., and 

Desiring further to coordinate their ef
forts for collective defense for the preserva
tion of peace and security, 

Therefore agree as follows: 
ARTICLE I 

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the 
Charter of the United Nations, to settle any 
international disputes in which they may be 
involved by peaceful means in such a manner 
that international peace and security and 
justice are not endangered, and to refraJ.n in 
their international relations from the thea.t 
or use of force in any manner inconsistent 
with the purposes of the Unitell Nations. 

ARTICLE ;II 

In order more effectively to achieve the ob
jectives of this Treaty the Parties, separately 
and jointly, by means of continuous and ef
fective self-help and mutual aid will main
tain and develop their individual and collec
tive capacity to resist armed attack and to 
prevent and counter subversive activities di
rected from without against their territorial 
integrity and political stability. 

ARTICLE llI 

The Parties undertake to strengthen their 
free institutions and to cooperate with one 
another in the further development of eco
nomic measures, including technical assist
ance, designed both to promote economic 
progress and social well-being and to further 
the individual and collective etrorts of gov
ernments toward these ends. 

ARTICLE IV 

1. Ea.ch Party recognizes that aggression 
by means of armed attack in the treaty area 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by unani
mous agreement may hereafter designate, 
would endanger its own peace and safety, and 
agrees that it will in that event a.ct to meet 
the common danger in accordance with its 
constitutional processes. Measures taken un
der this para.graph shall be immediately re
ported to the Security Council of the United 
Nations. 

2. If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, 
the inviolability or the integrity of the ter
ritory or the sovereignty or political inde-

pendence of any Party in the treaty area or 
of any other State or territory to which the 
provisions of para.graph 1 of this Article from 
time to time apply is threatened in any way 
other than by armed attack or is affected or 
threatened by any fa.ct or situation which 
might endanger the peace of the area., the 
Parties shall consult immediately in order to 
agree on the measures which should be ta.ken 
for the common defense. 

3. It is understood that no action on the 
territory of any State designated by unani
mous agreement under paragraph 1 of this 
Article or on any territory so designated shall 
be ta.ken except at the invitation or with the 
consent of the government concerned. 

ARTICLE V 

The Parties hereby establish a Council, on 
which each of them shall be represented, to 
consider matters concerning the implemen
tation of this Treaty. The Council shall pro
vide for consultation with regard to military 
and any other planning as the situation ob
taining in the treaty area may from time to 
time require. The Council shall be so orga
nized as to be able to meet at any time. 

ARTICLE VI 

This Treaty does not affect and shall not 
be interpreted as affecting in any way the 
rights and obligations of any of the Parties 
under the Charter of the United Nations or 
the responsibility of the United Nations for 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security. Each Party declares that none of the 
international engagements now in force be
tween it and any other of the Parties or any 
third party is in conflict with the provisions 
of this Treaty, and undertakes not to enter 
into any international engagement in con
flict with this Treaty. 

ARTICLE vn 
Any other State in a position to further 

the objectives of this Treaty and to contrib
ute to the security of the area m ay, b y unan
imous agreement of the Parties, be invited 
to accede to this Treaty. Any State so invited 
may become a Party to the Treaty by depos
iting its instrument of accession with the 
Government of the Republic of the Philip
pines. The Government of the Republic of 
the Philippines shall inform each of the 
Parties of the deposit of each such lnstru
men t of accession. 

ARTICLE VllI 

As used in this Treaty, the "treaty area" 
ls the general area of Southeast Asia, includ
ing also the entire territories of the Asian 
Parties, and the general area of the South
west Pacific not including the Pacific area 
north of 21 degrees 30 minutes north lati
tude. The Parties may, by unanimous agree
ment, a.mend this Article to include within 
the treaty area the territory of any State 
acceding to this Treaty in accordance with 
Article VII or otherwise to change the treaty 
area. 

ARTICLE IX 

1. This Treaty shall be deposited in the 
archives of the Government of the Republic 
of the Philippines. Duly certified copies 
thereof shall be transmitted by that govern
ment to the other signatories. 

2. The Treaty shall be ratified and its pro
visions carried out by the Parties in accord
ance with their respective constitutional pro
cesses. The instruments of ratification shall 
be deposited as soon as possible with the 
Government of the Republic of the Phlllp
pines, which shall notify all of the other 
signatories of such deposit. 

3. The Treaty shall enter into force be
tween the States which have ratified it as 
soon as the instruments of ratification of a 
majority of the signatories shall have been 
deposited, and shall come into effect with 
respect to ea.ch other State on the date of the 
deposit of its instrument of ratification. 
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ARTICLE X 

This Treaty shall remain in force indefi
nitely, but any Party may cease to be a Party 
one year after its notice of denunciation has 
been given to the Government of the Re
public of the Philippines, which shall inform 
the Governments of the other Parties of the 
deposit of each notice of denunciation. 

ARTICLE XI 

The English text of this Treaty is binding 
on the Parties, but when the Parties have 
agreed to the French text thereof and have 
so notified the Government of the Republic 
of the Ph111ppines, the French text shall be 
equally authentic and binding on the Parties. 

UNDERSTANDING OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 

The United States of America in executing 
the present Treaty does so with the under
standing that its recognition of the effect of 
aggression and armed attack and its agree
ment with reference thereto in Article IV, 
paragraph 1, apply only to communist aggres
sion but affirms that in the event of other 
aggression or armed attack it will consult 
under the provisions of Article IV, paragraph 
2. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned Pleni
potentiaries have signed this Treaty. 

Done at Manila, this eighth day of Sep
tember, 1954. 

For Australia: 
R. G. CASEY 

For France: 
G. LA CHAMBRE 

For New Zealand: 
CLIFTON WEBB 

For Pakistan: 
Signed for transmission to my Govern

ment for its consideration and action in ac
cordance with the Constitution of Pakistan. 

ZAFRULLA KHAN 
For the Republic o'f the Philippines: 

CARLOS P. GARCIA 
FRANCISCO A. DELGADO 
TOMAS L. CABILI 
LORENZO M. TAN ADA 

CORNELIO T. VILL-4..REAL 
For the Kingdom of Thailand: 

WAN WAITHAYAKON KROMMUN 
NARADHIP BONGSPRABANDH 

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland: 

READING 
For the United States of America: 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH 
MICHAEL J . MANSFIELD 

I CERTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true copy 
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty concluded and signed in the English 
language at Manila, on September 8, 1954, 
the signed original of which is deposited in 
the archives of the Government of the Re
public of the Philippines. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I, RAUL S. MAN
GLAPUS, Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of 
the Republic of the Philippines, have here
unto set my hand and caused the seal of the 
Department of Foreign Affairs to be affixed at 
the City of Manila, this 14th day of Octo
ber, 1954. 

[SEAL] Rauls. Manglapus 
RAUL S. MANGLAPUS, 

Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs. 

PROTOCOL TO THE SoUTHEAST AsIA COLLEC
TIVE DEFENSE TREATY: DESIGNATION OF 
STATES AND TERRITORY AS TO WHICH PRO
VISIONS OF ARTICLE IV AND ARTICLE Ill ARE 
To BE APPLICABLE 
The Parties to the Southeast Asia Collec

tive Defense Treaty unanimously designate 
for the purposes of Article IV of the Treaty 
the States of C&mbodJa and Laos and the 
free territory under the jurisdiction of the 
State of Vietnam. 

The Parties further agree that the above 
mentioned states and territory shall be eligi
ble in respect of the economic measures con
templated by Article m. 

This Protocol shall enter into force simul
taneously with the coming into force of the 
Treaty. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned 
Plenipotentiaries have signed this Protocol 
to the Southeast Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty. 

Done at Manila, this eighth day of Sep
tember, 1954. 

For Australia: 
R. G. CASEY 

For France: 
G. LA CHAMBRE 

For New Zealand: 
CLIFTON WEBB 

For Pakistan: 
Signed for transmission to my Government 

for its consideration and action in accordance 
with the Constitution of Pakistan. 

ZAFRULLA KHAN 
For the Republic of the Philippines: 

CARLOS P. GARCIA 
FRANCISCO A. DELGADO 
TOMAS L. CABILI 
LORENZO M. TANADA 
CORNELIO T. VILLAREAL 

For the Kingdom of Thailand: 
WAN WAITHAYAKON KROMMUN NARAD

HIP BONGSPRABANDH 
For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland: 
READING 

For the United States of America: 
JOHN FOSTER DULLES 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH 
MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD 

I CERTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true copy 
of the Protocol to the Southeast Asia Collec
tive Defense Treaty concluded and signed in 
the English language at Manila, on Septem
ber 8, 1954, the signed original of which is 
deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the Republic of the Philippines. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, l RAUL S. MAN
GLAPUS, Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs o! 
the Republic of the Philippines, have here
unto set my hand and caused the seal of the 
Department of Foreign Affairs to be affixed at 
the City of Manila, this 14th day of October, 
1954. 

[SEAL] Raul S. Manglapus 
RAUL S. MANGLAPUS, 

Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs. 

[ 4. President Johnson's message to Congress 
on the Tonkin Gulf resolution] 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE 
(On August 4 and 6 the President con

sulted with congressional leaders, both be
fore and after the limited military retalia
tion directed against North Vietnam. On 
August 6, 1964, he sent the followtng mes
sage to Congress:) 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Last night I announced to the American 
people that the North Vietnamese regime bad 
conducted further deliberate attacks against 
U.S. naval vessels operating ln international 
waters, and that I had therefore directed air 
action against gunboats and supporting facil
ities used in these hostile operations. This air 
action has now been carried out with sub
stantial damage to the boats and fac111tles. 
Two U.S. aircraft were lost in the action. 

After consultation with the leaders of both 
parties in the Congress, I further announced 
a decision to ask the Congress for a resolu
tion expressing the unity and determination 
of the United States in supporting freedom 
and in protecting peace in southeast Asia. 

These latest actions of the North Vietnam
ese regime have given a new and grave turn 
to the already serious situation 1n southeast 
Asia. our commitments in that area are well 
known to the Congress. They were first made 

in 1954 by President Eisenhower. They were 
further defined in the Southeast Asia Col
lective Defense Treaty approved by the Sen
ate in February 1956. 

This treaty with its accompanying protocol 
obligaites the United States and other mem
bers to act in accordance with their con
stitutional processes to meet Communist ag
gression against any of the parties or protocol 
states. 

Our policy in southeast Asia has been con
sistent and unchanged since 1954. I sum
marized it on June 2 in four simple proposi
tions: 

1. America keeps her word. Here as else
where, we must and shall honor our com
mitments. 

2. The issue is the future of southeast Asia 
as a whole. A threat to any nation in that 
region is a threat to all, and a threat to us. 

3. Our purpose is peace. We have no mili
tary, political, or territorial ambitions in 
the area. 

4. This ls not Just a jungle war, but a 
struggle for freedom on every front of human 
activity. Our military and economic assist
ance to South Vietnam and Laos in par
ticular has the purpose of helping these 
countries to repel aggression and st rengt hen 
their independence. 

The threat to the free nat ions of southeast 
Asia has long been clear. The North Vietnam
ese regime has constantly sought t o ta.ke over 
South Vietnam and Laos. This Communist 
regime has violated the Geneva accords for 
Vietnam. It bas systemat ically conducted a 
campaign of subversion, which includes tbe 
direction, training, and supply of personnel 
and arms for the conduct of guerrilla war
fare in South Vietnamese territory. In Laos, 
t he North Vietnamese regime has maintained 
military forces, used Laotian territory for in
filtration into South Vietnam, and most re
cently carried out combat operat ions-all in 
direct violation of the Geneva agreements 
of 1962. 

In recent months, the actions of the Nort h 
Vietnamese regime have become steadily more 
threatening. In May, following new acts of 
Communist aggression in Laos, the United 
States undertook reconnaissance flights over 
Laotian territory, at the request of the Gov
ernment of Laos. These flights had the essen
tial mission of determining the situation in 
territory where Communist forces were pre
venting inspection by the International Con
trol Commission. When the Communists at
tacked these aircraft, I responded by furnish
ing escort fighters with instructions to fire 
when fired upon. Thus, these latest North 
Vietnamese attacks on our naval vessels are 
not the first direct attack on Armed Forces 
of the United States. 

As President of the United States I have 
concluded that I should now ask the Con
gress, on its part, to Join in affirming the 
national determination that all such attacks 
will be met, and that the United States will 
continue in its basic policy of assisting the 
free nations of the area to defend their 
freedom. 

As I have repeatedly made clear, the United 
States intends no rashness, and seeks no 
wider war. We must make it clear to all that 
the United States is united in its determina
tion to bring about the end of Communist 
subversion and aggression in the area. We 
seek the full and effective restoration of the 
international agreements signed in Geneva. in 
1954, with respect to South Vietnam, and 
again at Geneva in 1962, with respect to Laos. 

I recommend a resolution expressing the 
support of the Congress for all necessary ac
tion to protect our Armed Forces and to 
assist nations covered by the SEATO Treaty. 
At the same time, I assure the Congress that 
we shall continue readily to explore any ave
nues of political solution that will effectively 
guarantee the removal of Communist sub-



23740 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 10, 1970 
version and the preservation of the inde
pendence of the nations of the area.. 

The resolution could well be based upon 
similar resolutions enacted by the Congress 
in the pa.st--to meet the threat to Formosa. 
in 1955, to meet the threat to the Middle East 
in 1957, and to meet the threat in Cuba in 
1962. It could state in the simplest terms the 
resolve a.and support of the Congress for 
action to deal appropriately with attacks 
against our Armed Forces and to defend free
dom and preserve peace in southeast Asia. in 
accordance with the obligations of the United 
States under the Southeast Asia. Treaty. I 
urge the Congress to enact such a. resolution 
promptly a.nd thus to give convincing evi
dence to the aggressive Communist nations, 
and to the world a.s a. whole, that our policy 
in southeast Asia. will be carried forward
and that the peace and security of the area. 
will be preserved. 

The events of this week would in any event 
have made the passage of a congressional 
resolution essential. But there is an addi
tional reason for doing so a.t a time when 
we a.re entering on 3 months of political 
campaigning. Hostile nations must under
stand that in such a period the United States 
Will continue to protect its national interests, 
a.nd that in these matters there is no divi
sion among us. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 5, 1964. 

( 5. Excerpts from the report of the Foreign 
Relations Committee on the Tonkin Gui! 
resolution] 

REPORT 

(To accompany S.J. Res.189) 
The Committee on Foreign Relations and 

the Oommittee on Armed services, herein
after referred to as the "Joint committee," 
having had under consideration Senate 
Joint Resolution 189 supporting the Presi
dent's determination to repel any armed at
tack against U.S. forces in southeast Asia 
and to prevent further Communist attacks, 
report the resolution favorably and recom
mend that it be passed by the Senate. 

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION 

The basic purpose of this resolution is to 
make it clear that the Congress approves the 
actions taken by the President to meet the 
attack on U.S. forces in southeast Asia. by 
the Communist regime in North Vietnam. 
Full support by the Congress also is declared 
for the resolute policy enunciated by the 
President in order to prevent further ag
gression, or to retaliate With suitable meas
ures should such aggression take place. 

BACKGROUND 

It should be stressed that the current con
filct in the area of the Gulf of Tonkin oc
curs against the backdrop of a. Communist
directed military and subversive offensive 
which has been sustained with little real in
terruption since 1946. In that year France 
resumed titular control over what was then 
Indochina. from the Japanese wartime occu
pation and by year's end wa.s under guerrilla. 
attack by the Comunist-tra.ined and sup
ported Vietminh under the leadership of Ho 
Chi-minh. The latter organization gained 
much support throughout Indochina by rea
son of its ability to pose as a nationalist 
movement dedicated to ousting a colonial 
regime; few of the Indochinese rural areas 
were left untouched by Vietminh infiltra
tion. For almost 8 years the French, at great 
cost-mitigated by a.bout $2.5 billion of U.S. 
aid-fought what has been described as "the 
longest war of the 20th Century," until the 
disaster at Dien Bien Phu in May of 1954 
led France to submit to armistice proposals 
to the Geneva Conference convened the pre
vious month to discuss Korea a.nd "peace in 
Indochina." 

The Geneva armistice agreements, signed 
on July 21, 1954, theoretically ended the war 
between French Union forces a.nd the Viet
minh in Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam, which 
were to become fully independent countries. 
with the last-named partitioned near the 
17th parallel into two states pending re
unification through "free elections." Yet 
the day after signature President Ho Chi
minh of North Vietnam was calling for a 
"continuation of the struggle." As Sena.tor 
Mansfield noted after his visit to the area. 
in September of that year: 

"Vietminh sympathizers are to be found 
throughout that region [South Vietnam] 
and it is likely that their number is grow
ing. It must also be presumed that Viet
minh activists are being left behind as 
the Vietminh withdraw their regular 
forces• • •." 

Such proved to be the case: there was 
scarcely any break in the long process of 
Communist-inspired subversion aimed a.t 
encouraging chaotic conditions in South 
Vietnam. This activity in itself constituted 
a violation of the intent of the Geneva. 
agreements, although one difficult to de
tect a.nd virtually impossible to document 
satisfactorily. 

Since that time, the North Vietnamese 
campaign against the South has increased 
in scope and tempo. It has added a new 
dimension to tradi tiona.l concepts of warfare 
and aggression-the dimension of subversion 
a.nd terror on a planned, centrally directed, 
a.nd coordinated basis. This new kind of 
aggression is not symbolized by armies 
marching a.cross frontiers with bands play
ing and flags waving. But it is no less out
rageous international behavior. 

Another point should be made here. Of 
the participants at Geneva, South Vietnam 
and the United States alone did not sign the 
agreements (the other participants and sig
natories- were the United Kingdom, the 
U.S.S.R., France, Communist China., Laos, 
Cambodia, a.nd North Vietnam). South Viet
nam merely declared its intention to seek 
peace through all means, and "• • • not to 
use force to resist the procedures for carry
ing the cease-fire into effect, although it 
deeins them to be inconsistent with the 
will of the nation • * *" 

The United States noted that it would not 
Join in an arrangement which could have the 
effect of denying self-determination to the 
Vietnamese people. It nevertheless declared 
that--

.. (1) it Will refrain from the threat or the 
use of force to disturb them [the agree
ments]. in accordance With article 2(4) of 
the Charter of the United Nations dealing 
with the obligation of members to refrain 
in their international relations from the 
threat or use of f'orce; and (11) it would 
view any renewal of the aggression in vio
lation of the aforesaid agreements with grave 
concern and as seriously threatening inter
na. tiona.l peace and security." 

At the beginning of 1955 the United States 
began to fill the vacuum in the area created 
by the general but somewhat halting with
drawal of France from Vietnam. U.S. assist
ance was directly provided to South Viet
nam, rather than through the French, and 
a small number of American military ad
visers took over the training of the Viet
namese Army from France. 

At the same time, the Southeast Asia Col
lective Defense Treaty 1 came into eff'ect--on 
February 19, 1955. This pact, described as a 
"comprehensive system of regional security 
in the Pacific area," was envisaged by the 

1 The SEATO members a.re Australia., 
France, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philip
pines, Thailand, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States. 

United States several years before its cre
ation, but wa.s especially sought by Presi
dent Eisenhower and Secretary of State 
Dulles in March of 1954. In the words of the 
latter: 

"The President and I had hoped that unity 
could be forged in time to strengthen the 
negotiating position of the free nations dur
ing the Indochina. phase of the Geneva Con
ference. However, this proved impracticable. 

"The Geneva. outcome did, however, con
firm the need for unity." 

The deliberations which followed in sep
tember resulted in two particularly signifi
cant actions for the purposes of committee 
consideration of senate Joint Resolution 189. 
First, an "Understanding of the United 
States of America" was made a. part of the 
treaty to record the fact that this country 
would only take measures to meet military 
attack on a treaty member if it were Com
munist aggression, although it would follow 
the consultation process in other circum
stances. Second, a. protocol wa.s added to the 
treaty to provide that Cambodia., Laos, and 
"the free territory under the jurisdiction of 
the State of Vietnam" would be covered by 
treaty articles III and IV; these read as 
follows: 

"ARTICLE In 

"The Parties undertake to strengthen their 
free institutions and to cooperate with one 
another in the further development of eco
nomic measures, including technical assist
ance, designed both to promote economic 
progress a.nd social well-being and to further 
the individual a.nd collective efforts of gov
ernments toward these ends. 

"ARTICLE IV 

"l. Each Party recognizes that aggression 
by means of armed attack in the treaty area. 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by unan
imous agreement may hereafter designate, 
would endanger its own peace and safety, and 
agree that it Will in that event act to meet 
the common danger in accordance With its 
constitutional processes. Measures ta.ken 
under this paragraph shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations. 

"2. If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, 
the inviolability or the integrity of the ter
ritory or the sovereignty or political inde
pendence of a.ny Party in the treaty area or 
of a.ny other State or territory to which the 
provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article from 
time to time apply is threatened in any way 
other than by armed attack or ls affected or 
threatened by any fact or situation which 
might endanger the peace of the area, the 
Parties shall consult immediately in order 
to agree on the measures which should be 
taken for the common defense. 

"3. It is understood that no action on the 
territory of any State designated by unani
mous agreement under paragraph 1 of this 
Article or on any territory so designated shall 
be taken except at the invitation or With 
the consent of the government concerned." 

The period from 1955 to 1957 saw the 
South Vietnamese Government struggling 
valiantly under President Diem's leadership 
to create order out of near chaos. A substan
tial a.mount of progress was achieved, and it 
probably was a measure of that success that 
large-scale Communist guerrilla. attacks be
gan to occur at the beginning of 1958, reflect
ing a. steady increase in such armed activity 
since Diem's visit to the United States in 
mid-1957 and the promise of continued help 
against communism. By 1960, North Vietnam 
was abandoning any subterfuge and was pro
claiming itself the "revolutionary base" for 
the attacks on the South. It was in this con
text that the United States a.greed to the 
South Vietnamese Government's request for 
increased assistance. Such a.id has continu-
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ously expanded since that time, in large 
measure scaled to keep pace with the height
ened North Vietnamese contributions to the 
guerrilla war. Some decrease or suspension of 
assistance took place in connection with 
the developments surrounding the fall of 
the Diem government in November 1963, but 
was resumed shortly thereafter. Just as North 
Vietnam's open involvement in the war has 
reached new levels, so has the U.S. provision 
of aid to the government of Maj. Gen. Ngu
yen Khanh formed last February. This aid 
has always been entirely defensive in charac
ter and the United States has taken no action 
outside the territory of South Vietnam. 

CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS 

It is against this background that the un
provoked attacks by North Vietnam on U.S. 
forces in international waters must be as
sessed. The joint committee believes that the 
oest means of describing these events is by 
quoting from the presentation of Ambassador 
Adlai E. Stevenson to the U.N. Security 
Council, convened a.t our request on August 
5: 

"At 8:08 a.m. Greenwich meridian time, 
August 2, 1964, the U.S. destroyer Maddox 
was on routine patrol in international wa
ters in the Gulf of Tonkin, proceeding in a 
southeasterly direction away from the coast 
a.bout 30 miles at sea from the mainland of 
North Vietnam. 

"WARNING SHOTS FmED 

"The Maddox was approached by three 
high-speed North Vietnamese torpedo boats 
in attack formation. When it was evident 
that these torpedo boats intended to take 
offensive action, the Maddox, in accordance 
with naval practice, fired three warning shots 
a.cross the bows of the approaching v~els. 

"At approximately the same time, the air
craft carrier Ticonderoga, which was also in 
international waters and had been alerted 
to the impending attack, sent out four air
craft to provide cover for the Maddox, the 
pilots being under orders not to fire unless 
they or the Maddox was fired upon first. 

"Two of the attacking craft fired torpedoes 
which the Maddox evaded by changing 
course. All three attacking vessels directed 
machinegun fire a.t the Maddox. One of the 
attacking vessels approached for close at
tack and was struck by fire from the Maddox. 
After the attack was broken off, the Maddox 
continued on a southerly course in inter
national waters. 

"Now, Mr. President, clearly this was a 
deliberate armed attack a.gs.inst a. naval unit 
o! the U.S. Government on patrol in the high 
sea.s---a.lmost 30 miles off the ma.inland. 

"HASTY RESPONSE AVOIDED 

"Nevertheless, my Government did its ut
most to minimize the explosive potential of 
this flagrant attack in the hopes that this 
might be an isolated or unca.Iculated action. 
There was local defensive fire. The United 
States was not drawn into ha.sty response. 

"On August 3, the United States took steps 
to convey to the Hanoi regime a note calling 
attention to this aggression, stating that U.S. 
ships would continue to operate freely on the 
high seas in accordance with the rlght.s guar
anteed by international law, and warning 
the authorities in Hanoi of the 'grave con
sequences which would inevitably result from 
any further unprovoked offensive m111ta.ry 
action against U.S. forces.' 

"This notification was in accordance with 
the provisions of the Geneva accords. 

"Our hope that this was an isolated in
cident did not last long. At 2 :35 p.m. Green
wich time, August 4, when it was nighttime 
in the Gulf of Tonkin, the destroyers Mad
dox and C. Turner Joy were again subjected 
to an armed attack by an undetermined 
number of motor torpedo boats of the North 
Vietnamese Navy. 

"This time the American vessels were 65 
miles from the shore, twice as far out on 
the high seas as on the occasion of the previ
ous attack. This time, numerous torpedoes 
were fired. The attack lasted for over 2 
hours. 

"NO 'SHADOW OF DOUBT' 

"There no longer could be any shadow of 
doubt that this was planned deliberate mili
tary aggression againSt vessels lawfully 
present in international waters. One could 
only conclude that this was the work of 
authorities dedicated to the use of force to 
achieve their objectives regardless of the 
consequences. 

"My Government therefore determined to 
take positive but limited relevant measures 
to secure its naval units against further ag
gression. Last night aerial strikes were thus 
carried out against boats and their support 
facilities. 

"This action was limited in scale, its only 
targets being the weapons and the facilities 
against which we had been forced to defend 
ourselves. 

"Now, Mr. President, gentlemen, it is our 
fervent hope that the point has now been 
made that acts of armed aggression are not 
to be tolerated in the Gulf of Tonkin any 
more than they are to be tolerated any
where else." 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE 

On August 4 and 5 the President consulted 
with congressional leaders, both before and 
after the limited military retaliation di
rected against North Vietnam. On August 5, 
1964, he sent the following message to Con
gress: 

"To the Congress of the United States: 
"Last night I announced to the American 

people that the North Vietnamese regime 
had conducted further deliberate attacks 
a.gs.inst U.S. naval vessels operaiting in inter
national waters, and that I had therefore 
directed air action against gunboats and sup
porting fac11ities used in these hostile op
erations. This air action has now been car
ried out with substantial damage to the 
boats and fac11ities. Two U.S. airoraft were 
lost in the action. 

"After consultation with the leaders of 
both parties in the Congress, I further an
nounced a decision to ask the Congress for a 
resolution expressing the unity and determi
nation of the United States in supporting 
freedom and in protecting peace in south
east Asia. 

"These latest actions of the North Viet
namese regime have given a new a.nd grave 
turn to the already serious situation in 
southeast Asia. Our commitments in that 
area a.re well known to the Congress. They 
were first made in 1954 by President Eisen
hower. They were further defined in the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty ap
proved by the Senate in February 1955. 

"This treaty with its accompanying proto
col obligates the United States and other 
members to act in accordance with their 
constitutional processes to meet Communist 
aggression against any of the parties or pro
tocol states. 

"Our policy in southeast Asia has been 
consistent and unchanged since 1954. I sum
marized it on June 2 in four simple propo
sitions: 

"1. America keeps her word. Here a.s else
where, we must and shall honor our com
mitments. 

"2. The issue is the future of southeast 
Asia as a whole. A threalt to any nation in 
that region is a threat to an, and a threat 
to us. 

"3. Our purpose is peace. We have no mm
tary, political, or territorial ambitions in the 
area. 

"4. This is not Just a jungle war, but a 
struggle for freedom on every front of human 
activity. Our military and economic assist
ance to South Vietnam and Laos in particu
lar has the purpose of helping these coun
tries to repel aggression and strengthen their 
independence. 

"The threat to the free nations of south
east Asia has long been clear. The North 
Vietnamese regime has constantly sought to 
take over South Vietnam and Laos. This 
Communist regime has violated the Geneva 
accords for Vietnam. It has systematically 
conducted a campaign of subversion, which 
includes the direction, training, and supply 
of personnel and arms for the conduct of 
guerrilla warfare in South Vietnamese terri
tory. In Laos, the North Vietnamese regime 
ha.s maintained military forces, used Laotian 
territory for infiltration into South Vietnam, 
and most recently carried out combat oper
ations-all in direct violation of the Geneva 
agreements of 1962. 

"In recent months, the actions of the 
North Vietnamese regime have become 
steadly more threatening. In May following 
new acts of Communist aggression in Laos, 
the United States undertook reconnaissance 
flights over Laotian territory, at the request 
of the Government of Laos. These flights had 
the essential mission of determining the 
situation in territory where Communist 
forces were preventing inspection by the 
International Control Commission. When the 
Communists attacked these aircraft, I re
sponded by furnishing escort fighters with 
instructions to fire when fired upon. Thus, 
these latest North Vietnamese attacks on our 
naval vessels are not the first direct attack 
on Armed Forces of the United States. 

"As President of the United States I have 
concluded that I should now ask the Con
gress, on its part, to join in affirming the na
tional determination that all such attacks 
will be met, and that the United Staites will 
continue in its basic policy of assisting the 
free nations of the area to defend their free
dom. 

"As I have repeatedly made clear, the 
United States intends no rashness, and seeks 
no wider war. We must make it clear to a.11 
that the United States is united in its de
termination to bring about the end of Com
munist subversion and aggression in the 
area. We seek the full and effective restora
tion of the international agreements signed 
in Geneva in 1954, with respect to South 
Vietnam, and again at Geneva in 1962, with 
respect to Laos. 

"I recommend a resolution expressing the 
support of the Congress for all necessary ac
tion to protect our Armed Forces and to 
assist nations covered by the SEATO Treaty. 
At the same time, I assure the Congress that 
we shall continue readily to explore any 
avenues of political solution that will ef
fectively guarantee the removal of Com
munist subversion and the preservation of 
the independence of the nations of the area. 

"The resolution could well be based upon 
similar resolutions enacted by the Congress 
in the past-to meet the threat to Formosa 
in 1955, to meet the threat to the Middle East 
in 1957, and to meet the threat to Cuba in 
1962. It could state in the simplest terms 
the resolve and support of the Congress for 
action to deal appropriately with attacks 
against our Armed Forces and to defend free
dom and preserve peace in southeast Asia in 
aocoroance with the obligations of the 
United States under the Southeast Asta. 
Treaty. I urge the Congress to enact such 
a resolution promptly and thus to give con
vincing evidence to the aggressive Commu
nist nations, and to the world as a whole, 
that our policy in southeast Asia will be 
carried forward-and that the peace and 
security of the area will be preserved. 
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"The events of this week would in any 

event have made the passage of a congres
sional resolution essential. But there is an 
additional reason for doing so at a time 
when we are entering on 3 months of polit
ical campaigning. Hostile nations must un
derstand that in such a period the United 
States will continue to protect its national 
interests, and that in these matters there ls 
n o d ivision among us. 

"LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 

"THE WHITE HousE, August 5, 1964." 
COMMITTEE ACTION 

The President's message and Senate Joint 
Resolution 189, introduced by Senator Ful
bright (for himslf and Senator Hickenlooper, 
Senator Russell, and Senator Saltonstall) to 
give effect to the Presidential recommenda
tions, b y unanimous consent were referred 
jointly to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions and the Committee on Armed Services. 
During the morning of August 6 the joint 
commit tee, with Senator Fulbright presid
ing in executive session, heard Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk, Secretary of Defense Rob
ert McNamara, and Gen. Earle Wheeler, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

After receiving the testimony the joint 
committee voted 31 to 1 to report the reso
lution favorably without amendment. 

SCOPE OF THE RESOLUTION 

Senate Joint Resolution 189 ls patterned 
quite closely upon precedents afforded by 
similar resolut ions: the Formosa. resolution 
of 1955, the Middle East reslution of 1957, 
and the Cuba resolution of 1962. 

The phrasing in section 2, "in accordance 
with its obligations under the Southeast 
Asia Collective Defense Treaty," compre
hends the understanding in that treaty that 
the U.S. response in the context of article 
IV ( 1) is confined to Communist aggression. 
It should also be pointed out that U.S. assist
ance, as comprehended by section 2, will 
be furnished only on request and only to a 
signatory or a state covered by the protocol 
to the SEATO Treaty. The protocol states are 
Laos, Cambodia, and South Vietnam. 

The language in section 8, which governs 
the termination of the resolution, combines 
the relevant provisions of the Formosa and 
Middle East resolutions. 

JOINT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

With only one dissenting vote, the joint 
committee endorsed the resolution and rec
ommended its adoption by the Senate. Mem
bers of the committee expressed approval 
of the handling of the crisis in southeast 
Asia by the President and the Secretaries of 
State and Defense, by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and by U.S. naval forces in the area 
of Vietnam. 

On the basis of testimony subinitted by 
the Secretaries of State and Defense and 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
the committee was satisfied that the de
cision of the President to retaliate against 
the North Vietnamese gunboat attacks was 
both soundly conceived and skillfully exe
cuted. In the circumstances, the United 
States could not have done less and should 
not have done more. 

[ 6. Statement by Secretary Rusk before the 
Joint Hearing of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee and The Senate Armed 
Services Committee in connection with 
the Tonkin Gulf Resolution] 

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF STATE DEAN 
RUSK 

Chairman Fulbright, Chairman Russell, 
and members of the committees, I appear 
before you in support of the Joint Congres
sional Resolution on Southeast Asia now be
fore your committees. If the committees are 
agreeable, I shall proceed by explaining the 
purpose of the Resolution. Secretary Mc-

Namara will then describe to you the re
cent attacks on our naval vessels and the 
U.S. response thereto. I would then propose 
to conclude by going over the text of the 
Resolution itself and discussing its meaning 
and scope. 

The immediate occasion for this Resolution 
is of course the North Vietnamese attacks 
on our naval vessels, operating in interna
tional waters in the Gulf of Tonkin, on Au
gust 2nd and August 4th. 

However, it is obvious that these attacks 
were not an isolated event but are related di
rectly to the aggressive posture of North Viet
nam and to the policy that the United States 
has been pursuing in assisting the free na
tions of Southeast Asia and particularly 
South Vietnam and Laos, to defend them
selves against Communist aggression, and 
thus to preserve the peace of the area. 

When Indochina was divided and the in
dependent states of South Vietnam, Laos, and 
Cambodia were created under the condi
tions of the Genevaa Accords of 1954, it was 
at once clear that in the face of the North 
Vietnamese threat South Vietnam and Laos 
could not maintain their independence with
out outside assistance. The Government of 
South Vietnam turned to the United States 
for such assistance, and President Eisen
hower in December 1954 made the decision 
that it should be furnished, stating that 
our purpose was to "assist the Government 
of Vietnam in developing and maintaining 
a strong, viable state, capable of resisting at
tempted subversion or aggression through 
military means." 

In the fall of 1954, Secretary Dulles ne
gotiated, and the Senate in early 1955 con
sented to, the Southeast Asia Collective De
fense Treaty, sometimes known as the Ma
nila Pact. This treaty provided for the col
lective defense of the parties to this treaty
Thailand, the Philippines, Australia, New 
Zealand, Pakistan, the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and France. It provided 
further that the protection of the treaty 
should extend, under an annexed protocol, to 
the territory of South Vietnam and to Laos 
and Cambodia. 

I do not need to review for you the sub
sequent history of North Vietnamese efforts 
to subvert and conquer South Vietnam and 
to do the same in Laos. Having found that 
South Vietnam would not collapse of itself 
but was on the contrary making remarkable 
progress, Hanoi in 1959 initiated a systematic 
campaign of terror and subversion in South 
Vietnam, directed and supplied with key per
sonnel and equipment from the north. By 
1961, the situation had reached a critical 
point and the United States greatly increased 
its advisory and supporting assistance to the 
Government of South Vietnam. 

Despite this assistance, the task of coun
tering the extensive Viet Cong effort remains 
a long and arduous one, and as you know 
we have moved within the last two weeks to 
further increase our support while recogniz
ing always that the struggle in South Vietnam 
must essentially be the responsibility of the 
South Vietnamese themselves. 

In Laos, the agreements reached at Geneva 
in 1962 have been consistently violated by 
Hanoi and in May of this year the situation 
took on a more critical character when a 
Communist Inilitary offensive drove neutralist 
forces from the area of the Plain of Jars they 
had held in 1962. Our responses to these 
events, including the provision of additional 
T- 28's to the Government of Laos [deleted] 
are well known to you. 

The present a,ttacks, then, are no isolated 
event. They are part and parcel of a cont inu
ing Communist drive to conquer South Viet
nam, control or conquer Laos, and thus 
weaken and eventually dominate and conquer 
other free nations of Southeast Asia. One does 
not need to spell out a "domino theory"; it 

is enough to recognize the true nature of the 
Communist doctrine of world revolution and 
the Inilitant support that Hanoi and Peiping 
are giving to tha.t doctrine in Southeast Asia. 

U.S. policy and obj ectives 
Although the United States did not itself 

sign the Geneva Accords of 1954, Under Sec
retary Walter Bedell Smith made a formal 
statement that the United States "would view 
any renewal of the aggression in violation of 
the aforesaid agreements with grave concern 
and as seriously threatening international 
peace and security." We have repeatedly made 
clear that the independence and security pro
vided for South Vietnam under those Ac
cords was a satisfactory st atus for South 
Viet n am. All that is needed, as I have myself 
often said, is for Hanoi and Peiping to leave 
their neighbors alone. 

The same is true with respect to the 1962 
Accords for Laos. These provided a reason
able arrangement for the status of Laos, and 
what is needed, again, is simply that the 
Communist side should honor the commit
ments it undertook. 

Above all, there can be no doubt of United 
States objectives for these nations and for 
the area as a whole. Here, as elsewhere, we 
believe tha,t nations are entitled to remain 
free and to develop as they see fit. The United 
States has no military, territorial, or political 
ambitions for itself in Southeast Asia. We 
seek only the restoration of peace and the 
removal of Communist subversion and 
aggression. 

Essentially, the outcome of this conflict, 
and the course of events in the area as a 
whole, is up to the Communist side. It has 
the option of accepting the freedom and in
dependence of neighboring nations, or of 
continuing its aggressive tactics. For our 
part, as President Johnson stated on June 
28: "The United States intends no rashness, 
and seeks no wider war. But the United 
States is determined to use its strength to 
help those who are defending themselves 
against terror and aggression. We are a peo
ple of peace--but not of weakness or tim
idity." 

Pu'T'pose of the resolution 
This, then is the background of the Reso-

1 ution before you. We have never doubted 
the support of the American people for the 
policies that have been followed through 
three administrations over a period of a dec
ade. But in the face of the heightened ag
gression on the Communist side, exemplified 
by these latest North Vietnamese attacks, it 
has seemed clearly wise to seek in the most 
emphatic form a declaration of Congressional 
support both for the defense of our armed 
forces against similar attacks and for the 
carrying forward of whatever steps may be
come necessary to assist the free nations 
covered by the Southeast Asia Treaty. 

We cannot tell what steps may in the fu
ture be required to meet Communist ag
gression in Southeast Asia. The unity and 
deterinination of the American people, 
through their Congress, should be declared 
in tenns so firm that they cannot possibly 
be mistaken by other na,tions. The world has 
learned over 50 years of history that aggres
sion is invited if there is doubt about the 
response. Let us leave today's aggressors in 
no doubt whatever. 

I now turn to Secretary McNamara, who 
will describe the recent attacks and our 
response. 

I now turn to the specifics of the Resolu
t ion before you. 

The preamble, I believe, speaks for itself. 
It spells out in the simplest and shortest 
terms possible the fact of North Vietnamese 
attacks, their relation to the over-all cam
paign of aggression by North Vietnam, and 
the purposes and objectives of the United 
States in Southeast Asia. 
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As to the operative sections of the Reso

lution, Section 1 declares the approval and 
support of the Congress for actions, in re
sponse to armed attack on United States 
forces, which the President has the authority 
and obligation to take in his capacity as 
Commander-in-Chief. 

Turning next to Section 2 of the draft 
Resolution, let me make clear at the outset 
what the Resolution does not embrace. It 
does not cover action to assist any nation not 
a member of the Southeast Asia Treaty Or
ganization or a protocol state. It does not 
cover any action in support of a nation un
less such nation requests it. It does not cover 
any action to resist aggression that is not 
Communist in origin. The Southeast Asia 
Treaty includes a United States understand
ing that it ls directed solely against "Com
munist aggression." 

The language, "to take all necessary steps, 
including the use of armed force", ls simllar 
to the authority embraced in the Formosa 
Resolution of 1955, the Middle East Resolu
tion of 1957, and the Cuba Resolution of 
1962. Copies of each of these have been made 
available to you for comparative purposes. 
The Formosa Resolution authorized the 
President "to employ the armed forces of 
the United States". The Middle East Reso
lution stated that the United States was 
"prepared to use armed forces." The nearest 
parallel to the language of the present Reso
lution is in the first clause of the CUba Res
olution, that the United States is "deter
mined ... to prevent by whatever means may 
be necessary, mcluding the use or arms" 
Cuban subversive activities extending to any 
part of the hemisphere. 

I shall not take your time this morning to 
review the constitutional aspects of resolu
tions of this character. I believe it to be the 
generally accepted constitutional view that 
the President has the constitutional author
ity to take at least limited armed action in 
defense of American national interests; in 
at least 85 instances. Presidents of the United 
States have in fact taken such action. As I 
have said before, we cannot now be sure what 
actions may be required. The Formosa Reso
lution of 1955 was followed by the use of 
United States warships to escort supply 
convoys to the offshore island in 1958; the 
Middle East Resolution was followed by Presi
dent Eisenhower's sending of troops to Leb
anon in 1958; the Cuba Resolution was 
followed. by the well-known events of October 
1962. I do not suggest thait any of these 
actions may serve as a parallel for what may 
be reqUlred in Southeast Asia. There can be 
no doubt, however, that these previous res
olutions form a solid legal precedent for the 
action now proposed. Such action is required 
to make the purposes of the United States 
clear and to protect our national interests. 

( 7. Statement by Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara before the same Committees in 
connection with the Tonkin Gulf Resolu
tion] 

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RoBERT 

S. McNAMARA 
Chairman Fulbright, Chairman Russell, 

and members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
and Armed Services Committees, during the 
past few days, deliberate and unprovoked 
mllitary attacks by the North Vietnamese 
have given rise to the need for us to appear 
here today. I should like to review the at
tacks with you briefly and to describe the 
responses we made to those attacks. 

The first incident occurred on August 2. 
It concerned the USS Maddox, one of our 
destroyers engaged in a routine patrol in 
International waters of the Gulf of Tonkin 
off the North Viet Nam coast. At about noon, 
when the Maddox was 8ibout 30 miles from 
the coast, she reported that three torpedo 
boats were on a southerly course heading to
ward the ship at a range of over 10 miles. 

Two hours later, at approximately 2:40 
P.M., the Maddox was approached. by a high 
speed-45 to 50 knot---craft. She reported 
that the apparent intention of this craft was 
to conduct a torpedo attack and that she 
intended to open fire in self-defense if nec
essary. She was attacked by the three PT 
craft at 3:08 P.M. She opened fire with her 
five-inch battery after three warning shots 
failed to slow down the attackers. The PTs 
continued their closing maneuvers, and two 
of the PTs closed to 5,000 yards, each firing 
one torpedo. The Maddox changed course in 
an evasive move and the two torpedoes passed 
on the starboard side at a distance of 100 to 
200 yards. 

The USS Ticonderoga, which was operating 
in waters to the southeast and which had 
been alerted to the impending attack, ad
vised she was sending four already airborne 
F-8E (Crusader) fighters with rockets and 
20 mm ammunition to provide air cover for 
the Maddox. At about 3 :21 P.M., the third 
hostile PT moved up to the beam of the 
Maddox and received a direct hit by a five
inch round; at the same time it dropped a 
torpedo into the water which was not seen 
to run. Machine gun fire from the PTs was 
directed at the Maddox. However, there was 
no injury to personnel and no damage. The 
Maddox continued in a southerly direction 
to Join with a sister destroyer, the a. Turner · 
Joy, as Ticonderoga aircraft commenced at
tacking the PTs. ZUNI rocket runs and 20 
mm strafing attacks were directed against 
two of the PTs, and they were damaged. The 
third PT remained dead in the water after 
the direct hit by the Maddox. At 3:29 P.M., 
the engagement terminated and the air
craft escorted. the Maddox southwa.rd on its 
patrol course. 

on Monday, August 3, the President made 
public instructions that he had issued the 
day before regarding future patrols and en
gagements with enemy craft. He instructed 
the Navy, first, to continue the patrols in 
the Gulf of Tonkin; second, to double the 
force by adding an additional destroyer to 
the one already on patrol; third, to provide 
a combat air patrol over the destroyers; and 
fourth, to issue instructions to the combat 
aircraft and to the destroyers (a) to attack 
any force which attacked them in interna
tional waters, and (b) to attack with the ob
jective of not only driving off the force but 
of destroying it. 

At the same time as these instructions were 
being broadcast throughout the world, the 
State Department, acting pursuant to the 
President's further instructions, took steps 
to deliver a note of protest to the North 
Vietnam regime. The note was also widely 
publicized. It concluded with the words, 
"The United States Government expects that 
the authorities of the regime in North Viet
Nam will be under no misapprehension as 
to the grave consequences which would in
evitably result from any further unprovoked 
offensive military action against United 
States forces." 

Our hopes that the firm defensive action 
taken in response to the first attack and 
the protest to Hanoi would end the matter 
were short-lived. 

After the first attack on Sunday, the 
Maddox Joined with its sister destroyer, the 
USS Turner Joy, in the Gulf of Tonkin and 
resumed its patrol in international waters, 
as directed by the President. 

Monday, August 3, was uneventful. 
The patrol was also uneventful during 

most of the daylight hours of Tuesday, Au
gust 4. In the early evening of August 4, how
ever, the Maddox reported radar contact with 
unidentified surface vessels who were paral
leling its track and the track of the Turner 
Joy. It was 7:40 P.M. when the Maddox re
ported that, from actions being taken by 
those unidentified vessels, an attack by them 
appeared imminent. At this time the Maddox 
was heading southeast near the center of 

the Gulf of Tonkin in International waters 
approximately 65 miles from the nearest 
land. 

The Maddox at 8:36 P.M. established new 
radar contact with two unidentified surface 
vessels and three unidentified aircraft. At 
this time, U.S. fighter aircraft were launched 
from the Ticonderoga to rendezvous with the 
Maddox and the Turner Joy to provide pro
tection against possible attack from the un
identified vessels and aircraft, in accordance 
with the President's previously issued direc
tives. Shortly thereafter, the Maddox re
ported that the unidentified aircraft had dis
appeared from its radar screen and that the 
surface vessels were remaining at a distance. 
The aircraft from the Ticonderoga arrived 
and commenced defensive patrol over the 
Maddox and the Turner Joy. 

At 9 :30 P.M., additional unidentified ves
sels were observed on the Maddox radar, and 
these vessels began to close rapidly on the 
destroyer patrol at speeds in excess of 40 
knots. The attacking craft continued to close 
rapidly from the west and south and the 
Maddox reported. that their intentions were 
evaluated as hostile. The destroyers reported. 
at 9:52 P.M. that they were under continuous 
torpedo attack and were engaged in defensive 
counterflre. 

Within the next hour, the destroyers re
layed messages stating that they had avoided 
a number of torpedoes, that they had been 
under repeated attack, and that they had 
sunk two of the attacking craft. By Midnight 
local time, the destroyers reported that, even 
though many torpedoes had been fl.red at 
them, they had suffered no hits nor casual
ties and the defensive aircraft from the 
Ticonderoga were illuminating the area and 
attacking the enemy surface craft. Shortly 
thereafter, they reported that at least two 
enemy craft had been sunk although low ceil
ings continued to hamper the aircraft opera, 
tions. The Turner Joy reported that during 
the engagement, in addition to the torpedo 
attack, she was fl.red upon by automatic 
weapons while being illuminated by search
lights. 

Finally, after more than two hours under 
attack, the destroyers reported. at 1 :30 A.M. 
that the attacking craft had apparently 
broken off the engagement. 

The deliberate and unprovoked nature of 
the attacks at locations that were indis
putably in international waters compelled 
the President and his principal advisers to 
conclude that a prompt and fl.rm mllitary 
response was required. Accordingly, the 
President decided. that air action, in reply 
to the unprovoked attacks, should be taken 
against gunboats and certain supporting fa
cillties in North Vietnam which had been 
used in the hostile operations. On Tuesday 
evening, after consulting with Congressional 
leadership, he so informed the American 
people. 

The United States military response was 
carefully planned and effectively carried out. 
The U.S. air strikes began approximately at 
noon Wednesday local time against North 
Vietnamese PT and gun boats, their bases and 
support facilities. These reprisal attacks, car
ried out by naval aircraft of the United 
States Seventh Fleet from the carriers 
Ticonderoga and Constellation, were limited 
in scale-their primary targets being the 
weapons against which our pa.trolling de
stroyers had been forced to defend them
selves twice in the prior 72 hours. 

Specifically, our naval air forces launched 
64 attack sorties against 4 North Vietnamese 
patrol boat bases and their boats and against 
a major supporting oil storage depot. Strike 
reports indicate that all targets were severely 
hit, in particular the petroleum installation 
where 10% of North Vietnam's petroleum 
storage capacity was 90% destroyed. Smoke 
was observed rising to 14,000 feet. Some 25 
North Vietnamese patrol boats were de
stroyed or damaged. 
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Our losses were two a.1.rcraft destroyed. and 

two damaged. One of the pilots is belleved. 
to have crashed with his plane between two 
PT oraft he had under attack. Another pilot 
reported. that he was ejecting from his 
downed aircraft. His whereabouts is at 
present listed as unknown. 

In view of the unprovoked. and deliberate 
attacks in international waters on our naval 

· vessels and bearing in mind that the best 
way to deter escalation is to be prepared. for 
it, the President a.nd his principal advisers 
concluded that additional precautionary 
measures were required. in Southeast Asia.. 
Certain military deployments to the area are 
therefore now underway. These include: 

a. Transfer of a.n attack carrier group from 
the Pacific Coast to the Western Pacific; 

b. Movement of interceptor and fighter 
bomber aircraft into South Vietnam; 

c. Movement of fighter bomber a.1.rcraft 
into Thailand; 

d. Trensfer of interceptor and fighter 
bomber squadrons from the United States 
to advance bases in the Pacific; 

e. Movement of an antisubmarine foree 
into the South China sea; 

f. The alerting a.nd reading for movement 
of selected. Army and Marine forces. 

In the meantime, U.S. destroyers with pro
tective air cover as needed, continue their 
patrol in the international waters of the 
Gulf of Tonkin. 

The moves we ha.ve taken to reinforce our 
forces in the Pacific are in my judgment 
sufficient for the time being. other rein
forcing steps can be taken very rapidly 1f the 
situation requires. 

This concludes my descriptions of the two 
deliberate and unprovoked North Vietna
mese attacks on U.S. naval vessels on the 
high sea.s; of the United States reprisal 
against the offending boats, their bases a.nd 
related facilities; and of the precautionary 
deployment and alerting steps we have ta.ken 
to guard against any eventuality. 

Mr. ALLOTT and Mr. HOLLAND ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had 
come to the floor expecting to support 
this resolution. I have understood that 
the President has said he does not need 
this resolution, that he is proceeding to 
handle the situation which he found 
when he went into office, that as Com
mander in Chief he feels that he has 
ample power to handle that situation 
whichever way it leads to an honorable 
conclusion. 

However, after I have heard what the 
distinguished Senator from New York has 
had to say as to his interpretation of the 
resolution-and he is one of its joint 
authors-and after I have talked with 
my distinguished friend, the Senator 
from Arkansas, who I understand sup
ports the same interpretation, I could not 
possibly support it. 

I think that we all in good faith voted 
for the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. I think 
that we all would not want to leave the 
present President, who had nothing to 
do with it at that time, inhibited in any 
way or crippled in any way with respect 
to dealing actively and effectively with 
the various steps that need to be done 
to bring this whole matter to a conclu
sion and the fulfilling of such obligations 
as we have incurred there. Since one of 
the authors of this resoluiton has said 
what he has stated on the floor-I honor 
his candor, and I also honor the candor 

of the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations-I could 
not possibly support this resolution, be
cause I do not believe that we should 
pull the rug from under the President 
or that we should do something that looks 
as though we are completely withdraw
ing our support. I just want to make my 
position completely clear. 

I would be happy to vote for the repeal 
of the resolution, but with a completely 
different understanding from that stated 
by the Senator from New York; namely, 
that the President would have full power 
to do all the things that are necessary in 
fulfilling honorable obligations that we 
have there in protecting our troops and 
ultimately getting them out. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I understand that a vote 

is coming up in a few minutes. I will not 
vote for the repeal of this resolution, 
regardless of its history-and it is re
pudiated here by its own father, the 
Senator from Arkansas-if it is going to 
detract from the President's position. 
Now that we have moved on with the war, 
and the President, himself, has said that 
he does not need the resolution, as I 
understand the situation, the President is 
standing on his constitutional powers 
and not treaty powers. As I have always 
viewed the matter, we have no treaty 
obligation under SEATO. We are al
ready in the war, and have been for 
years, so the President stands on his 
constitutional powers. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida has the floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I repudiate any 
suggestion that I was the father of this 
resolution. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from Ar
kansas sponsored it here on the Senate 
floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Lyndon Baines 
Johnson was the father. 

I was the midwife for an illegitimate 
child. [Laughter.] I did not at that time 
recognize the nature of its parentage, 
and I was not aware of the falsity of 
the circumstances under which it was 
conceived and presented to me, and I 
repudiate any suggestion that I am its 
father. Under the rules of the Senate, 
as chairman, I was merely the midwife 
to bring it to this Chamber. 

Mr. STENNIS. I was referring to the 
presentation here by the Senator from 
Arkansas, and in jest, also. I have heard 
these cases of illegitimacy in court cases 
but not here on the Senate floor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I had 
not expected to hold up the Senate 
longer. My sole position is this: I voted 
the other day for an amendment which 
would have repealed this resolution, but 
under a. completely different understand
ing from that stated now by the Senator 
from New York-and I understand sup
ported by the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas-as being the interpretation of 
the pending joint resolution. I cannot 
supPort it under that interpretation, and 
that is what I am trying to make clear. 

I am not going to be a party to pulling 
the rug out from under the President. I 
think he has complete power to deal with 
this situation, which he inherited, and to 
do everything that is honorable in bring
ing the situation to a conclusion, but 
without having to come back here for 
this, that, and the other consent and long 
hearing and debate before he does things 
that the situation requires. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I share somewhat the 

concern of the Senator from Florida. 
But, in fairness, I want to repeat what 
the Senator from New York did say. He 
said his interpretation of the action by 
the Senate's repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution was that it would "clear the 
decks," so to speak, and that the powers 
of the President then would be covered 
by the Constitution. Then he said that 
how each Member of the Senate would 
interpret those powers would be up to 
his own individual judgment. He said: 

I am only stating my own personal Judg
ment on it. 

He went on to say that the powers of 
the President as Commander in Chief 
would cover withdrawal of troops in an 
appropriate manner consistent with their 
security. 

The Senator from Iowa is suggesting 
that there should be another factor; 
namely, withdrawing troops consistent 
with the security and handling the ter
mination of the war consistent with 
treaty obligations to the people we have 
been helping. The Senator from New 
York recognized that as an additional 
factor. However, I think we can vote for 
the repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin resolu
tion as a deckclearing operation, without 
getting into ~ny argument as to how we 
interpret the constitutional powers of the 
President as Commander in Chief. 

Mr. President, I shall vote for repeal, 
but I certainly want it understood that 
when it comes to interpreting the pow
ers of the President as Commander in 
Chief, that means more than just with
drawing troops as fast as possible con
sistent with their security. There is an
other ingredient, and that is what Viet
namization is designed to meet. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield temporarily to 

the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK
MAN) and hope that he will confine his 
comments to 2 minutes, because one of 
our friends has to catch a plane. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will certainly do 
that. 

Mr. President, I want to say that in 
committee I voted to report the resolu
tion favorably to the floor. I did not feel 
that anyone in the committee felt that 
the interpretation of the Senator from 
New York, as I have heard it, was cor
rect. 

In fact, all the testimony before the 
committee from the administration was 
to the effect that no longer are they 
using the Gulf of Tonk.in resolution, that 
they would not use it, that they did not 
intend to do so, that they neither op
posed nor recommended its repeal, that 
it was entirely up to us. 
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Therefore, Mr. President, I think it is 

most unfortunate that this interpreta
tion has come up here on the floor. I do 
not believe it was the interpretation that 
prevailed in the committee when we 
voted to report it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to the 
Senator that he is absolutely correct. 
The President has stated time and time 
again that he was not operating on the 
basis of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
and, as a matter of fact, he disavowed it. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is right. I agree 
that he has the constitutional powers, 
regardless of what we do with the Gulf 
of Tonkin resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG) . The Senator from Florida has 
the floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, he 
sat down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida has the floor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
yielded the floor but I am glad to yield to 
the-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado (Mr. AI.LOTT) is rec
ognized. 

TWO OR MORE CHEERS FOR TWO OR MORE 
REPEALS 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, things 
are becoming, as Alice said in Wonder
land. "curiouser and curiouser." 

Unless my eyes and ears deceive me, 
we are about to repeal a resolution that 
we have recently repealed. 

Now I have been in this body for 16 
years and I thought I had seen pretty 
much everything by now. 

But this is truly remarkable. I sup
pose that there is nothing in the laws 
of nature that makes it impossible to re
peal something twice. I just hope the 
laws of legislation are different from 
some of the laws of the sciences. I would 
hate to think that two negatives would 
make a positive. In that case, two re
peals might make an enactment and we 
would be back with the Tonkin Gulf res
olution. It is my understanding that this 
is not the intention of the junior Senator 
from Arkansas, who only wants to be 
floor manager of the Tonkin Gulf reso
lution once in this lifetime. 

Mr. President, this double repeal has a 
certain charm, and it also has limitless 
possibilities. If repealing something twice 
means we find it especially bad, then per
haps we should pass very good measures 
twice---or maybe even more. 

For example consider the 19th Amend
ment. Clearly it was a splendid thing to 
give women the vote. Perhaps we should 
pass it again, just to show our enthusiasm 
for the women of the Nation. 

In addition, I think the confirmation 
of John Marshall as Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court was especially fortunate 
for this Nation. Therefore, perhaps we 
should give some consideration to recon
firming him, just on general principles. 
It cannot do any harm. It certainly can
not inconvenience him, because he is as 
dead as the Tonkin Gulf resolution. 

Mr. President, I must point out that 
this business of repealing the repealed 
does represent a certain departure from 
Senate procedure. I do not want to be a 
stick in the mud; this departure con
tributes to the public stock of harmless 
pleasure. 

I would not mention it except that 
some of those most anxious to repeal the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution have recently 
been very eloquent in defending what 
they take to be accepted Senate proce
dures. In fact, if my memory serves me, 
the distinguished and learned junior 
Senator from Arkansas found fault with 
the original procedures whereby the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution was repealed. 

Of course it is understandable that the 
floor manager of the Tonkin Gulf res
olution would want to see it laid to rest 
with proper solemnity and ceremony. 
Nevertheless, it is odd that the defenders 
of Senatorial due process should be pio
neering this most imaginative improvisa
tion-the double repeal of measures they 
come to deem obnoxious. 

Mr. President, I have one more 
thought. Perhaps it is a good idea to re
peal this resolution twice, just to make up 
for the fact that some things that need 
doing cannot even be done once. 

For example, we have not yet managed 
officially to end the Second World War. 
So let's repeal the Tonkin Gulf resolution 
once more to make up for that. 

In addition, we have not yet got a real 
settlement of the Korean war. So when 
we are done repealing the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution a second time, lets march 
ahead and repeal it a third time, just to 
show how good we are at terminating 
some things. 

Then we should repeal it a fourth time 
just to show how determined we are 
someday to find a cure for cancer. 

Then maybe we could repeal it a fifth 
time, to show our sympathy for the 
downtrodden. 

Mr. President, as I said at the outset, 
the possibilities are limitless for this new 
kind of imaginative legislating. I only 
want to salute those who are here pio
neering new dimensions in creative gov
ernment, and who have transcended last 
week's enormous commitment to tradi
tional Senate procedures. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Tonkin 
Gulf resolution is inappropriate to to
day's realities in Southeast Asia. It is a 
vehicle of escalation and widening in
volvement, whereas U.S. operations in 
Southeast Asia are today directed toward 
deescalation and reduced involvement in 
combat. It is the policy device of a pre
vious administration which sought to ex
pand the American presence in Viet
nam; whereas the Nixon administration 
has never relied upon nor invoked the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution in policy. 

The Tonkin Gulf was variously and in
consistently interpreted after its adop
tion. Some saw it as a purely defensive 
and narrow-ranged response to a spe
cific incident. Others saw it as a carte 
blanche mandate with which to enmesh 
the United States in a full-scale com
mitment to the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment. Some considered it a virtual 
declaration of war. 

In the wake of these differing interpre
tations, the Tonkin Gulf resolution now 
stands as an obsolete and unused vestige 
of our foreign policy. It has been rejected 
by the Nixon administration, and it 
serves no useful purpose other than as a 
reminder of its past abuses and their 
consequences. 

Since the resolution was subjected to 
such abusive interpretation, its presence 

on the statute books presents a clear and 
not altogether fanciful danger that some 
other and equally vexatious reading 
might be given in the future. 

Recent Senate debate has repeatedly 
emphasized the responsibility of Con
gress to assume its obligations in the for
mulation and conduct of foreign policy. 
While care should be taken to a void ac
tions which would appear to limit or 
transgress upon the President's preroga
tives in this field, Congress, the Senate in 
particular, has a significant role to play 
in establishing policy objectives and 
guidelines. By repealing the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution we can exercise our powers and 
fulfill our responsibilities in a positive 
and meaningful way. Having pro·1ided the 
peg upon which the Vietnam escalation 
was hung, we can make a start at exert
ing congressional influence and wisdom 
by removing that peg and clearing the 
way for other worthwhile achievements 
in defining foreign policy and national 
priorities. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. McGEE) is necessarily absent from 
the Senate today, but he has asked that 
a statement he prepared in advance of 
this occasion be shared with his col
leagues as part of the debate on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 64. The Senator 
from Wyoming's views in this area are 
strong ones, firmly held. I ask unani
mous consent that the statement of 
Senator McGEE be included in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

SENATOR McGEE'S STATEMENT ON SENATE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this body ls 
a.wash in irrelevancy today. Action on this 
resolution to repeal the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution means nothing. It will not change 
things. We cannot repeal history. In fact, 
there is really nothing in the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution itself that either permits or with
holds from the President any of the actions 
which have taken place in Southeast Asia. 

Mr. President, nearly every member of the 
Senate voted for the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. 
Despite that, there have been many attempts 
by individual members to explain away or 
excuse their vote. I for one am not prepared 
to say that the Senate was either deceived 
or simple minded at the time this resolution 
was passed. I belleve we voted as we did be
cause we thought it the wise thing to do. 
And in all honesty I believe it fair to say 
that if events in Southeast Asia had taken 
a better turn after that resolution was en
acted, we would be more inclined to point 
with pride at our action in approving that 
resolution, rather than exacerbate the con
tinuing debate over the war by pushing 
through some official sort of mea culpa 
which pretends to undo what has already 
been done. 

Aside from the irrelevancy of the issue, 
there is a serious negative aspect to the pro
position before the Senate today. The people 
here at home may read into the action itself 
more than even its proponents ever intended. 
At the very least, it may be interpreted as 
a slap at the President of the United States. 
In this context, it could become a complica
tion hampering his efforts to deescalate and 
disengage with responsib111ty in Southeast 
Asia. 

Its fallout almost certainly Will have the 
effect of startllng or even panicking the 
governments of a number of small, inde
pendent countries in Eastern Asia. Their in
clination, we are told, Will be to interpret 1t 



23746 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 10, 1970 

as an affirmation of American Withdrawal 
from any sense of commitment in the West
ern Pacific. 

In essence, the domestic politics within 
our own country which dictates the tactics 
on the floor of the Senate these days Will 
not be understood or correctly interpreted 
by the Asians themselves. 

Inasmuch, therefore, as the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution per se has so little substance in 
our current policy activities, and because it 
reflects more of tactical maneuvering rather 
than basic motivations, it appears to me that 
we are ill-advised in running the risks of 
adverse impact in those parts of the world 
where we need respect and confidence and 
trust in American leadership. 

It is my view that instead of looking back, 
the Senate ought to look forward to what 
our role ought to be in the next crisis. Surely 
there will be future crises, Mr. President, 
and 1f we have learned anything it would 
seem to be that the role of the Senate ougnt 
not be bound up in retrospective fa.ult-find
ing, but in helping define what the future 
policies of the United States should be and 
how the Government should function in 
matters of critical foreign policy decisions 
in the future. 

In my mind it is of questionable value 
f·or this body to be measuring the violations 
of constitutional intent from the pa.st when 
we ought to be seeking a more modern and 
surely more enlightened procedure for the 
future. I realize that the newsworthiness of 
our presen t dialog seems to be far greater 
than would a scholarly and statesmanlike 
study of where we go from here. But th~ 
coverage or popularity of the subject mat
ter really is not the issue--and dare not be. 

The issue is whether our form of free so
ciety can survive the tensions and crises in a 
nuclear world without law. I wish I had some 
ready answers to submit in this discussion. I 
do not have, and I am not a.ware of those who 
m a y have. 

It is my hope that the Foreign Relations 
Committee in particular and this Body in 
general Will assign a top priority to this pur
suit. If only we can agree to proceed toward 
that objective now, the rhetoric and the par
liamentary maneuvering of the past many 
weeks may not appear as starkly shallow in 
substance as I believe they will appear if left 
as we see them now--devoid of positive and 
constructive and imaginative new sugges
tions on how we might more wisely proceed 
from here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Maryland. 

The amendment was agreed t.o. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion now recurs on agreeing t.o the com
mittee amendments. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion now recurs on adoption of the reso
lution <S. Con. Res. 64), as amended. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER (after having voted in 
the negative) . On this vote I have a live 
pair with the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. GoRE). If present and voting, he 
would vote "yea." I have already voted 
"nay." I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 

DODD), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
EASTLAND), the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. GORE), the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Senator 
from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the 
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), 
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
PASTORE), the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
RussELL), the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. SYMINGTON), and the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS), are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senat.or 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) and the Sen
ator from North Carolina <Mr. JORDAN) 
are absent on official business. 

On this vote, the Senat.or from Mis
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is paired with 
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Mc
GEE) . If present and voting, the Senat.or 
from Missouri would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from Wyoming would vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) is paired with 
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND). 

If present and voting Mr. HOLLINGS 
would vote "nay" and Mr. THURMOND 
would vote "yea." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH), the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON), the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
GRAVEL), the Senator from North Caro
lina (Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from 
Washingt.on (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Sen
at.or from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), 
would each vote "yea." 

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the 
Senat.or from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT)' 
the Senat.or from New Hampshire (Mr. 
COTTON), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. CURTIS), the Senators from Ari
zona (Mr. FANNIN and Mr. GOLDWATER), 
the Senator from New York (Mr. Goo
DELL) , the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
GRIFFIN), the Senator from Florida <Mr. 
GURNEY), the Senator from California 
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from IDi
nois <Mr. SMITH), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) and 
the Senat.or from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
CooK), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HRUSKA) and the Senat.or from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS) are absent on official busi
ness. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MUNDT) and the Senator from Maine 
(Mrs. SMITH) are absent because of ill
ness. 

The Senat.or from Kansas <Mr. PEAR
SON) is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) , the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON), the Sen
ator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS), the 
Senat.or from Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA), 
the Senator from New York (Mr. Goo
DELL), the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. MUNDT), the Senator from Califor
nia (Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), the Senator from 

Kentucky (Mr. CooK) , the Senat.or from 
Maine (Mrs. SMITH), the Senat.or from 
Illinois <Mr. SMITH) and the Senat.or 
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senat.or from South 
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) is paired with 
the Senat.or from South Carolina (Mr. 
HOLLINGS). If present and voting, the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. THuR
MOND) would vote "yea" and the Senat.or 
from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) 
would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 57, 
nays 5, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Case 
Church 
Cooper 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Hansen 
Harris 
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YEAS-57 
Hart 
F...a.tfleld 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, Ida.ho 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McCarthy 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Montoya. 
Muskie 
Nelson 

NAYS-5 

Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Willia.ms, N .J. 
Willia.ms, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young,Ohio 

Allen Holland McClellan 
Ervin Long 
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-I 
Ellender, against. 

Baker 
Ba.yh 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Cannon 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Eastland 
Fannin 
Goldwater 

NOT VOTING-37 
Goodell 
Gore 
Gravel 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hartke 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Jordan, N.C. 
Magnuson 
McGee 
Moss 
Mundt 

Murphy 
Pa.store 
Pearson 
Russell 
Smith, Maine 
Smith,ru. 
Stevens 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 

So the concurrent resolution (8. Con. 
Res. 64) , as amended, was agreed to, as 
follows: 

s. CON. RES. 64 

Resolved, by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That under the 
authority of section 3 of the joint resolution 
commonly known as the Gulf of Tonkin Res
olution and entitled "Joint resolution to 
promote the maintenance of international 
peace and security in Southeast Asia", a.p
p roved August 10, 1964 (78 Stat. 384; Public 
Law 88-408), such joint resolution 1s termi
nated effective upon approval of both Houses 
of the Congress. 

The title was amended so as to 
read: 

Concurrent resolution to terminate the 
joint resolution commonly known as the 
Gulf of Tonk!in Resolution. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
passage of this concurrent resolution ful
fills a great responsibility under the Con-
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stitution by the U.S. Senate. I wish to 
particularly commend the able Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) who con
ceived this idea earlier this year. It 
was through his leadership that this 
measure reached final action in this 
body-first as an amendment to the 
Foreign Military Sales Act and now in 
the prescribed form of a concurrent 
resolution. 

To the distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Mr. FUL
BRIGHT, who swiftly conducted the hear
ings and brought this measure to the 
floor, we must also render our thanks. 
His management of this resolution today 
and the explanatory basis provided by 
his presentation brought better focus on 
the meaning of this measure. In like 
manner, the distinguished Senator from 
New York (Mr. JAVITs), portrayed today 
his great grasp of the issues involved in 
this measure; and his participation truly 
generated a discussion of the highest 
quality on this meaning of this resolution. 
His dialog with the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) produced 
a definition and a refinement of the 
issues that could only be brought about 
by the keen focus of these two fine minds. 

To all the Senate, the leadership owes 
a debt of gratitude. I think the action to
day of the Senate will receive the grati
tude of history. 

THAT GULF OF TONKIN 
RESOLUTION 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio subsequently 
said. Mr. President, on June 24 the Sen
ate voted for an amendment to repeal 
the Gulf of Tonkin joint resolution. 
That amendment was a part of the For
eign Military Sales Act which, unfor
tunately, faces an uncertain fate in con
ference committee. Hopefully the Sen
ate agrees to the concurrent resolution 
today repealing the Gulf of Tonkin res
olution which was originally adopted, 
based on false statements made to the 
Senate and to the American people. 

The Gulf of Tonkin joint resolution 
was passed by the Senate on August 7, 
1964 in the midst of confusion and a 
flurry of half-truths misrepresentations, 
and downright false statements of an al
leged submarine attack on the destroyer 
Maddox which in truth and in fact was 
never perpetrated. For nearly 6 years 
this ill-advised resolution has served as 
a prime foundation of our policy of es
calation in Southeast Asia. The impor
tance of our vote this day cannot be un
derestimated. We shall be removing the 
principal basis of our Asian war policy 
and demonstrating for the first time 
that a clear majority of U.S. Senators 
believe that our participation in an im
moral, undeclared war in Southeast 
Asia should be ended. 

Mr. President, the repeal of the Gulf 
of Tonkin joint resolution will mark a 
particularly proud moment for me. On 
March 1, 1966, more than 4 years ago, 
I joined with Senators Morse, Gruening, 
FuLBRIGHT, and McCARTHY in an effort to 
overturn that disastrous joint resolu
tion. We were the only Senators who so 
voted at that time. 

Our action today on the resolution to 

repeal the Gulf of Tonkin joint resolu
tion marks a reassertion of the consti
tutional powers of Congress. Until this 
fraudulent resolution is cleared from 
the books, the Senate cannot as readily 
face the crucial issue of the division of 
warmak.ing powers between Congress 
and the President. 

Once congressional acquiescence in a 
policy of escalation in southeast Asia 
has been removed, the President must 
undertake a complete and systematic 
withdrawal of American troops from In
dochina without delay. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill (H.R. 16968) to provide for 
the adjustment of the Government con
tribution with respect to the health bene
fits coverage of Federal employees and 
annuitants, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 16968) to provide for 

the adjustment of the Government con
tribution with respect to the health bene
fits coverage of Federal employees and 
annuitants, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

EXPANSION OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS HEADQUARTERS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate turn 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 867, 
Senate Joint Resolution 173. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). The joint resolution will be 
stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 173) authoriz
ing a grant to defray a portion of the cost 
of expanding the United Nations Head
quarters in the United States. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is a straight up and down propasition. I 
have talked to the most interested Mem
bers on this matter. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
a time limitation of 20 minutes on the 
pending propasal, the time to be equally 
divided between the manager of the bill, 
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK
MAN), and the acting minority leader, the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BROOKE) or whomever they may desig
nate. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, my 
statement is very brief but I do have some 
facts and figures in the statement which 
I hope may be understood. 

Mr. President, the purpose of Senate 
Joint Resolution 173 is to authorize a $20 
million appropriation to the Secretary of 
State for a grant to be made to the 
United Nations to defray a portion of the 
cost of the expansion and improvement 
of its headquarters in New York City. 

According to the Department of State 
the total estimated cost of the expan~ 
sion project is $80 million, of which about 
$64 million would be for construction of 
a new building and approximately $16 
million for the renovation and extension 
of existing buildings in the United Na
tions Headquarters complex. In addi
tion, the estimated value of the construc
tion site, which is to be donated by the 
city of New York, is $12 million. 

The financing for the proposed expan
sion project is expected to come from 
four sources: First, a $20 million grant 
from the U.S. Government; and second 
a $20 million matching cash contribu
tion which has been promised by the 
mayor of New York City; third $15 mil
lion from the U.N. Development Pro
gram and the U.N. Children's Fund-an 
amount based on rentals these organiza
tions would have to pay for quarters out
side the U.N. complex; and fourth a $25 
million appropriation out of the regular 
U.N. budget. 

In addition, financial support for the 
project is being sought from other sources 
such as private U.S. foundations and New 
York park authorities. In this connection 
when Ambassador Charles W. Yost testi~ 
fled before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, he stated that any increases 
resulting from rising construction costs 
would have to be met from private contri
butions. 

Mr. President, at the time the United 
Nations Headquarters was originally de
signed in 1947 and 1948, it was expected 
to accommodate sufficient staff to serv
ice a membership of 70 countries. In the 
meantime, however, the number of 
member states has increased from 59 in 
1950 to 126 in 1970. Moreover, during the 
same period, the number of United Na
tions secretariat employees in New York 
requiring office space has grown from 
2,900 to approximately 4,900. 

As a consequence of the increasing in
adequacy of existing facilities at the 
United Nations Headquarters in New 
York, the need for expansion has been 
under consideration by the General As
sembly and the Secretary General for 
the past 10 years. The pending proposal 
is the result of a $250,000 architectural 
and engineering study which was author
ized by the General Assembly on Decem
ber 21, 1968, and submitted to the Sec
retary General on November 1, 1969. It 
was adopted by the General Assembly on 
December 17, 1969. 

Mr. President, in my view, there is an 
urgent need for the construction of new 
facilities at the United Nations Head
quarters in New York. It is my hope, 
therefore, that the Senate will approve 
Senate Joint Resolution 173 without 
delay. 
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Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. . 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, m 

connection with the $20 million we are 
granting to the U.N., I understood the 
Senator in private, to state that all 
member~ would be contributing. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. No, that is not what 
I said. 

Mr. ELLENDER. They are not con-
tributing on the same basis that we are. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Actually, each mem
ber of the U .N. is not assessed the same 
amount, because there are many sm~ll 
nations that cannot do it on that basIB. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. But the percenta~e 

of our contribution in this instance lS 
not much larger than our regular con
tribution to the U.N. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not think I 
agree, because the Senator said we. c?n
tribute $20 million, and also $25 m1lhon 
would be contributed by the U.N. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. By the U.N. itself. 
Mr. ELLENDER. We put up 30-plus 

percent of that, so we are putting up 30-
plus percent of the contribution of 
whatever is put up by the U.N., plus $20 
million. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. How much are the 

Russians putting up? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I cannot tell the 

Sena tor. I do not have the figure. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I wonder if we could 

put that in the RECORD to show we ~re 
contributing a much greater share with 
the $25 million--

Mr. SPARKMAN. $20 million. 
Mr. ELLENDER. No. We are putting 

up part of that $25 million. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. That is true. 
Mr. ELLENDER. And, in addition, we 

are putting up $20 million. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. So it is not even. The 

Senator had better correct the RECORD, 
because we are putting in $20 million 
more than we should. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Pursuant to the 
terms of the pending proposal, the U.S. 
Government will grant $20 million to the 
United Nations and other member na
tions will also be making contributions. 

Mr. ELLENDER. How? To the U.N:? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. They will pay their 

share of the $25 million which is to be 
appropriated out of the regular U.N. 
budget. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is a contribu-
tion that is being put up by every nation. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Is there any con

tribution aside from the $25 million that 
is coming from the member nations? 
The answer is "No." 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I would like to have 
an answer to that question. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am told the Sena
tor's statement is essentially correct. 

Mr. ELLENDER. So we put up around 
30 percent of the $25 million plus a bonus 
of $20 million. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Well, of course-

Mr. ELLENDER. Is that not correct? 
Let us not argue about it. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Very well. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. But I think we 

should bear in mind that the U.N. head
quarters will remain in the United States, 
and that there will be many benefits 
from it. I think the contribution on 
the part of the city of New York is an 
indication. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course, it is good 
for New York, because many people will 
go there and stay at hotels there, and so 
forth; but I just want to get the 
record straight that again we are con
tributing much more than our share. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. We are contributing 
more than any other individual nation. 
I will put it that way. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama has 2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I want 
to ask a question. Did I not understand 
that $16 million-plus is being contributed 
from funds that would otherwise go as 
rentals for UNESCO? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Approximately $15 
million. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Which fund comes in 
the main from other countries? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. There was another 

fund mentioned that comes from an 
agency that is supported only in part by 
the United States. What was that? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. UNICEF. 
Mr. ELLENDER. How much do we con

tribute to UNESCO? 
Mr. SPARJKMAN. I do not have the 

figures now. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Here we have an

other contribution that we are making. 
In other words, we are contributing in 
four ways-UNESCO, the one the Sen
ator just mentioned, $20 million and our 
other fees we pay for the $25 million con
contribution. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. And so are the other 
nations. 

Mr. ELLENDER. They do not. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. They do. 
Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator admitted 

that just now. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I want 

to reserve by last minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts has 11 minutes. 
Mr. BROOKE. I yield to the Senator 

from Delaware. (Mr. WILLIAMS). 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, on May 11 the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee approved the reso
lution by a vote of 6 to 5. The estimated 
cost of the project is $80 million. Of this 
amount--! think this answers somewhat 
the questions of the Senator from Louisi
ana-$20 million would be paid, under 
this resolution, as a direct grant of the 
U.S. Government, $20 millicn would come 
from the city of New York, $15 million 
from the United Nations development 
program, the U.N. children's fund, to 
which we contribute about one-third, $25 
million would come from the U.N. 

budget, in which the United States share 
is 31.57 percent, plus the fact that we 
may have to make some additional con
tribution if other nations do not pay 
their proportionate share. That means 
we would be paying a substantial part 
of the cost. 

I have supported over the years the 
principle of an organization for world 
government. I still support it, but I think 
we would have a stronger United Na
tions if all the other nations within that 
organization assumed the proportionate 
part of their responsibility. By so doing, 
they will feel they are a part of it. 

As long as our country continues to 
pick up the tab not only for this con
struction project but for other projects 
and exempt other governments from 
their share of the cost, they are not 
going to feel they are a part of the orga
nization, and therefore, I do not think 
it will be respected as much worldwide. 

For that reason, I think this measure 
should be rejected. If the building is 
needed, it should be built by the United 
Nations itself out of its own funds, and 
let the proportionate part of the cost be 
shared under the formula of the United 
Nations and paid for by the respective 
governments that are going to use it. On 
that basis the United States will con
tribute its proportionate part, but I do 
not think it is fair for the United States 
to pay 85 to 90 percent of its cost. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 

know how much we contribute to 
UNESCO? Does he have those figures? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No, not 
exactly. 

Mr. ELLENDER. My recollection is 
that it is almost 60 percent. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It could 
be. 

Mr. ELLENDER. So that when the re
port shows that we are contributing 31.57 
percent, that is of the $25 million that 
comes from the general fund. Am I cor
rect in that? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is the 
U.N. Children's Fund and the U.N. De
velopment Program that contribute $15 
million. I do not know what percentage 
the U.S. Government pays, but of the 
$25 million to be paid by the United Na
tions itself, we are supposed to pay 31.57 
percent. But we are having to pay a lot 
more than that since many of the coun
tries do not make their payments. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Of the $25 million 
contributed, it is estimated that we put 
up 31.57 percent of that fund? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Auto
matically. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In addition to that, 
we put up funds for UNESCO. In addi
tion to that we are putting up $20 million. 
Then there is UNICEF. That is another 
contribution we make. The amount we 
are contributing will be closer to 50 per
cent than the 31.57 percent mentioned 
in the report. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think 
the amount contributed will be well over 
50 percent of the total cost of this 
project. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts has 6 
minutes. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I yield 1 
minute to the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
SAXBE). 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, there ap
pears to me to be a conflict. The Presi
dent has asked for a freeze on construc
tion on at least two buildings. One, an 
important Federal building in Akron, 
Ohio, is being held up because of the 
inflationary pressures of construction. 
We hear arguments now that we should 
delay highway construction, even though 
those funds are earmarked, because of 
inflationary pressures. Here we are put
ting up $20 million for construction of a 
U.N. building in New York at the same 
time we have a freeze on construction of 
Federal buildings in Ohio. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Virginia (Mr. BYRD). 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, through the years I have been a 
strong advocate of the U.N. I returned 
from Okinawa during World War II at 
the same time that the U .N. was estab
lished in San Francisco, so I have felt a 
strong rapport with that world orga
nization. 

I think it is important that we have 
a world organization, in an effort to 
maintain peace in the world. 

I must say, however, that in recent 
years I have been greatly disappointed in 
the United Nations. I think it is not near
ly as effective as it should be, nor as it 
was intended to be. 

One reason is that when it was estab
lished, it had 51 member nations, all of 
which had been well-established nations, 
with a long history of self-government. 
In recent years, it has been expanded 
to where there are now at least 123 na
tions--

Mr. SPARKMAN. One hundred and 
twenty-six. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. It goes up so 
fast you cannot keep track of it. I am in
formed by the chairman there are now 
126 nations. I think it has gotten out of 
hand in that direction. 

Then we come down to the money 
part of it. 

The United States has consistently 
been called upon to put up more and 
more, and the amount the U.S. taxpayers 
have been called upon to put up is out of 
proportion, I think, to the benefits we re
ceive from it; and it is unjustified from 
the point of view of other members not 
contributing their just share. 

I think this is another example. The 
American taxpayers are being called 
upon to put a disproportionate amount 
in to a new building. This is not the time 
to put $34 million of tax funds into a new 
building for the United Nations. Let us 
put our own :financial house in order first. 

So, Mr. President, I shall vote in the 
negative when this matter comes to a 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, how 
muc3 time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 3 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKE. I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
merely want to point out again that we 
have a law on the books whereby the 
U.S. Government is to put up not more 
than 33% percent to the United Nations. 
That may be for the administrative part. 
But, as the Senator from Virginia has 
pointed out and as I have pointed out 
before, we are putting up a good deal of 
the United Nations development pro
gram. I would like to know how much 
of the program on that front we put up. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Forty percent. 
Mr. ELLENDER So that, of the $15 

million, we put up $6 million of that, and 
then, with the $25 million that is con
tributed by the United Nations, we are 
putting up 31.57 percent of that, which 
amounts to another almost $8 million. 
Eight and six are 14. Then of UNICEF, 
we put up how much? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not have that 
figure, but I am of the opinion it is 30-
some-odd percent. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Thirty-some-odd 
percent of how much? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of the UNICEF 
budget. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield there? 

Mr. ELLENDER. So, altogether, we 
are putting up almost $40 million out of 
$60 million? 

Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ELLENDER. So we are actually 

voting, today, in violation of a statute 
we passed here about 10 years ago. 

Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator yield? 
I know the Senator did it inadvertently, 
but he used $15 million twice. 

Mr. ELLENDER. No. 
Mr. COOPER. Yes; the $15 million 

will be provided by two agencies. One is 
the United Nations Development pro
gram, and the other the United Nations 
Children's Fund. Forty percent of that is 
$6 million. The Senator has used that 
once. I just wanted to correct that. 

What the Senator has said is correct 
as to the $20 million grant, about $8 
million from the U.N. fund, and about 40 
percent of the $15 million. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But we have contrib
uted a good deal more than we agreed to 
by statute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each 
side has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the floor 
manager. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
think it is essential that we keep sepa
rate the contribution to the regular op
erations of the United Nations, where 
we now contribute 31.57 percent. The 
Senator from Virginia said we have con
tributed more and more and more, but 
I would remind him that we started off 
by contributing about 45 percent, and 
we have gotten it down from year to 
year, until now we have it fixed at 31.57 
percent. 

The pending resolution deals with the 
expansion of the UN. headquarters, not 
with its operations. Whether we like the 
operations of the United Nations or not-
I have been disappointed in the United 
Nations, too-I think our job is to try 
to make it work. It is located in the 
United States, in the city of New York; 
it is of some benefit to us from a finan
cial standpoint; and I believe, even 

though we disagree with some of its 
policies, we do have an obligation to 
pay a larger share toward the proposed 
expansion project than some other na
tions in the world. 

Mr. President, I think this is a rea
sonable contribution under the circum
stances. I believe it is absolutely urgent 
that we build new facilities for the 
United Nations, an organization that 
we set up in good faith, hope, and con
fidence, and I think it is up to us to 
work hard to try to make it function. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on the en
grossment and third reading of the joint 
resolution. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 173) 
was ordered to be engrossed for third 
reading, and was read the third time. 

Mr. ELLENDER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, awhile ago, when this subject 
was presented on limited time, I was 
handed a table containing some data that 
I should like to ask unanimous consent be 
printed in the RECORD in connection with 
questions I asked awhile ago, so that it 
will appear before the vote. 

I wish to say to my good friends in the 
Senate that the United Nations head
quarters was constructed 20 years ago 
from funds we, the United Sttaes, loaned 
to the organization to the tune of $65 mil
lion, with no interest. 

The amount paid to date of the $65 
million is $40 million. $25 million still 
remain to be paid. 

As I said awhile ago, the land was fur
nished by the Rockefeller Foundation and 
the funds were obtained from the U.S. 
Government, for an indefinite period, ap
parently, with no interest. So that the 
United States is responsible for having 
constructed the whole building. 

Mr. President, I have always stood 
by the United Nations. It seems to me 
that all nations should contribute on a 
fair basis and Uncle Sam should not be 
carrying most of the whole load. 

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

Debts owed to the United States by the 
United Nations, as of Jan. 15, 1970 

U.N. headquarters loan (32 payments): 
Totalloa.n ________________ $65,000,000.00 
Less 19 repayments ma.de__ 40, 000, 000. 00 

Remainder 13 repay-
ments ------------- 25, 000, 000. 00 

U.N. bonds (25 yea.rs) 
principal only: 

Total purchased__________ 76, 263, 276. 00 
Less 8 repayments ________ 19,813,604.65 

Remainder (in addition 
$9,402,366.93 received 
in interest)-------- 56,449,671.35 

Amounts (estimated) owed 
Department of Defense 
for supplies and serv
ices (as of Dec. 31, 
1969): 

For UNEF---------------- 0 
For UNOC 1-------------- 4, 475, 149. 00 

Total --------------- 4,475,149.00 

Grand total, debts 

owed-------------- 85,924,820.35 
1 B111s pa.Id by the U.N. through Dec. 31, 

1969, amounted to $45,239,453 for UNOC. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall it pass? On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded t.o call the roll. 

Mr. BIBLE (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a live pair 
with the senior Senat.or from Missouri 
(Mr. SYMINGTON). If he were present, he 
would vote "nay." If I were permitted t;o 
vote, I would vote "yea." I therefore 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted 
in the affirmative). On this vote I have 
a pair with the Senator from California 
(Mr. CRANSTON). If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were 
permitted to vote, I would vote "nay." 
I therefore withdraw my vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
Donn), the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
EASTLAND), the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. Go RE) , the Sena t.or from Indiana 
(Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS)' the Senator 
from Washington (Mr. JACKSON)' the 
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
SON), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
McCARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), and the Sen
at.or from Maryland <Mr. TYDINGS) are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) and the Sen
at.or from North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) 
are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator from Wy
oming (Mr. McGEE), the Senat.or from 
Washington (Mr. JACKSON)' and the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PAS
TORE) would each vote "yea." 

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senat.or from Utah (Mr. BENNETT)' 
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
COTTON), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. CURTIS), the Senators from Arizona 
(Mr. FANNIN and Mr. GOLDWATER)' the 
Senator from New York (Mr. GOODELL), 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. GRIF
FIN), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
GURNEY), the Senator from California 
(Mr. MURPHY), the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. SMITH), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. THuRMOND), and the Sen
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are nec
essarily absent. 

The Senat.or from Kentucky (Mr. 
CooK), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HRUSKA) , and the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS) are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
MUNDT) and the Senator from Maine 
(Mrs. SMITH) are absent because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEAR
SON) is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), the 
Senator from Maine (Mrs. SMITH) , and 
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) 
would each vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
York (Mr. GOODELL) is paired with the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT). If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
New York would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Utah would vote "nay.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. PEARSON) is paired with the Senat.or 
from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS). If present 
and voting, the Senator from Kansas 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. SMITH) is paired with the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) . 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Illinois would vote "yea" and the Senator 
from South Carolina would vote "nay.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 39, 
nays 21, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bayh 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Case 
Church 
Cooper 
Eagleton 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Harris 
Hart 

[No. 238 Leg.] 
YEA$-39 

Hatfield 
Holland 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Javlts 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Muskie 
Nelson 

NAYS-21 

Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Riblcoff 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Allen Ellen.der Montoya 
Allott Ervin Prout y 
Boggs Hansen Sax be 
Byrd., Va. Jordan, Idaho Stennis 
Byrd, W. Va.. Long Talmadge 
Dole McClellan Williams, Del. 
Dominick Miller Young, N. Dak. 

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-2 

Bible, for. 
Mansfield, against. 

NOT VOTING-88 

Baker Gore 
Bellmon Gm vel 
Bennett Griffin 
Ca.nnon Gurney 
Cook Hartke 
Cotton Hollings 
Cranston Hruska 
Curtis Jackson 
Dodd J ordan, N.C. 
Eastland Magnuson 
Fannin McCarthy 
Goldwater McGee 
Goodell Moss 

Mundt 
Murphy 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Russell 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Ill. 
Stevens 
Symington 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 173), 
was passed, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 173 
Whereas the Congress authorized the 

United States to join with other govern
ments in the founding of the United Na
tions; 

Whereas the Congress unanimously, in H. 
Con. Res. 75 (79th Congress), invited the 
United Nations to establish its headqua.rters 
in the United States, which invitation was 
acoepted by the United Nations; 

Whereas the United States has continued 
t.o serve as host to the United Na.tlons: 

Whereas the membership o! the United 
Nations has increased substantially and the 
organlza.tlon has outgrown its existing fa
c111ties; 

Whereas the General Assembly of the 
United Nations in December 1969 authorized. 
the const ruction, subject to suit able financ
ing arrangements, of an additional headquar
ters huilding sout h of and adjacent to t he 
pr esent headquarters site on land to be made 
available without charge by the city of New 
York; 

Whereas the total financial burden of ex
panding its headquarters in New York would 
severely strain the resources of the United 
Nations; 

Whereas a special contribution by the 
United States as the host government would 
constitute a positive act of reaffirmation of 
faith of the American people in the future o! 
the United Nations: Be it 

ResolVed by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Ameri ca 
in Congress assembled, That there is hereby 
authorized. to be appropriated to the Secre
tary of State out of any money in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriat ed, a. sum not 
to exceed $20,000,000, to remain availa ble 
unt il expended, for a grant to be made at 
the discretion of the Secretary of State, to 
the United Nations to defray a portion of the 
cost of t he expansion and improvement of its 
headquarters in the city of New York on such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary of 
State may determine. Such grant sh.all not be 
considered a contribution t.o the United Na
tions for purpose of any other applicable law 
limit ing cont ributions. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. SPARK.i'\1:AN. Mr. President, I 

move that the vote by which the joint 
resolution was agreed t;o be reconsidered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move 
that the motion t;o reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I 
wish to commend the distinguished Sen
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) for 
his management of this bill t.oday. When 
it comes to fulfilling one's responsibility 
and duty, Senator SPARKMAN never shies 
away. It is not a pleasant task t-0 be 
called upon to manage a bill that is open 
to so much criticism-criticism not nec
essarily directed against the merits of the 
bill itself but matters somewhat extrane
ous. It is the measure of a man that he 
can be relied. upon-it is a mark of Sena
ator SPARKMAN that success always flows 
from his leadership. 

The Senate leadership again is greatly 
indebted t;o Senator SPARKMAN-he al
ways has had our great respect, devotion, 
and appreciation. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, will the 

distinguished majority leader yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted t;o 

yield to the Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, I should 

like to propound an inquiry to the distin
guished majority leader, while there are 
still many Senators in the Chamber, as to 
what the program will be for the remain
der of today, and next week. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
respond to the request of the distin
guished acting minority leader, the Sen
ator from Colorado (Mr. Al.LOTT), by 
stating that there will be no fw·ther 
votes today. We do hope to get to con
sider some unobjected to, noncontrover-



July 1 O, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 23751 
sial items on the calendar, which have 
been cleared on both sides of the aisle. 

It is our intention to lay before the 
Senate Calendar No. 1013, H.R. 16915, 
the legislative appropriation bill, and 
make it the pending business for next 
Monday. 

Following that, it is the intention of 
the joint leadership to take up S. 26 and 
S. 27, the two Utah recreation area bills; 
and on Tuesday or Wednesday, to take 
up Calendar No. 926, S. 1830, an act to 
provide for the settlement of certain 
land claims of Alaska natives, and for 
other purposes. That bill will probably 
take 1 day-maybe more, I would imag
ine. 

Around Thursday, approximately, we 
will take up the conference report on the 
District of Columbia crime bill which, I 
understand, will take a little time. 

That is the best I can give the Sen
ator at the moment. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator from 
Montana very much. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield for a ques-_ 
tion? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Relative to the program 

the Senator just recounted, the Senator 
knows that we have a matter regarding 
land for a school that we may reach 
agreement on, and if we do, I think it will 
take up just a very few minutes on 
:1.greed time next week. That would not 
preclude such a step as that, would it? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course not. I 
was just giving the sure things I knew 
about and on which I would hope agree
ment could be reached; so that we shall 
be able to take that up, too, I assure the 
Senator. 

THE MINOT EXTENSION OF THE 
GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT OF 
THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN, 
N. DAK. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to consideration of Calendar No. 
1009, S. 2808. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). The bill will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. s. 2808, to au
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the 
Minot extension of the Garrison diver
sion unit of the Missouri River Basin 
project in North Dakota, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend
ments, on page 4, line 6, after the word 
"of", where it appears the second time, 
strike out "$12,150,000" and insert "$12,-
900,000"; and, at the beginning of line 
11, insert "There are also authorized to 
be appropriated such additional sums as 
may be required for the operation and 
maintenance of the extension."; so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Bepresentattves of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Minot 
extension of the Garrison diversion unit in 
North Dakota under the Federal reclama
tion laws (Act of June 17, 1902; 82 Stat. 888, 
and Acts amendatory thereof and supple
mentary thereto) for the principal purposes 
of conveying, regulating, and furnishing 
water made available through facilities of 
the Garrison diversion unit for use by the city 
of Minot and other communities for munic
ipal and industrial purposes; conserving and 
developing fish and wildlife resources; and 
enhancing outdoor recreation opportunities. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary is authorized to con
struct appropriate portions of the Minot ex
tension to assist in the interim delivery of 
water from ground water sources prior to the 
availab111ty of water through the facilities of 
the Garrison diversion unit. 

SEC. 8. (a) Costs of the project, or any unit 
or stage thereof, allocated to municipal water 
supply, shall be repayable, with interest, by 
the municipal water users over a period of 
not more than fifty years from the date that 
water is first delivered for that purpose, pur
suant to contracts with municipal corpora
tions or other organizations, as defined in 
subsection 2 (g) of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1989 (58 Stat. 1187). Such contracts 
shall be precedent to the commencement of 
construction of the project. Contracts may 
be entered into with water users' organiza
tions pursuant to the provisions of this Act 
without regard to the last sentence of sub
secion 9(c) of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1989 (58 Stat. 1187). 

(b) Expenditures for the Minot extension 
may be made without regard to the soil sur
vey and land classification requirements of 
the Interior Department Appropriation Act of 
1954 (67 Stat. 266). 

(c) The interest rate used for computing 
interest during construction and interest on 
the unpaid balance of the reimbursable costs 
of the Minot extension shall be determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the 
beginning of the fiscal year in which con
struction on the extension is commenced, on 
the basis of the computed average interest 
rate payable by the Treasury upon its out
standing marketable public obligations which 
are neither due nor callable for redemption 
for fi.fteen years from date of issue. 

( d) The Secretary is authorized to transfer 
to a qualified contracting entity or entities 
the care, operation, and maintenance of the 
project works, and, if such transfer is made, 
to credit annually against the contractor's 
repayment obligation that portion of the 
year's joint operation and maintenan ce costs 
which, if the United States had continued to 
operate the project, would have been allo
cated to fish and wildlife and recreation pur
poses. Prior to assuming care, operation, and 
maintenance of the project works the con
tracting entity or entities shall be obligated 
to operate them in accordance with criteria 
established by the Secretary of the Interior 
with respect to fl.sh and wildlife and recrea
tion. 

SEC. 4. The conservation and development 
of fish and wildlife resources and the en
hancement of recreation opportunities in 
connection with the Minot extension shall 
be in accordance with the provisions of the 
Federal Water Projects Recreation Act (79 
Stat. 218). 

SEC. 5. There is authorized to be appro
priated for the construction of the Minot ex
tension the sum of $12,900,000 (January 1969 
prices), plus or minus such amounts, if any, 
as may be justified by reason of ordinary 
fluctuations in construction costs as indi
cated by engineering cost indexes applicable 
to the type of construction involved. There 
are also authorized to be appropriated such 
additional sums as may be required for the 
operation and maintenance of the extension. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, we have 
supported the development of the Gar
rison diversion unit of the Missouri 
River Ba.sin project for many years. 
When we achieved the reauthorization of 
the unit in 1965, one of the provisions of 
the auihorized plan was for the diver
sion of Missouri River Basin water 
through the unit's facilities, for munici
pal and industrial use in the project area. 

The city of Minot was interested at 
that time in the possibility of securing a 
dependable water supply from the unit, 
and the city actively supported the au
thorization. Studies of the various alter
natives were not yet complete, however, 
and the facilities for the delivery of water 
to the city could not be included in the 
authorization. 

The city of Minot now has had the 
benefit of a number of studies, and it 
is clear that the only dependable source 
of a long-term water supply is the Mis
souri River. The bill we consider today 
is based on comprehensive Bureau of 
Reclamation studies of the Minot ex
tension of the Garrison unit. The proj
ect will provide the pumping and convey
ance works necessary to deliver the water 
to the city. The Bureau has found the 
plan to have engineering, economic, and 
financial feasibility. The Water and 
Power Resources Subcommittee of the 
Senate Interior Committee gave its ap
proval after a very complete June 30, 
1970, hearing. Full committee action 
came just a week later. 

The city of Minot is located in a rural 
area of one of the most agriculturally 
oriented States in the Nation. This large 
agricultural area depends on Minot as its 
business, transportation, trade and com
mercial center. In other words, the wel
fare of Minot is vital to the well-being 
and economic stability of many smaller 
communities and rural residents of 
north-central North Dakota. 

Minot is also the trade center and eco
nomic foundation for the Minot Air 
Force Base, a vital part of the defense fa
cilities of our Nation with 19,000 service
men and dependents, the air base is the 
home of the Strategic Air Command's 
81oth Strategic Aerospace Division with 
operational responsibility for intercon
tinental bombers and a Minuteman mis
sile complex. As the larges·t water cus
tomer of Minot, the Air Force base must 
rely on the city for water and for the 
operation of water supply facilities. 

The city presently obtains its water 
from the Souris River and from wells. 
The Souris River is overappropriated. 
The present supply is not dependable and 
no opportunity exists for further devel
opment. Ground water supplies also are 
limited and require expensive chemical 
treatment. The aquifer is being over
drawn and has declined more than 20 
feet in 4 years at some points. The city 
has had to resort to water rationing to 
avoid emergency situations in chronic 
periods of shortage. 

Nearly one-half of the 250,000 acres to 
be irrigated in the authorized initial 
stage of the Garrison diversion unit are 
located within the trade area of Minot. 
If these lands are to realize their full po
tential for economic improvement, Minot 
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must be able to expand with the new ir
rigation development to provide a wide 
range of crop and livestock marketing 
facilities and processing services. Minot, 
however, is not growing as rapidly as 
other major cities in North Dakota. One 
of the principal causes is the lack of an 
assured, ample, and long-range supply 
of good quality water for municipal and 
industrial purposes. Minot and the sur
rounding area also undergo severe em
ployment fluctuations. It has the highest 
rate of unemployment and frequently 
has the highest unemployment claims 
payments in the State. An assured water 
supply for municipal and industrial uses 
would be vital in encouraging industry 
which in turn would stabilize the em
ployment market. 

The two-phase plan that has been for
mulated to meet Minot's water needs is 
particularly well suited to the situation. 
The immediate need is critical. For
tunately, a ground water aquifer has 
been located near the city which can be 
tapped under the first part of a two
phase plan at a cost of a little over $2 
million. The first phase development will 
solve the immediate problem until a 
long-term water supply can be provided 
through facilities of the Garrison diver
sion unit. 

A portion of the conveyance system of 
the first phase will remain in service as 
part of the second phase development, 
and the well field will serve as a perma
nent standby water source for emer
gency use. 

The cost of the total plan is $17.4 mil
lion-including $4.5 million assigned 
costs from Garrison diversion unit. Part 
of the cost is assigned to recreation and 
fish and wildlife values, but 88 percent of 
the total cost of the extension will be re
paid with interest by the Minot water 
users. The benefits of the plan exceed 
the costs by a ratio of 1.9 to 1. 

I wish to reemphasize the urgent need 
for this legislation and to commend the 
well-thought-out plan which has been 
formulated with the help of State and 
city officials. I strongly urge the favorable 
consideration of the Minot extension leg
islation. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). Without objection, the amend
ments are considered and agreed to en 
bloc. 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
If there be no further amendments to 
be proposed, the question is on engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

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

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
91-1005), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

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

PURPOSE OF THE MEASURE 

The purpose of S. 2808, introduced by Sen
ators Burdick and Young of North Dakota, 

is to authorize construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Minot extension of the 
Garrison diversion unit, Missouri River Ba
sin project. The Minot extension would facili
tate the city of Minot in north-central North 
Dakota in obtaining an interim supply of 
municipal and industrial water to supple
ment its existing sources and ultimately 
would deliver a full water supply to the city 
from the works of the authorized Garrison 
diversion unit. The extension would also pro
vide public recreation and fish and wildlife 
conservation benefits. 

BACKGROUND 

The Garrison diversion unit of the Mis
souri River Basin project was authorized in 
1965 (79 Stat. 433). Construction of the 
unit is presently underway. The authorized 
plan of development for the unit provides 
capacity in the facilities to divert 22,953 
acre-feet of water annually from the Mis
souri River for municipal and industrial use 
by the city of Minot. 

The Secretary of the Interior's report on 
the Minot extension was transmitted to the 
Congress on June 5, 1970. 

The Subcommittee on Water and Power 
Resources held a hearing on June 30, 1970. 
The Department of the Interior recom
mended that the bill be enacted with 
amendments. The recommended amend
ments were adopted by the committeee. 
The Bureau of the Budget expressed no ob
jection to enactment if amended. 

FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

The total construction cost of the Minot 
extension is estimated to be $12,910,000 
(January 1969 process), of which $2,080,000 
would be required to construct the first 
phase. The Federal investment, which also 
includes assigned costs of $4,503,000 from 
the Garrison unit, is allocated to the project 
purposes as follows: 

[Dollars in thousands) 

Purpose 1st phase Total Percent 

Mand I water_______ _______ $2, 080 $14, 779 85 
Recreation fish and wildlife______ _____ _ 2,634 15 

Tota'---------------- 2, 080 17, 413 100 

The annual operation and maintenance 
cost is estimaited to be $159,600. 

The total cost allocated to municipal and 
industrial water supply will be repaid by 
the city of Minot with interest within 50 
years of the completion of each phase of con
struction. Costs allocated to public recreation 
and fish and wildlife conservation w1l1 be 
shared according to the provisions of the 
Federal Water Project Recreation Act (79 
Stat. 213). In total, over 88 percent of the 
costs of the project ($15,367,500) will be re
turned to the Federal Government with in
terest. The remainder ($2,045,500) are the 
portions of public recreation and fish a.nd 
wildlife conservation costs which are non
reimbursable under existing law. 

The ratio of total benefits to total costs over 
a 100-year period of analysis using a discount 
rate of 4% percent is 1.93 to 1. 

N1EED FOR THE PROJECT 

The city of Minot is located in a rural 
area of one of the most agrlculturally orient
ed States in the Nation. This large agricul
tural area depends on Minot as its business, 
transportation, trade, and commercial center. 
In other words, the welfare of Minot is vital 
to the well-being and econoinic stability of 
many smaller communities and rural resi
dents of north-central North Dakota. 

Minot is also the trade center and economic 
foundation for the Minot Air Force Base, a 
vital part of the defense facllities of our Na
tion with 19,000 servicemen and dependents, 
the a.tr base is the home of the Strategic Air 

Command's 810th Strategic Aerospace Divi
sion with operational responsibillty for inter
continental bombers and a Minuteman mis
sile complex. As the largest water customer 
of Minot, the Air Force base must rely on 
the city for water and for the operation of 
water supply facillties. 

The city presently obtains its water from 
the Souris River and from wells. The Souris 
River is overaippropria.ted,. The present supply 
is not dependable and no opportunity exists 
for further development. Ground water sup
plies also are llmlted and require expensive 
cheinical treatment. The aquifer is being 
overdrawn and has declined more than 20 
feet in 4 years at some points. The city has 
had to resort to water rationing to avoid 
emergency situa,tions in chronic periods of 
shortage. 

Water supply and demand studies indicate 
that the Minot aquifer and Souris River 
streamfiow--'the city's existing sources of 
supply together with the Sundre aquifer
cannot be relied upon to meet Minot's con
tiniuing water requirements. City growth and 
increased consumption are expected to result 
in peak and yearly demands in excess of the 
supply available from these sources by the 
late 1970's. It is estimated that about 6 yea.rs 
after completion of the first phase ground 
water conveyance system, water would be 
needed from the second phase system. 

Hydrologic studies indicate that the facili
ties proposed for the Minot extension in con
junction with those authorized for construc
tion of the Garrison unit could supply the 
projected municipal and industrial needs of 
the ctty of Minot through the year 2020 
without shortages. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 

The committee adopted two amendments 
which were recommended by the Department 
of the Interior. Amendment 1 increases the 
authorized appropriation for construction of 
the project from $12,150,000 to $12,900,000. 
The increase is necessary to accommodate 
changes in the plan which were made since 
S. 2808 was introduced. 

Amendment 2 adds a specific reference to 
the authorization of appropriations for oper
ation and maintenance of the Minot ex
tension. 

STATEMENT ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

The following statement on environmental 
impact ls submitted in accordance with sec
tion 102(2) (C) of the National Environ
mental Polley Act of 1969. 

The relationship of the proposed Minot 
extension to the quality of the human en
vironment was ex.a.mined as required by sec
tion 102(2) (C) of the National Environmen
tal Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190). 
The investigation and formulation of the 
plan for this proposed water resource devel
opment was completed prior to the enact
ment of the act. However, before recom
mending authorization of the proposal to the 
President and the Congress, copies of the 
Secretary's proposed report on the extension 
were transmitted on September 22, 1969, to 
the State of North Dakota and other States 
of the Missouri River Basin, to the Secretary 
of the Army, and to the interested Federal 
agencies for review as required by the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887), the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act ( 48 Stat. 401 
as amended), and procedures approved by 
the President on May 15, 1962 (S. Doc. 97, 
87th Cong.). No adverse comments relating 
to the impact of the proposed development 
on the environment were received. 

These coordination procedures are slinila.r 
to those set forth in Public Law 91-190 for 
improvement and coordination of Federal 
plans. In addition, the procedures for for
mulating and evaluating Federal water re
source projects result in multiple objective 
considerations which relate to the environ
ment. A statement on impact of the Minot 
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extension on the quality of the human en
vironment reflecting the views and recom
mendations of those Federal and State agen
cies which participated directly in formulat
ing the recommended plan of development 
or indirectly through the review process is 
presented. in the Secretary's feasibility report. 
Our findings in that respect may be stated 
as follows: 

(1) Impact on environment.-The pro
posed development would significantly en
hance the well-being of people. The prin
cipal environmental impact would result 
from furnishing a supplemental supply from 
ground water to meet the immediate needs 
and a dependable supply of good quality im
ported Missouri River water for the long
range municipal and industrial requirements 
of the city of Minot, including the Minot 
Air Force Base. The second phase develop
ment would provide new opportunities for 
water-oriented outdoor recreation and cre
ate a reservoir fishery on Livingston Creek 
which is an ephemeral stream. Both the 
water supply and establishment of new rec
reation and fish and wildlife resources would 
contribute to the economic viability of the 
area. 

(2) Adverse environmental effects.-The 
principal facilities to be constructed include 
Livingston Dam and Reservoir, three small 
pumping plants and a total of 178 miles 
of concrete pipelines for water conveyance. 
The reservoir would inundate some 1,200 
acres of predominantly rangeland. No per
sons would be dislocated. The minor adverse 
effects, if any, of creating the reservoir would 
be more than offset by creation of a signifi
cant water-oriented outdoor recreation and 
fishery resource. The pipelines would be 
placed underground. Except for temporary 
dislocations during construction, there would 
be no known adverse impact on the human 
environment from the construction or oper
ation of these facUities. 

(3) Alternatives to proposed action.-One 
possible alternative, no development at all, 
would have extensive adverse impact on the 
Minot community in terms of deficient water 
supply. Any other alternative would involve 
construction of similar but larger facilities. 
For instance, a pipeline might be built di
rectly to the Missouri River. Therefore, any 
possible adverse effects would be magnified 
by such other alternatives. 

( 4) Relationship of short-term uses versus 
long-term needs.-The objective of the pro
posed development is to provide both a satis
factory short- and long-term water supply 
to the city of Minot, thus a common relation
ship exists between the short-term uses of 
the environment and the need to maintain 
and enhance its long-term productivity to 
satisfy human needs. 

(5) Irreversible commitment of re-
sources.-Oommltment of the water resources 
for domestic purposes constitutes its highest 
use and ls irreversible except to the extent 
that it may no longer be needed, may be 
provided by more economic or desirable al
ternatives, or may be required to meet criti
cal human needs. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which S. 2808 
passed the Senate be reconsidered. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE II OF THE 
MARINE RESOURCES AND DEVEL
OPMENT ACT OF 1966 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 

on Commerce be discharged from fur
ther consideration of H.R. 11766, and 
that the Senate proceed to its considera
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoLE). Without objection, it is ordered, 
and the bill will be stated by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: A bill 
(H.R. 11766) to amend title II of the 
Marine Resources and Engineering De
velopment Act of 1966. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to its 
consideration. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all after the 
enacting clause in H.R. 11766 be stricken, 
and that the language of S. 2293 as re
ported be substituted therefor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the reqeust of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading of the 
bill. 

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

The bill (H.R. 11766) was read the 
third time and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that S. 2293 be 
indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoLE). Without objection, S. 2293 is in
definitely postponed. 

THE MARINE RESOURCES AND 
ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 1012, S. 3617. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoLE) • The bill will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 3617) 
to amend the Marine Resources and En
gineering Development Act of 1966 to 
continue the National Council on Marine 
Resources and Engineering Development. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, was read the third time. 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That subsection 
(f) of section 3 of the Marine Resources and 
Engineering Development Act of 1966 (33 
U.S.C. 1102(f)) is amended by striking out 
"June 30, 1970" and inserting in lieu there
of "June 30, 1971". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
91-1008), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE Bll..L 

Authority for the National Council on Ma
rine resources and Engineering Development 
expired on June 80, 1970. The purpose of S. 
3617 is to extend the life of the Council 
for 1 year, to June 80, 1971. 

BACKGROUND OF THE LEGISLATION 

The National Council on Marine Re
sources and Engineering Development was 
created in 1966 in response to a need for 
greater coordination of Federal civil ma
rine programs. At the same time, the Marine 
Resources and Engineering Development Act 
of 1966 created a Commission o! Marine 
Science, Engineering, and Resources to rec
ommend to the President and the Congress 
"an overall plan for an adequate national 
oceanographic program." The Commission 
completed its 2-year study and submitted 
its report, "Our Nation and the Sea," on Jan
uary 11, 1969. 

As originally enacted, the National Council 
on Marine Resources and Engineering De
velopment was to have been terminated by 
law 120 days after submission of the Marine 
Science Commission's report. However, the 
Council's life was extended to June 30, 1969, 
by Public Law 90-242, and to June 30, 1970, 
by Public Law 91-15. 

The President is expected to submit a re
organization plan affecting Federal civil ma
rine activities in the near future. If ap
proved by the Congress, a proposed National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric administration 
(NOAA) , housed In the Department o! Com
merce, would come into being sometime in 
September 1970. The new NOAA would not 
house all of the Federal civil marine activ
ities, and a need would exist for continued 
coordination of Federal civil oceanic pro
grams. 

Continuation of the Council has been 
recommended and requested by the admin
istration. 

FLYING THE AMERICAN FLAG OVER 
THE REMAINS OF THE U.S.S. 
"UTAH" 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 1014, S. 583. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 583) 
to provide for the flying of the American 
flag over the remains of the U.S.S. Utah 
in honor of the heroic men who were 
entombed in her hull on December 7, 
1941. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Armed Services with that amendment on 
page 2, after line 3, strike out: 

SEC. 2. There is authorized to be appro
priated the sum o! $88,000 for construction 
of the memorial flagpole, and $8,500 to cover 
the cost of personnel, boating, and mainte
nance. 

And, in lieu thereof, insert: 
SEc. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 

appropriated to the Secretary of the Navy 
such sums as may be necessary for the cost 
of erection, maintenance, and operation of 
said flagpole. 
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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 the 
Secretary of the Navy is authorized and di
rected to take such action as may be neces
sary to provide for (1) the erection and 
maintenance of a :flagpole on the remains 
of the battleship United States ship Utah, 
(2) the flying of the American flag over the 
remains of such battleship, and (3) the rais
ing and lowering of such flag ea.ch day, such 
action having been authorized in honor of 
the heroic men who were entombed in her 
hull on December 7, 1941. 

SEC. 2. There ls hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary of the Navy 
such sums as may be necessary for the cost 
of erection, maintenance, and operation of 
said flagpole. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1010), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

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

PURPOSE 

The purpose of S. 583 ls, as stated in the 
title, to authorize the Secretary of the Navy 
to take such action as is necessary to pro
vide for (1) the erection of a flagpole on 
the remains of the battleship, U.S.S. Utah; 
(2) the flying of the American flag over the 
remains of such battleship; and (3) the 
raising and lowering of such flag each day
such action being authorized in honor of 
the heroic men who were entombed in her 
hull on December 7, 1941. 

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 

This measure, if enacted into law, will 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to pro
vide for the erection and maintenance of 
a memorial to honor the 54 officers and men 
who lost their lives during the Japanese at
tack on Pearl Harbor and lie entombed in 
the U.S.S. Utah. This measure will also pro
vide the Secretary of the Navy the authority 
to maintain the memorial and to raise and 
lower the American flag dally. Although 
memorials have been erected at Pearl Harbor 
honoring and commemorating the members 
of the Armed Forces of the United States 
who gave their lives during the Japanese 
attack, the U.S.S. Utah, which ls partially 
submerged a short distance off the shore of 
Ford Island, ls in no way identified or 
memorialized. 

The bill, if enacted, would provide the 
requisite authority to specifically recognize 
and commemorate those officers and men 
who gave their lives aboard the U.S.S. Utah 
and whose remains were never recovered. The 
memorial would serve also to honor our flag 
and express the Nation's gratitude to the 
honored dead who remain entombed in the 
ship's hull. 

AMENDMENT 

Section 2 of the bill is amended to read as 
follows: 

"There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated to the Secretary of the Navy such 
sums as may be necessary for the cost of 
erection, ma.lntenance and operation of sa.ld 
flagpole. 

FISCAL DATA 

As introduced, the blll would require the 
appropriation of approximately $96,000 for 
construction of the project and annual oper
ating costs approximating $8,500. The com
mittee's amendment would provide both 
general and continuing funding authoriza
tion. 

EVERGLADES NATIONAL PARK, FLA. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
1015, s. 2565. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoLE). The bill will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2565) , to amend the act affixing the 
boundary of Everglades National Park, 
Fla., and authorizing the acquisition of 
land therein, in order to increase the 
authorization for such acquisitions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend
ments on page 1, line 9, after the word 
"thereof", strike out" '$12,000,000'." and 
insert "$22,000,000'."; and after line 10, 
insert a new section, as fallows: 

SEC. 2. The seoond sentence of section 2 
of the said Act of July 2, 1958, is amended 
by inserting a period after the word "other
wise" and deleting the remainder of the 
sentence. 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States o/ 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
8 of the Act entitled "An Act to fix the 
boundary of Everglades National Park, Flor
ida., to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to acquire land therein, and to provide for 
the transfer of certain land not included 
within said boundary, and for other pur
poses", approved July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 280), 
ls amended by striking out "$2,000,000" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$22,000,000". 

SEC. 2. The second sentence of section 2 
of the said Act of July 2, 1958, is a.mended 
by inserting a period after the word "other
wise" and deleting the remainder of the 
sentence. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I con
sider it a special privilege to yield at this 
time to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Florida who has performed so long, 
so ably, and with such great integrity in 
bringing this legislation to consumma
tion. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. 

Before discussing the bill-and I still 
hope he may come in-I want to pay the 
greatest credit I could possibly pay to 
anyone to the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada <Mr. BmLE) who, as chairman 
of the subcommittee, hurried up the 
hearings and the consideration of this 
bill, and to the Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. JACKSON) who, as chairman of 
the full committee cooperated in helping 
to bring it to the floor. 

This bill does not conclude the actual 
acquisition of all privately owned land 
within the Everglades National Park, be-

cause various appropriations will be re
quired before that can be done. However, 
it does finally authorize that acquisition. 
And in that respect it brings to the end 
a task which I began to undertake as a 
member of the State Senate of Florida 
a good number of years ago, later as 
Governor, and which I followed through 
here for 24 years in the Senate. 

Mr. President, I am indeed grateful to 
all those who have participated in mak
ing possible this early passage in the 
Senate of a bill which will provide for 
the procurement of all remaining in
holdings, all remaining private holdings, 
within the area of the Everglades Na
tional Park as heretofore fixed by an act 
of Congress. 

I am grateful to the distinguished ma
jority leader and to the leadership on 
the other side for agreeing to the early 
consideration and passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendments 
en bloc. 

The amendments were agreed to en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill 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 RECORD an excerpt from the report-
No. 91-1011-explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

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

EXCERPTS FROM REPORT No. 91-1011 
S. 2565 provides for acquisition by the 

National Park Service of the remaining in
holdings within the Everglades National 
Park boundaries consisting of some 58,400 
acres of privately owned lands. It would ac
complish this purpose by removing certain 
restrictions against such acquisition, and 
increases the authorization for land pur
chases to $22 million. 

BACKGROUND 

Everglades National Park was established 
by the act of May 30, 1934 (48 Stat. 816), 
to consist of lands donated for the purpose. 
About 1,300,000 acres were donated-largely 
by the State of Florida-or acquired with 
donated funds. In 1958 the Congress enacted 
Public Law 85-482 to establish a firm bound
ary for the park conta.lnlng 1,400,533 acres. 
There remain 58,398 acres of private inhold
ings to be acquired. The greater part of these 
lands a.re largely unimproved and are either 
used for marginal farming or a.re lying fal
low. 

However, they could be developed for 
homesltes and intensive farming. Either use 
would be a danger to the fragile ecology of 
this park. Accordingly, funds and authority 
are necessary to acquire now these rema.lning 
private lands before development occurs. 
There is a total of 21 residential improve
ments, 10 of which are seasonal cottages, on 
these tracts. Taxes on all the privately held 
lands-improved and unimproved-to be ac
quired totaled $75,793 in 1968. 

In Monroe County, private lands are in 
relatively large blocks which have been sub
divided into an estimated 3,000 ownerships in 
an area of interconnected waterways. They 
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include important shoreline, mangrove, estu
ary, and headwater areas. More than half of 
the boaters and fishermen using waters visit 
this area, which is, in fact, wilderness in 
character. The mangrove wilderness is a 
rapidly diminishing resource. Increasing de
mand for water-oriented recreation oppor
tunities and for waterfront living space has 
all but el1minated this environment through 
dredge and fill operations elsewhere for com
mercial and residential development. Large 
blocks of land within this area of the park 
are being subdivided and the market is 
active. 

The committee finds that this natural area 
must be acquired if its character is to be 
preserved. 

In Dade Oounty, in the eastern area of the 
park, the private lands consist of blocks of 
land suitable for agricultural use. This area, 
in 52 separate ownerships, is one of the most 
important parts of the park in terms of its 
effect on the ecology and consequences felt 
by the bird and animal life in the park. 
Fresh water drains from the north through 
the glades and sloughs here and empties into 
central Florida Bay. The application of bio
cides and fertilizers on the farmed portion of 
these lands is already radically altering the 
animal and plant life in Taylor Slough, where 
heaviest park visitation occurs, and in Florida 
Bay. This fact is best illustrated by recent 
studies showing that bald eagle eggs exhibit 
a positive correlation between high pesticide 
concentrations and nesting failures with 
their proximity to the Taylor Slough drain
age. These lands must be acquired to assure 
protection of the park ecosystem. 

AMENDMENTS 

The committee adopted the following rec
ommended amendments: 

On line 9, change the figure "$12,000,000" 
to $22,000,000. 

The 1958 act authorized $2 million for ac
quisition of inholdings. As a result of sky
rocketing escalation, the cost of acquiring 
the remaining acreage essential to the 
park is $20 million. Therefore, the commit
tee amendment increases the authorization 
by t hat amount to $22 million. 

Add the following new section: 
SEC. 2. The second sentence of section 2 of 

the said Act of July 2, 1958, is amended by 
inserting a period after the word "otherwise" 
and deleting the remainder of the sentence. 

This change will remove restrictions writ
ten into the 1958 act against acquisltion of 
certain key areas except by consent. 

NEED 

The value of these unique, exotic lands to 
the American people ls hard to describe, be
cause the tropical wilderness of the north
west Everglades cannot be compared to any
thing else in our country, or in the world. 
The mangrove jungles are so rich and pro
ductive that they support a multimillion
dollar sport and commercial fishery. Fresh 
water flowing through the Big Cypress and 
blending with the nutrient-rich brackish 
waters of the mangrove shoreline forms a 
kind of biological soup, that supports larval 
forms of fish and shrimp that are harvested 
miles away. 

Visitation to Everglades National Park in 
1969 w-as 1,187,000. The park contains unique 
plant and animal communities found no
where else. It is the habitat of the alligator, 
wood ibis, bald eagle, and crocodlle--all en
dangered species. To assure continued pres
ervation of the plants and animals within the 
park all the remaining private lands must be 
acquired. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, no 
Senator deserves more credit than does 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida for his accomplishments not only 
in this matter but also in a number of 
matters down through the years affect
ing the State and the Nation. 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1971 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 1013, H.R. 16915. I de this so that it 
will be the pending business on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The BILL CLERK. A bill (H.R. 16915) 
making appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1971, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of the 
bill. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
beginning with New Reports. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DOLE). Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of ex
ecutive business. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Louis M. Rousselot, of New Jersey, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

U.S. AIR FORCE 
The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry 

nominations in the U.S. Air Force. 
Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that these nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. NAVY 

The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry 
nominations in the U.S. Navy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that these nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK IN THE AIR 
FORCE AND IN THE ARMY 

The bill clerk proceeded to read sundry 
nominations in the Air Force and in the 
Army which were on the Secretary's desk. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President be 

immediately notified of the confirmation 
of these nominations. 

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to legislative session. 

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR YOUNG OF OHIO ON 
MONDAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
disposition of the reading of the Journal 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. YOUNG) be recognized for not to ex
ceed 20 minutes. 

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR PROXMIRE ON MONDAY 

Mr. MANSFIBLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
remarks of the Senator from Ohio on 
Monday, the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) be recognized 
for not to exceed 30 minutes. 

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

PERIOD FOR THE TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS ON 
MONDAY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that after the re
marks of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. PROXMIRE) on Monday, there be a 
brief period for the transaction of rou
tine morning business, with a time limi
tation of 3 minutes attached thereto. 

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

THE EFFECT OF SECTION 203 OF 
THE MIL.rrARY AUTHORIZATION 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970, PUBLIC 
LAW 91-121 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday, Dr. Lee DuBridge, Director 
of the Office of Science and Technology, 
made a statement concerning the effect 
of section 203 of the military authoriza
tion for fiscal year 1970, Public Law 91-
121. He stated that this congressionally 
initiated law has caused the defense 
agencies to cut some of the most produc
tive and most valuable research projects 
to the country and continue to fund some 
other less productive, less valuable re
search projects. 

This is a shocking statement. If there 
are research projects that are of such 
high quality, but even Defense agrees 
that they have no relation to defense 
matters, the National Science Founda
tion will assuredly sponsor that type of 
research if given the chance. Section 203 
left the DOD the discretion to determine 
the criteria for screening the nonrele-
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vant research as well as to eliminate the 
nonproductive research. If nonproduc
tive research remains, then it should be 
eliminated. If such does not occur, then I 
have grave doubts about the quality of 
administration of research in the De
fense Department. 

From the start, section 203 has had two 
related purposes: First, to reduce the 
undue dependency of American science 
upon military appropriations, and, sec
ond, to sustain Federal support of well
qualified research projects affected by 
section 203 that should be continued in 
the national interest. To carry through 
on the thrust of section 203 requires in
teragency coordination-primarily by the 
Bureau of the Budget and Dr. DuBridge's 
Office of Science and Technology. The 
transfer of resources has begun. The NSF 
is receiving funding this year of almost 
$85 million more than last year. But if 
Dr. DuBridge would concentrate more on 
the responsibility of assuring the trans
fer to NSF of the high quality research 
previously sponsored by Defense-but 
which DOD on its own volition has ad
mitted has no relation to the DOD-than 
on rigid opposition to the congressional 
policy of moving these resources to NSF 
from DOD, then most of the difficulties 
he mentions would be eliminated. I hope 
he realizes that Congress makes the laws, 
not to be subverted, but to be cnf orced. 

To gage the effects of section 203, I 
asked the Comptroller General to review 
how the Defense Department responded. 
His investigators reported that the mili
tary services had reviewed about 6,600 
research projects. Of these, in turn, 220 
involved fiscal year 1970 funds totaling 
$8.8 million. This is about 4 percent of the 
$223 million that DOD obligated during 
fiscal year 1970 for support of research 
at colleges and universities, and is less 
than 1 percent of the $1.295 billion for 
university research and development re
ported by the Bureau of the Budget for 
fl.seal year 1970. 

Of course, the total DOD investment in 
these 220 projects was substantially 
greater than this $8.8 million because of 
funding from prior years appropriations. 
It was our intention that such projects 
would continue to their normal expira
tion, which would provide time for co
ordinated review by DOD with other 
agencies to see which projects might be 
funded by civil agencies. Despite the fact 
that section 203 did not apply to prior 
years authorizations, the Department of 
the Air Force chose to use section 203 as 
an excuse to terminate research funded 
from earlier fiscal years. It is interesting 
to note that the DOD chose to apply on 
its own the standard of section 203 to 
eliminate research it considered of low 
priority, but not covered by the terms of 
section 203. 

Ever since the Senate approved the 
amendment that added section 203 to the 
military authorization for fiscal year 
1970, I have repeatedly urged prompt and 
effective action by the executive branch 
to assure an orderly, intelligent imple
mentation of this legislation. In spite of 
this, however, we have seen little initia
tive or leadership from the Office of Sci
ence and Technology. Instead of seizing 

upon a real opportunity to help reduce 
the inordinate dependence of our scien
tists on the Defense Department, we have 
heard only silence. 

This seems strange when we consider 
that the Director of the Office of Science 
and Technology is the same man who 
over 20 years ago was strongly support
ing the fundamental purpose in section 
203. Writing then in the Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists of February 1950, he 
argued for support of the National Sci
ence Foundation, citing the dangers of 
allowing basic scientific research and 
training of scientists to depend too 
heavily for its support on military agen
cies. In elaborating his position, he said, 
and I quote: 

1. Science can never be broadly or ade
quately supported so long as its support ls 
a purely incidental function of an agency 
whose primary mission is the development 
of mmtary strength. As long as science is a 
step-child of the military, it will suffer in
dignity; it will suffer through lack of assur
ance of long-term support; it wlll be uncter 
pressure to yield practical results; and, even 
at best, only those fields of science which 
seemed to yield some hope of eventual prac
tical results can benefit. 

2. Science can never reach its full flower
ing as long as it suffers under, or is threat
ened by, the secrecy restrictions which are 
necessary and appropriate in the military 
field. 

And further: 
But, every scientist knows that if a virile 

basic science is needed in this country (and 
no one can argue today that it is not) , it 
must be a free science. To be free it must 
receive its major support from agencies 
whose primary function ls to support basic 
science and from agencies which have no 
connection with secret developments. 

I believe those words are stronger than 
I ever used in my desire to bring about 
a change in the matter of basic research, 
but I am glad to quote from the record. 

And Dr. DuBridge was not alone in 
this view. Even in the heady days of vic
tory following World War II, notable 
scientists were warning of the need to 
free science from its ties to military 
funding. Prof. Otto Stern, the physicist 
and Nobel Prize winner, in 1946 called at
tention to the generous funding of uni
versity research by the Army and the 
Navy. But, he warned, the fact that 
scientists must depend on the Army and 
Navy for their funds may ultimately de
f eat the purpose for which these funds 
are provided. 

Some commentators on section 203 
seem to think it forbids the Defense De
partment to fund any research at col
leges and universities. This is not so. 
Section 203 states: 

None of the funds authorized to be appro
priated by this Act may be used to carry out 
any research project or study unless such 
project or study has a direct and apparent 
relationship to a specific military function 
or operation. 

It does not say the Defense Depart
ment shall fund no university research. 
It does act directly to squeeze the De
fense Department out of its prior role as 
a back door National Science Foundation 
by attaching the test of relevance to DOD 
funded research. 

This idea of relevance is not new. 

I should think that Dr. DuBridge should 
be well acquainted with the following 
two statements: 

First: 
The Foundation shall be increasingly re

sponsible for providing support by the Fed
eral Government for general-purpose re
search through contracts and grants. The 
conduct and support by other Federal agen
cies of basic research in areas which are 
closely related to their mll.ssions is recognized 
as important and desirable, especially in 
response to current national needs, and 
shall continue. 

Second: 
Mission oriented Governmental agencies 

do and should support much long-range 
basic research, information from which cal
culated to have a direct bearing on some 
aspect of their mission . ..• All mission ori
ented agencies need to be in close contact 
with the best and most advanced research 
which can apply to their problems. 

The first was President Eisenhower's 
Executive Order No. 10521 on scientific 
research of March 17, 1954. And this 
order still stands. It was not rescinded 
by President Kennedy, President John
son, or President Nixon. So Dr. DuBridge 
should be well exposed to the idea of 
relevance. 

The second statement came from very 
recent advice to the President by his 
Task Force on Science Policy of last 
April, which went directly to Dr. 
DuBridge. 

When section 203 became law, the ad
ministration had a truly unique oppor
tunity to set in motion a rebalancing of 
the responsibilities of Federal agencies 
for funding of basic research. Obviously 
there were dangers that good work which 
should be continued might be disrupted 
if the civil agencies did not work with 
the Defense Department for a smooth 
transfer. The Office of Science and Tech
nology and the Bureau of the Budget are 
the interagency coordinators for the 
Federal Government. If the transfer is 
not smooth, they are not performing 
their responsibilities. 

I have urged these agencies to do so, 
but with little visible response. Nor have 
I been alone in these urgings. A Research 
Management Advisory Panel to the 
House Subcommittee on Science, Re
search, and Development recommended 
that changes in implementation of Gov
ernment policy be administered so as 
to produce an orderly shift in sources of 
research support, as follows: 

Compliance with Section 203 should be so 
scheduled that the implications for individ
ual scientists and particular research proj
ect.s can be recognized and so that there 
wm be opportunity for them to seek alter
native support. 

Yet what happened? Only requests for 
abolition of secton 203, rather than look
ing positively at its sound implemen
tation. 

Rather than point fingers at the Con
gress for enacting section 203, which was 
long overdue-20 years overdue by Dr. 
DuBridge's past statements-I think Dr. 
DuBridge should tum his time and en
ergy to carrying out section 203 with 
some initia;tive and intelligence. 

I think the lack of leadership in re
sponding to section 203 indicates clearly 
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that we in Congress need to start ask
ing very seriously about the state of 
public policy for SC[ence in this country. 
What is it? Who is forming it? Who is 
minding the store? I hope to have time 
to look into these questions in the not 
too distant future. 

REPORT ON A RECENT TRIP TO 
EUROPE 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should 
like to give a brief report on a recent 
trip to Europe which involved a visit to 
NATO in Brussels, for which I prepared 
a report as rapporteur of the Balance of 
Payments Subcommittee of the Eco
nomic Committee of the NATO North 
Atlantic Assembly. 

I wish to pay tribute to three members 
of the congressional delegation: Repre
sentatives JACK BROOKS, Democrat, of 
Texas; FRANK H. CLARK, Democrat, of 
Pennsylvania; and PAUL FINDLEY, Re
publican, of Illinois. 

Their assistance was invaluable in this 
long battle to reach in the Assembly a 
realistic solution to the budgetary and 
foreign exchange problems created by 
the widely varying contributions of the 
member nations to NATO. 

In Brussels I presented the work of 
the Economic Committee to the Military 
Committee of the North Atlantic Assem
bly. I discussed with members of this 
committee the close correlation that 
exists between the need for European 
nations to bear a larger share of the 
financial burden involved in the common 
defense of Europe, and the ability of the 
United States to maintain its present 
level of forces. 

I reiterated very clearly that the Nixon 
administration is fully committed to 
maintaining American forces at approx
imately the present levels until July 1, 
1971, but that thereafter the number of 
U.S. troops would have to be based upon 
our ability to carry the load we are now 
bearing, in the light of our overall na
tional priorities. The present U.S. cost 
is in the neighborhood of $14 billion a 
year for NATO-related military ex
penses, $3 billion of which is for direct 
operational expense in Europe itself. 
Our related balance-of-payments deficit 
is about $1.5 billion annually. 

I was very much interested in an ar
ticle that appeared in today's Washing
ton Post, on page AlO, in which Secre
tary of Defense Laird outlined our posi
tion with respect to NATO. I quote from 
this article: 

Discussing NATO, Laird once a.gain pledged 
to hold the present American troop level 
until June 30, 1971, while making it clear 
the Western Europeans will have to pick up 
a. bigger share of the tab or face cuts. 

Laird noted that European defense minis
ters would meet in September in hopes of 
coming up with a financing scheme for the 
NATO ministerial meeting in December. 
Even if they succeed, Laird indicated that 
U.S. manpower cuts may come anyway, 
because of budget problems and what he 
termed the "political reality" of congres
sional demands for troop withdrawals. 

I tried, as accurately as I possibly 
could, to report to the Military Commit-

tee of the North Atlantic Assembly the 
-:very strong opposition in the United 
States, and specifically in Congress, to 
our continuing to pay the full cost of 
the present troop levels in Europe 25 
years after the end of World War Il. I 
stressed that 51 Senators have cospon
sored the Mansfield resolution for reduc
ing our troop levels, and that the only 
alternative that I saw to a sizable reduc
tion would be burden sharing, hopefully 
on a multinational basis. 

Multinational arrangements on how to 
more equitably share costs would be far 
preferable because a formula could be 
worked out within the councils of NATO, 
rather than through a series of bilateral 
agreements, which can create serious 
political problems in the member nations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the speech that I had pre
pared for delivery before the Economic 
Committee of the North Atlantic As
sembly printed at the conclusion of my 
comments, together with the report from 
the Subcommittee on Military Balance of 
Payments of the Economic Committee, 
prepared by Chairman Edward Bishop, of 
Great Britain, and a copy of the final 
resolution adopted by the Economic Com
mittee on Military Balance of Payments. 

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

(See exhibits 1, 2, and 3.) 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, following 

a meeting with the Military Committee, 
I met with Ambassador Robert Ellsworth, 
our able and capable representative to 
NATO, and I found him fully sympa
thetic with the work that our committee 
was attempting to do. He indicated his 
intention to follow through to make cer
tain that the policies of the administra
tion in this respect and the wishes of 
Congress, which I felt I was accurately 
reflecting, would be carried forward. 

I met also with Secretary General 
Brosio who, together with other NATO 
officials, offered their full assistance in 
providing necessary clearinghouse serv
ices required of the Secretariat. 

While I was in Brussels, I picked up, 
at 3 a.m. on the Voice of America, the 
President's very remarkable, hour-long 
broadcast interview with three distin
guished correspondents of our three net
works. I was very pleased in the succeed
ing days in Europe to see the extensive 
coverage which this in-depth interview 
received. There was a great deal of dis
cussion among European leaders about 
the emphasis that the President placed 
upon the increasing dangers in the Mid
dle East. Certainly the President very 
effectively communicated, with clarity 
and forthrightness, the position of his 
administration and many deep concerns 
felt by the American people. 

I had a brief conversation with our 
Ambassador to OEEC, J. Robert Schaet
zel. Each time I have attended meetings 
at NATO I have contacted our able rep
resentative to obtain from him his feel
ings on what would happen in Europe if 
the Congress of the United States 
adopted a very restrictive trade policy 
by imposing quotas on products being 
brought into this country. It was his feel
ing this time, as before, that there would 

be instantaneous retaliation by European 
countries if such action were taken by 
the Congress and that it would set back 
dangerously the foreign trade policy that 
has been carried forward in a bipartisan 
fashion in this country for many years. 

It was his earnest hope that there 
would not be any widespread use of 
quotas or absolute limitations placed on 
products coming into the United States, 
because that would adversely affect the 
export opportunities of American prod
ucts going to other countries as well. He 
is aware, however, of the necessity of 
having other countries ease their own 
restrictive practices as well. 

While in Paris I met with Arthur K. 
Watson our recently appointed Ambas
sador to France. I had an opportunity 
also to meet with a cross section of prom
inent Frenchmen, both political leaders 
and those in private life. I was very 
pleased indeed at the excellent reaction 
in France as a result of the President's 
appointment of Mr. Watson. He is known, 
of course, throughout the continent of 
Europe as one of America's outstanding 
businessmen. He has worked for years 
within the International Chamber of 
Commerce, for a period of time as presi
dent of that distinguished body. He is 
also fluent in French, which helps great
ly. His outstanding wife and children 
have a keen interest in improving and 
strengthening the relations between our 
country and France. The emphasis he is 
placing in the Embassy on excellent staff 
work and all-important followthrough, as 
well as on improving, wherever possible, 
the efficiency of our Embassy is, of 
course, to be commended. 

I met with Ambassador Philip Habib 
just before he left for his meeting with 
the President in San Clemente. Ambas
sador Habib is a skilled negotiator, and 
I believe we are fortunate indeed to have 
such an experienced deputy chief of our 
mission. 

Discussion in Europe centered last 
week on the appointment by the Presi
dent of the Honorable David Bruce to 
take over as our top negotiator in the 
Paris conferences. Everywhere I went I 
found acclaim for this appointment of 
a skilled top-line diplomat who can bring 
to the peace talks a new hope that at 
least the United States is making every 
possible effort to bring about an early 
negotiated settlement to the war in In
dochina. 

Very typical of the articles that I saw 
throughout Europe on Ambassador Bruce 
was an article in the London Daily Mail 
of Friday, July 3, 1970, headlined "Why 
Nixon Chose This Polished American," 
which gave equal space to Mr. Bruce's 
very talented and respected wife, Evan
geline Bruce. I ask unanimous consent 
for the article to be carried at the con
clusion of my comments. 

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

(See exhibit 4.) 
Mr. PERCY. Finally, I met in Rome 

with Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge to 
learn more about the nature of the spe
cial mission on which he has been sent 
as the emissary of the President to the 
Holy See. Once again, the President is 



23758 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE July 10, 1970 

to be commended for an exceptionally 
fine appointment. I think this appoint
ment can prove extremely useful to the 
United States. It is important that we 
have a knowledgeable diplomat with di
rect access to His Holiness. 

Certainly Ambassador Lodge is in a 
remarkable position to intenn:et to the 
Pope the positions of the Pres~dent and 
his administration on the various poli
cies that we pursue in seeking peace 
throughout the world and in building a 
stronger and better America. Certainly 
the Vatican can be extremely helpful in 
such areas as dealing with refuget: prob
lems and the problems of narcotics. As 
an individual, I would like to exp~s my 
own hope that complete reports will be 
made available to Ambassador Lodge of 
the work of the Presidential Commission 
on Population and Ameri~a's Fut~re, in
asmuch as this is a subJect of mtense 
interest throughout the world, involving 
a great deal of discussion within the 
catholic Church itself. Certainly the 
President's appointment of this Com
mis.51.on and the forthright position that 
he has taken on this very important 
problem should be made known. 

Lastly, I met with Ambassador Gra
ham Martin a skilled diplomat who now 
has the very important position of~
bassa.dor to Italy. He takes over in thIS 
position at a time of instability in ~o
litical affairs in Italy, but he can provide 
a. clear interpretation for us of what is 
happening, and also provide a very im
portant link to the Italian Government. 

Ambassador Martin, formerly Ambas
sador to Thailand, and recently with 
special responsibilities in the State De
partment for dealing with war refugee 
problems, was extremely helpful to me. 
I was able to fully update him on recent 
developments involving NATO and bur
den sharing. I am hopeful that we will be 
able to continue to have the support of 
the Italian Government in this very im
portant question of working out a more 
equitable basis for sharing the costs of 
defense for the countries of NATO, which 
I feel will be the key to its very existence 
and its strength in the future. 

ExHIBIT 1 

NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY DRAFT REPORT ON 
BURDEN-SHARING AND THE ECONOMIC AS
PECTS OF THE COMMON DEFENCE EFFORT 

(Prepared by Senator CHARLES PERCY, U.S. 
rapporteur) 

1. When we last met here in October this 
Subcommittee recognized that the continued 
stationing of NATO forces outside their own 
national borders urgently required a solu
tion of the financing problem. The Subcom
Inittee, therefore, approved and submitted to 
the Econoinic Committee a draft recommen
dation containing two key elements: 

A. That local goods and services need !or 
official use by visiting forces in a NATO 
country should be paid !or as a budget ex
pense by the host country. 

B. That other expenditures by visiting 
forces, including the local currency spending 
o! personnel and dependents, should be paid 
for in blocked currency !or mmtary procure
ment or other purchases that clearly have an 
element o! additionallty. 

2. That draft recommendation was con
sidered by the Econoinic Committee, which 
agreed that these propose.ls were "a prac
tical rearrangement of mmtary expenditure 

which is desirable and right in principle." 
The Economic Committee asked this Subcom
mittee to continue to study the proposals 
and the views of NATO governments. It asked 
that we report again to the Economic Com
mittee this year. 

3. After the October meeting I wrote, as 
rapporteur of this Subcommittee, to each 
of the NATO governments asking for certain 
statistical information which would help to 
illustrate how these proposals could be ap
plied in practice and what their effects would 
be. You have before you several statistical 
tables in which we have assembled data 
provided by the governments in response to 
these requests. 

4. The progress made to date toward an 
equitable rearrangement of the financial bur
dens of our common defense has exceeded our 
expectations. Earlier this month, the NATO 
defense ministers concluded that a redis
tribution of expenditures among the member 
nations was the only realistic way to pre
serve the effect iveness of the alliance. In 
effect the battle in principle has now been 
won; we can go on to devise the best ways 
to implement the decision. 

5. It is expected that the European defense 
ministers will formulate a specific burden
sharing proposal by their September meet
ing. Our role in the NATO North Atlantic 
Assembly should be to confirm our support 
of this welcome step forward a financial solu
tion of NATO's problems. The alternative 
could be a drastic reduction of American 
force levels in Europe. 

6. I think Western European nations would 
agree that such troop withdrawals would be 
a less desirable answer. But I should point 
out that the United States now is spend
ing $14 billion annually 1n the defense o! 
Europe, and this is a burden level my coun
try no longer can bear. By way of compari
son, it now is estimated that the budgeted 
coot of the war in Indochina !or FY 1971 
will be down to approximately $13 billion. 

7. There are several areas in which Euro
pe.an nations could pick up the cost burden 
from the U.S. American operational expenses 
in Europe amount to about $3 billion per 
year, of which half, or $1.5 billion, 1s a bal
ance-of-payments drain. It is urgent that 
the latter amount o! a minimum be eliini
nated from the U.S.A. fl.seal year budget 
beginning July 1, 1971. 

8. The cost assumptions could come in 
these areas: 

A. Pay !or the 74,000 local nationals em
ployed by U.S. forces. These individuals are 
working for NATO and Just happen to be 
serving Americans. In Germany, for exam
ple, where 62,000 of the local nationals are 
employed, the U.S. is now paying German 
citizens about $250 million. 

B. Construction costs. Buildings built 1n 
Europe for American forces obviously a.re not 
going to be brought back to the U.S. when 
American troops leave, nor 1s the U.S. Gov
ernment likely to be reimbursed for them. 

C. Materials and supplies purchased in the 
local economy for use in that country. 

D. Transportation, power and various other 
government-owned services. 

E. Fuel and supplies. 
F. Major equipment purchases in the host 

country for use Within that country. 
G. NATO infrastructure expense. Certainly 

items sueh as runways and roads cannot be 
carried back to the U.S. Just these seven 
items alone, if picked up by the European 
governments, would reduce U.S. budgetary 
costs about $800 million a year, about half of 
it in Germany. 

9. The present arrangements for helping to 
cover the foreign exchange costs of visiting 
NA TO forces in Germany Will expire next 
year. Those arrangements help temporarily 
to alleviate the problem, but they aggravate 
it for the future, when funds which have 
been lent will have to be repaid. The U.S. 

government will never again accept leans as 
an offset solution; there has to be a much 
better solution 1! NATO countries are to go 
on maintaining large forces in partner coun
tries. 

10. The urgency of agreeing on a new solu
tion is made clear not only by the expiration 
of current arrangement next year, but also by 
the fact that national budgets have to be 
presented to parliaments well in advance. 

11. Germany and the United States will 
have to begin soon to reach agreement on 
new arrangements to take effect in July 1971. 
Perhaps there is not time for efforts to n ego
tiate a NATO-wide arrangement. Perhaps the 
solution initially will have to be found in 
bilateral negotiations. 

12. The question of which governments 
should incur additional costs is obviously the 
central issue. 

13. It is quite true that all members o'! 
NATO benefit from the stationing of visiting 
forces along NATO's eastern borders, Just as 
they all benefit from the strategic forces de
ployed elsewhere by t he United States-the 
nuclear det errent-and from other national 
forces which each member of the Alliance 
maintain within its own borders. 

14. The logic of a proposal that host coun
tries should provide the local requirements 
of visiting forces is not that the host coun
tries a.re the only beneficiaries of those forces. 
The logic is that the host countries receive a. 
foreign exchange windfall from the presence 
of these forces, and, there'fore, they are t he 
ones who are in a position to take on an o.ddi
tlonal burden-by giving up the windfall. 

15. It is most important that the host 
countries who would be affected by a shift of 
budget burdens should remember that the 
funds required already are being spent tn 
their countries, the goods and services are 
being delivered, the economies already have 
adjusted to whatever inflationary impact this 
spending may have. What is called for is only 
a change in the way this spending ts fi
nanced-the funds should be raised L."l the 
country where the money is spent, rather 
than from external sources. The host coun
try's budget would be increased, but the in
crease would not be inflationary, because 
there would be no change in the amount 
spent in that country. Instead, the host 
country would accumulate less foreign ex
change reserves. 

16. We have established the principle that 
a.11 should share in the cost o! visiting forces. 
but we have not progressed so far that we 
have a common NATO budget to which the 
taxpayers o! all NATO countries contribute 
equitably. The problem we are struggling 
With 1s the foreign exchange problem of sta
tioning forces outside a country's own bor
ders--the eliinination of windfall gains and 
losses, which have nothing to do with the 
state of economies of the countries involved, 
but a.re only the consequence o! geography. 
We have learned that it ls not possible to 
eliminate these foreign exchange effects more 
than temporarily without shifting some of 
the budget burden to the host country. 

17. The central theme o! my message re
mains the same: That some solution must be 
found and found quickly, and it must be a. 
solution which does not simply postpone the 
problem to the future. 

18. I should like to propose that this Sub
oominittee submit to the Economic Comm,it
tee a new dra.!t recommendation, which I 
hope would then go to the Assembly at its 
next meeting and there be adopted and sent 
to all NATO governments. This draft recom
mendation would read as follows: (See Ap
pendix I). 

APPENDIX I.-DRAFT RECOMMENDATION 

Whereas the continued stationing o! forces 
by one NATO country within the territory o! 
a. NATO partner country, as part o! the sys
tem o! collective defense, requires new and 
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effective measures which would help substan
tially to reduce the foreign exchange cost in
volved; and 

Whereas this cannot be accomplished more 
than temporarily w1 thout also shifting a part 
of the budget burden of maintaining such 
forces; and 

Whereas the Economic Committee of the 
North Atlantic Assembly appointed a Bal
ance-of-Payments Subcommittee t.o study 
this problem and make recommendations; 
and 

Whereas the Ba.lance-of-Payments Sub
committee submitted certain proposals to the 

Economic Committee at its annual meeting 
in October 1969, which the Economic Com
mittee considered t.o be "a practical rear
rangement of military expenditure which is 
desirable and right in principle"; and 

Whereas it is important that new arrange
ments be agreed in time for their inclusion in 
the national budgets of NATO governments; 

Now, therefore, the Economic Committee 
of the North Atlantic Assembly recommends: 

That NATO member governments should 
endorse the principle that new arrangements 
should be sought for the financing of NATO 

forces stationed within the territory of NATO 
partner countries; 

That such new arrangements should in
volve budget contributions from NATO part
ner countries to the official requirements of 
visiting forces such as the pay of local na
tional employees, (local goods and services,) 
construction, contractual services, and mate
rials and supplies for use within the country: 

That whether such new arrangements are 
negotiated bilaterally between partner coun
tries or as a NATO-wide arrangement, they 
should take effect beginning not later than 
July 1, 1971. 

-TABLE 1.-EXPENDITURES BY NATO VISITING FORCES WHICH MIGHT QUALIFY FOR BUDGET SUPPORT BY HOST GOVERNMENTS !-{CURRENT YEAR 1968) 

[In millions of dollars) 

Visiting forces Germany Canada 
United 

Kingdom Italy 

Host country 

Denmark Norway Netherlands Belgium Total 

8~!}:~ ~t:Jogim~J!~e!~~gf_-_-::::: =========== 2 m ------- ---~~ -------- -- --~~-- ----------~~ -- -------- --~~--- ------- --~~ ---- --------~~------ ------~~ - m 
Canada________ ____________________ _______________ • 47 -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- - -- - --- -- -- --- - -- -- --- - -- - -- --- - --- ---- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - 47 

~!~ti~r'l!inds_ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ __ __ ___ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _ a f b ::: :: :: :: :: : : :: : : : ::: :: :::: :: :: : : : : :: : : : : : : : : :: : : : : == :: : : :: :: :: :: :: : : :: : : : : ==:::::: :: : : :: :: : : :: : : : f i 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Tola'--------------------------------------- 667 106 81 58 32 27 26 18 1, 015 

Note: See table below: 
NET RECEIPTS OR EXPENDITURES 

United States ____ ---------- __________ --------------- --- _ -- - ______ ______ ---- -783 ~~/!f ~mKingdom ___________________________ - -_ -- - ___ - ____________ _______ -- _ _ =f ~ 

Tola'---------- __ ------------- - -- -- -- - - - -- - - - - - -- -- -- -- -------- - - -- -- -859 

Netherlands ________ ----------- ______ ---------------- __ ---- ___ ------- __ ---- + 16 

~~:airk_::: :: : : :: :: : : :: : : = = = = == == == = ::: : : : : : : :: : : : : : : : : : : :: : = :: : : : : : = :: : : +~~ 
b~::ada_::::::::: :: : : :: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : :: :: :: : : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :: : : : : : : :: :: +~: 
Germany_----------- ___ --------------- ______________ __________ -- - ___ __ ---- +667 

Total_ _____ ----------_---------------- --- - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- ---- --- - -- -- +859 

1 Includes pay of local employees, construction, services, materials, and supplies. Excludes 
spending by visiting forces personnel and dependents, purchase of major equipment, and military 
assistance programs. 

a Represents one-half of total military expenditures in Germany. Remaining half is presumed to 
be spending by personnel and dependents, shown in table 2. This proportion was arbitrarily 
assumed; the country submission provides no breakdown of the total. 

, Equals two-thirds of total United Kingdom forces expenditure in Germany. Remaining one
third represents roughly the amount of spending by United Kingdom personnel and dependents 
and is shown in table 2. 

TABLE 2.-FOREIGN EXCHANGE EXPENDITURES BY NATO GOVERNMENTS WHICH MIGHT BE OFFSET BY DEFENSE PROCUREMENT-CALENDAR YEAR 1968 

1. SPENDING BY VISITING FORCES PERSONNEL AND DEPENDENTS t 

Visiting forces 

(In million of dollars] 

Germany 
United 

Kingdom 

Host country 

Italy Canada Belgium Netherlands Total 

United States 2---------------------------------- --------·--------------------- 424 88 36 11 13 10 583 
United Kingdom (fiscal year 1969) ______________ -------- ____ -------- -- ---- __ -- -- _ 72 --- -- ------ ------ -- ---- ---- --·------------- ____ -- ___ ------- ---------- __ ---- - --- ____ _ Canada ________________________ --------_______________________________________ 47 _____ ___________________________________________ ____ _______________________________ _ 

NBeelgieurmlands_-_-_-_-_- _- -__ -_-_-_-_--__ - -- ---- -- -- ---- -__ -_--__ --_ -- -_ -__ -_-_- _-_-_-_- -__ -_-_- _--__ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_- -- -- -__ --_:_-_-_-_- _--- -- 18 - -- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- ------ - -- -- -- --- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- --- - - - -- -- -------- -- ---- --- - -- -th _ 9 - - - - - - - - --- -- - _ -- -- -- ---- ____ - _ ---- -- - _ -- -- -- -- -- -- __ -- _____ --- ---- ---- ___ -- _ -- __ -- _ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

To ta L __________________ --·-- ______ ------ __________ --- _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ _ 570 _____________________ ------ ---- __ ---- ___________________ ----- ---- ____ ---- ---- ______ _ 

2. PROCUREMENT FOR USE OUTSIDE THE SUPPLYING COUNTRY 

Supplying country 

Purchasing country United States 2 Canada 
United 

Kingdom Germany Italy Netherlands Belgium Total 

fi~f~nltates·c:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::==----------~~~- 141 i~ ---- -- -----if l~ 
2
~ -----------~~- m 

Canada __________________________ ----- _____ ------------------___ a 37 _______________ -- ____ -- _______ ___ __ __ ______ ------ ---- --- ___________________ ---- ------- _ ---- ______ _ 
United Kingdom ________________ ----- ___________ --------·----____ a ll8 __________________________________ __ _________ ------ ---- ______ ---- ________ ---- ---- ------ __________ _ 
Belgium _______________________ ------- _________________ --------_ a 12 _______________ -- -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 28 _ ·- ___ ----- ____ ---------- ________ -------- _ s 43 

~~tterlands: :: :::: :: :: :: :: :: :: :::::::::: :::::: :: :: :::: :: :::: :: : ! 1~ : :: :: :: : : :: : ::: :: :: : : : : : : :: : : :: : : :: : : : ::: :: :: :::: :: :: :: :: :: :::: :: :: :: : : :: :: :: :::::: :--- ---- ----i 88 
Tota'------ ____ --------------·- ____________ --··- _________ _ 447 _ -- _____ _ -- -- __ -- _ -- _ -- __ -- -- -- -- -- -- ----- --------- ---- --- _ ------ ------ -- ---- -- -- -----------------

t Figures shown are from German submission and represent the annual average for the years 
1955-68. OM figures converted at assumed average exchange rate of OM 4.1/$1. 

2 United States fiscal year 1968. 
s U.S. source. Excludes subcontracts placed in the United States by contractors located in the 

purchasing countries. 

• Represents two-thirds of total Belgain expenditures for major equipment; Belgian submis
sion states that "greatest share" was spent outside Belgium. 

~ All foreign sources. 
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TABLE 3.-EXPENDITURES FOR PROCUREMENT OF MAJOR DEFENSE EQUIPMENT FROM FOREIGN SOURCES 

[In millions of dollars) 

Calendar year United States 
United 

Kingdom I Germany Netherlands Canada Belgium 2 Norway 

1960 ____ -- __________ -- __ -- ______ -- ____ -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - 182 - - _____ -- ___ - - 393 ___ -- __ -- __ 44 _____ -- --- _ _ _ _ 25 _______ -- __ -- _ 
1961------------------------------------------------------------------------- 217 -------------- a 420 100 -------------- 30 --------------
1962-------------------------------- ---- ------------------------------- --- --- 189 -------------- 626 72 --- ----------- 46 --------------
1963___________ ___ __ ______________________________ _______ ______ _____________ _ 237 -------------- 868 95 -------------- 45 --------------
1964__ __ ____ _________ ___ _____________________________________________________ 211 -------------- 686 112 -------------- 65 --------------
1965____________ ______ ____________________________ ____ ____________________ ___ 154 -------------- 502 81 -------------- 42 --------------
1966_____________________________________ _______ ___ ___ ____________ ___ ________ l1~ ----------iii- 236 61 ------------ - - 33 --------------

rn~t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 242 178 m ~~ ============== ~~ ============== 

mt===========================:==--=======================================- _________ ~~~_ m = = = == == == == == ==== = = = = = = = = = = = === = = = = == == == =- ______ ----~~ -============== 
Annual average--------------------------------------------------------- 198 200 502 83 '72 40 20 

t Budget estimates. . . . a Dollar value adjusted for OM revaluation in March 1961. 
, Foreign expenditures are shown here as two-thirds of total expenditures for defense equip

ment which were the only figures submitted. The Belgian response states that the "greatest 
share" of the total was spent outside Belgium. 

I Contracts let outside Canada on behalf of Department of National Defense. 

EXHIBIT 2 
NORTH ATLANTIC AsSEMBLY REPORT FROM THE 

SUBCOMMITI'EE ON THE MILITARY BALANCE 
OF PAYMENTS, TO THE ECONOMIC COMMIT

TEE 

(Prepared by Mr. Edward Bishop, United 
Kingdom, Chairman) 

1. The Sub-Committee on the Military 
Balance of Payments met at the NATO Head
quarters, Brussels, Evere, at 10 a.m. on Sun
day 28 June 1970, with Mr. Edward Bishop 
(United Kingdom), Chairman of the Eco
nomic Committee, in the chair. 

2. The Sub-committee considered the 
Draft Report on Budget-Sharing and the 
Economic Aspects of the Common Defence 
Effort (N 69 EC/BP (70) 2) submitted to it 
by Senator Charles Percy (United States); 
Rapporteur, and expressed its appreciation 
of the Rapporteur's work in preparing it. 

3. Members of the Sub-Committee recog
nised the sensitivity of the Delegation of the 
Federal Republic of Germany concerning the 
correct phraseology to be used in approach
ing this whole problem. In consequence, ref
erences to "burden-sharing" have been re
placed, in the usage of the Sub-committee, 
by references to formulae such as "budget
sha.ring" and "budgetary costs". 

4. Members of the Sub-Committee took 
note of the meeting of the NATO Defence 
Ministers held in Brussels earlier in June. 
At this meeting the Defence Ministers, fol
lowing the conclusions arrived at by the As
sembly's Economic Committee last October 
a.n.d the questionnaire addressed by Senator 
Percy to member Governments, rcognised 
the need to solve the problems raised by the 
financing of the common defence effort of 
the Alliance and discussed various possible 
solutions, including that of "budget-shar
ing", which might help host countries in 
making extra efforts to meet the costs of 
maintaining US forces on European soil. 

5. The first paragraph of the Draft Recom
mendation submitted by Senator Percy ac
companying his report was amended by the 
Sub-Committee in order to emphasise that 
the central problem ls that raised by the 
stationing of US forces in Europe as part of 
the system of collective defence. In para
graph 2 of the Draft Recommendation, the 
words "budget burden" were replaced by 
the phrase "budgetary cost". It was decided 
to insert a new paragraph ( 6) following 
paragraph 4, referring to the action re
cently taken by the NATO Defence Min
isters in this field. In para.graph 8 of Sen
ator Percy's original Draft Recommendation 
(new para.graph 9) the Sub-Committee de
cided that it was unnecessary to detail the 
costs of visiting forces in the belief that the 
Governments themselves should have com
plete freedom to settle these points. In the 
last paragraph, the Sub-Committee decided 
to delete any references that !night restrict 
NATO Governments in their negotiations. 

6. Members of the Sub-Committee under
lined the need for member Governments of 
the Alliance to reach agreement before the 
present bilateral arrangements expire at the 
end of June 1971. 

7. The text of the Draft Recommendation, 
as amended was adopted by the Sub-Com
mittee. This text is appended. 

ExHmIT 3 
NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY PRESS RELEASE 

A. The Economic Committee of the North 
Atlantic Assembly met at Brussels on Mon
day 29 June, under the Chairmanship of Mr. 
Edward Bishop, MP. (United Kingdom) . 

B. It considered a report submitted to it by 
Senator Charles Percy (United States) on 
"Budget-Sharing a.nd the economic aspects 
of the common defence effort", and adopted 
a Draft Recommendation, to be submitted to 
the Plenary Session of the Assembly in No
vember next, as follows: 

1. Whereas the continued stationing of US 
forces in Europe, as part of the system of 
collective defence, requires new and effective 
measures which would help substantially to 
reduce the foreign exchange costs involved: 
and, 

2. Whereas this cannot be accomplished 
more than temporarily without also shifting 
a part of the budgetary cost of maintaining 
such forces: and, 

3. Whereas the Economic Cominittee of the 
North Atlantic Assembly appointed a Balance 
of Payments Sub-Committee to study this 
problem and make recommendations: and, 

4. Whereas the Balance of Payments Sub
committee subinitted certain proposals to 
the Economic Committee at its annual meet
ing in October 1969 which the Economic 
Committee considered to be "a practical re
arrangement of military expenditure which 
is desirable and right in principle"; and, 

6. Whereas the NATO Defence Ministers, 
following the adoption of these proposals by 
the Economic Committee, have themselves 
recognised the need to discuss this problem 
and are now actively seeking a solution to 
it; and, 

6. Whereas it ls important that new ar
rangements be a.greed in time for their in
clusion in the national budgets of NATO 
governments; 

7. Now, therefore, the Economic Committee 
of the North Atlantic Assembly RECOM
MENDS: 

8. That NATO member governments should 
endorse the principle that new arrangements 
should be sought for the financing of US 
forces stationed in Europe; 

9. That such new arrangements should in
volve budget contributions from NATO part
ner countries to the official requirements of 
the US forces in Europe; a.nd, 

10. That such new arrangements should be 
negotiated a.nd should take effect from 1st 
July 1971. 

EXHIBIT 4 
[From the Daily Mail, July 3, 1970] 

WHY NIXON CHOSE THIS POLISHED AMERICAN 

To find his new negotiator for the Vietnam 
peace talks in Parts, President Nixon had to 
ring chambers in Albany, 25 yards off Picca
dilly. 

There he found one of the great Americans 
of the age, a paragon among diplomats, an 
unblushing Anglophile who had chosen to 
retire here after eight brilliant years as Am
bassador to the Court of St. James's, David 
Fitzpatrick Bruce. 

David Bruce is the antithesis of the Ugly 
American-an urban and cultivated six
footer with silver hair, a Roman nose, a 
slightly sardonic wit, and a core of steel. 

He is also 72 as he takes on one of the 
most thankless and apparently hopeless tasks 
his Government has to offer. 

NO GLORY 

Ambassador in Parts, Bonn a.nd London, 
and a runaway success every time, he now 
faces the bleak prospect of wearying nego
tiations, holding little hope of glory for him, 
or peace with honour for his country. 

The North Vietnamese will ruready have 
turned up their files on him. They will know 
that behind the appearance of the Virginian 
country gentleman is the man who was 
wartime chief of OSS ( Office of Strategic 
Services) in London, the man who sent 
agents into occupied Europe and is not un
acquainted with the realities of war. 

Bruce adorned, rather than filled, the post 
of American Ambassador in London for eight 
years before retiring last year. 

Typical of the praise heaped on him at the 
time was the tribute of the publisher Sir 
George Weidenfeld: "He was without doubt 
one of the most distinguished diplomats 
from any country ever sent here." 

He was, said one of his staff, "an Ambas
sador whose striped pants didn't go up as far 
as his mind." An immaculate dresser, he 
nonetheless worked in his shirtsleeves with 
his feet up on a pulled-out drawer. 

When demonstrations threatened his Em
bassy in Grosvenor Square in 1968 Bruce's 
only known reaction was to write to the st. 
John Ambulance Brigade to thank them for 
treating the 86 people injured. That says 
something of his style. 
. With characteristic modesty he told a 
friend: "With the hot line and the jet avail
able to the President and the Prime Minister, 
an Ambassador nowadays ls hardly even a 
courter. 

'But one or two essential qualifications re
main. He must have intestines of steel, and 
the ability to stay up till three in the morn
ing.' 

His first wife, Alisa Mellon, said to be the 
richest woman in America, died last year. She 
had divorced Bruce in 1946. In that year he 
married his present wife, Evangeline. She 
came to London to work for the OSS in 1942 
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and stayed, in her own words, to marry the 
boss. 

Daughter of a diplomatic family, 'Evie' 
Bruce is not only a patrician beauty with am
ber eyes and tawny hair, but a woman of both 
warmth and erudition. (She is, for example, a 
considerable authority on the French Revolu
tion.) 

She turned the Ambassador's residence in 
Regent's Park into something of an intellec
tual salon, where the talk was more of books 
than paintings. 

Bruce himself admires British biographers 
and is fascinated by our politico-literary dy
nastic families, the Sitwells, Cecils and Foots. 

Truman appointed him. Kennedy and 
Johnson asked him to stay on, though he 
wanted to retire early. He has homes in 
Georgetown, Washington and Virginia. 

But long before he retired-'an envoy who 
left no enemies'-he joined the queue of ap
plicants for chambers in the quiet oasis of 
Albany, where they now call their apartment 
The Bolt Hole. 

CIVILIZED 

Civilized, wealthy, informal, modest, his 
more obvious attributes do not obscure the 
man's dedication to what he sees as the role 
of the Western democracies. 

As he once put it: 'It ls true that over the 
centuries we have in internecine wars de
voured mlllions of our own children; that we 
have erred and strayed, all too frequently, 
from appointed paths, but by contrast with 
other civilizations that of the West today is 
paramount, mo.rally, spiritually and 
materially. 

'Our moot vociferous critics are those who 
apply, unblushingly, a double standard to 
their political behaviour, who, aping the con
stitutional forms of Western democracies, 
transform their States, in practice, into au
tocracies and dictatorships.' 

Let us hope the North Vietnamese have 
that in their files. 

EQUAL BROADCAST TIME 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on July 7 I 

sent a telegram to the president of the 
National Broadcasting Co., Mr. Julian 
Goodman, requesting equal time to re
spond to a May 12 NBC broadcast spon
sored by the Amendment To End the 
War Committee. I felt then, as I do now, 
that NBC had not broadcast contrasting 
views on the issue of the "end the war 
amendment" as required by the fairness 
doctrine. The next day, on July 8, Cory
don B. Dunham, an NBC vice president, 
rejected my request for a special pro
gram to counter the May 12 broadcast 
on NBC-TV. 

On July 9, I renewed my request with 
NBC for broadcast time in order that 
the public would be presented contrast
ing views specifically on the "end the 
war amendment. I pointed out in that 
telegram that the coverage NBC cited 
as presenting both sides of the issue did 
not deal in any way directly with "the 
end the war amendment." Disregarding 
this point NBC again rejected the re
quest in a telegram from Mr. Goodman 
who could only point to an hourlong 
broadcast on the issue of Cambodia in 
general which was televised last night. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the exchange of telegrams be
tween NBC and my office be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

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

CXVI--1497-Part 17 

JULY 7, 1970. 
Mr. JULIAN GOODMAN, 
President, National Broadcasting Co., 
New York, N.Y. 

On May 12, 1970, a 30-minute program 
sponsored by the Amendment to End the 
War Committee was broadcast on NBC-TV. 
Since NBC has not broadcast contrasting 
\}iews, I respectfully request that senators 
opposed to the end the war amendment be 
granted equal time, without cost, so that 
the public may be informed and the fair
ness doctrine complied with. Your Immedi
ate response will be appreciated. 

, Hon. ROBERT J. DOLE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

BOB DOLE, 
U.S. Senate. 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 
July 8, 1970. 

In response to your telegram today to 
Julian Goodman may I point out that the 
NBC television network has provided many 
opportunities since May 12 for spokesmen 
opposed to the views expressed on the pro
gram sponsored by the Committee on the 
Amendment to End the War. In addition 
to coverage in our regularly scheduled news 
programs President Nixon addressed the 
Nation on the subject of Cambodia on June 
3 and discussed many of the issues involved 
in the war in Southeast Asia in a special 
program broadcast on July 1. Many other 
spokesmen opposed to the Hatfield-McGov
ern Amendment have appeared on the to
day program including Senator McClellan, 
Secretary Laird and Edmund J. Gullion. 
Secretary Laird and General Earle Wheeler 
also appeared on a special prime-time edi
tion of meet the press on June 4 to discuss 
issues raised. by the incursion into Cambodia. 
Senator Peter Dominick and General Max
well Taylor are scheduled to appear on a 
special program on the same subject to be 
broadcast from 7:30-8:30 p.m. on Thurs
day, July 9. In our judgment those who op
pase the amendment to end the war have 
had full opportunity to express their views 
and we respectfully decline your request 
for a special program devoted to this issue. 

CORYDON B. DUNHAM, 
Vice President and General Attorney, 

National Brcadcasting Co., Inc., New 
York. 

Mr. JULIAN GOODMAN, 
President, 

JULY 9, 1970. 

National Broadcasting Company, 
New York, N.Y.: 

I renew my request for equal time to re
spond to statements made by so-called "End 
the War" Senators on NBC May 12. NBC has 
not presented contrasting views on the 
amendment itself. The coverage outlined in 
the telegram from C. B. Dunham did not in 
any way deal directly with the so-called "End 
the War" amendment. Reportedly over one
half million dollars has been raised as a re
sult of the NBC program on May 12. Numer
ous Senators oppose solicitation based on 
emotion and the amendment itself. Respect
fully request NBC reconsider my request of 
Tuesday, July 7. 

Hon. BOB DOLE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C.: 

BoBDOLE, 
U.S. Senate. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
July 9, 1970. 

This will reaffirm the reply sent you yester
day at my request by NBC vice president and 
general attorney, Corydon B. Dunham. NBC 
has afforded ample opportunity for comment 
by all sides on the issues raised by your two 

telegrams, and I am sure additional oppor
tunity to comment on the "End the War" 
amendment will be possible on tonight's spe
cial NBC news program titled "Cambodia
Right Or Wrong?" which will be televised 
over the NBC television network seven thirty 
to eight thirty pm. We must respectfully 
deny your request for reconsideration of the 
proposal in your telegram of July 7 that you 
be granted equal time without cost to the 
thirty minute program broadcast on NBC 
May 12, 1970. 

JULIAN GOODMAN, 
President, National Broadcasting Co., Inc. 

Mr. DOLE. Since the National Broad
casting Co. has not recognized the im
portance and necessity of presenting both 
sides of the specific issue involved in the 
"amendment to end the war" debate, I 
have today filed a complaint with the 
Federal Communications Commission re
questing them to compel NBC to provide 
free time to present the viewPoints of 
those who oppose the so-called end the 
war amendment. I ask that a copy of the 
complaint be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1970. 

Mr. BEN WAPLE, 
Secretary, Federal Communications Com

mission, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. W APLE: On July 7 a telegram 

was sent to the President of the National 
Broadcasting Company, Mr. Julian Good
man, requesting broadcast time to respond 
to a May 12 NBC program sponsored by the 
Amendment to End the War Committee. This 
program was a one-half hour prime time 
telecast which solicited funds in support 
of the so-called Amendment to End the War. 
On July 8, Mr. Corydon B. Dunham, an NBC 
Vice President, rejected this request for com
parable, free time to counter the May 12 
broadcast. 

Then on July 9, a renewed request to NBC 
for broadcast time to present contrasting 
views specifically on the End the War Amend
ment was made. It was pointed out in the 
telegram that the coverage NBC cited as pre
senting both sides of the issue did not deal 
directly with the Amendment. Disregarding 
this consideration, NBC again rejected the 
request in a telegram from Mr. Goodman, 
who only pointed to an hour long broadcast 
on the issue of Cambodia in general which 
was televised July 9. 

We feel that NBC has not presented con
trasting views on the issue of the End the 
War Amendment as required by the Fairness 
Doctrine. And since the Nationa.1 Broadcast
ing Company has not recognized the im
portance of presenting both sides of the spe
cific issue involved in the Amendment to 
End the War debate, our only recourse is 
to ask the Federal Communications Com
mission to compel NBC to grant comparable 
time without cost to present the viewpoints 
of those who oppose the Amendment. 

NORTH VIETNAMESE HANDLING 
OF PRISONERS OF WAR 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, many hun
dreds of American soldiers, airmen, ma
rines, and naval personnel are at present 
missing or captured in Vietnam. How 
many of these men, and which ones, 
are in captivity is a secret closely guarded 
by the North Vietnamese authorities. For 
each of these men there is a wife, a 
child, a parent, who is concerned with 
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his fate. They are subjected to uncer
tainty and despair which grows as each 
day passes. 

There exists an international conven
tion legally binding upon all parties con
cerned: a convention on protection of 
prisoners of war concluded at Geneva in 
1949. This convention applies to "all 
cases of declared war or of any other 
armed conflict which may arise between 
two or more of the high contracting 
parties even if the state of war is not 
recognized by one of them." It thus binds 
the United States which ratified it in 
1955, the Republic of Vietnam which ac
ceded to it in 1953, and North Vietnam 
which acceded in 1957. 

The convention assures a prisoner the 
right to remain in communication with 
his loved ones and with an international 
or state organization which has assumed 
the obligation of safeguarding the rights 
of the prisoner. 

In addition to the right to receive mail 
and packages and to send a minimum 
of two letters and four cards each month, 
the Geneva convention specifies mini
mum humane standards of detention, of 
hygiene, diet, recreation, and employ
ment. It requires that seriously wounded 
or ill prisoners be repatriated as soon as 
they are able to travel. It specifies that 
the detaining power shall accept a neu
tral party to the conflict or a respected 
international organization such as the 
International Committee of the Red 
Cross-ICRC-as a protecting Power for 
the prisoners. It requires that the de
taining power provide the names of the 
prisoners it holds to their families, as 
well as to the protecting power or to the 
ICRC, t;o pass on to their country of 
origin. It requires that the detaining 
party permit on the scene inspection of 
its detention facilities. The United States 
and the Republic of Vietnam have placed 
the highest priority upon implementa
tion of this convention. There are now 
some 30,000 North Vietnamese and Viet
cong prisoners of war in South Vietnam 
who have been accorded the status and 
the rights of prisoners of war under the 
Geneva Convention, even though many 
of them may not technically be entitled 
to such prisoner-of-war status as de
fined in the convention. 

The United States has tried again and 
again to persuade Hanoi to apply the 
basic minimum standards guaranteed by 
the convention: identification of prison
ers, the right t;o send and receive mail, 
and a protecting power to inspect deten
tion conditions. We remain immensely 
grateful to the governments which have 
cooperated in these regrettably unsuc
cessful efforts. In contrast, the Govern
ment of the Republic of Vietnam, with 
the cooperation of its allies, opened all 
detention camps to inspection by the 
ICRC. 

The detention camp of Con Son has 
been regularly visited by the ICRC and 
inspected. 

The names of all POW's held in South 
Vietnam by the Republic of Vietnam 
have been made available to the ICRC. 
These prisoners have the right to send 
and receive mail and packages. They are 
interned in six camps which, as regular 
international inspection has shown, con-

form to the requirements of the Geneva 
convention. 

While from time to time cases of sub
standard treatment have come to the 
attention of the Government of South 
Vietnam, every effort has been made by 
the Government of South Vietnam to in
sure that these shortcomings are cor
rected. This includes the issuance of clear 
and explicit orders and thorough investi
gation of alleged violations and punish
ment of those found guilty. This policy is 
conflrmed and supported by the continu
ous review, both official and unofficial, 
which results from free access to prison
ers- by delegates and doctors of the ICRC. 
This policy should and will be carried out 
in the case of Con Son. 

The Government of North Vietnam, 
by contrast, has violated nearly every 
provision of the Geneva convention. They 
have refused to identify the prisoners 
they hold. Only ·a limited minority of 
those men known by the U.S. Govern
ment to have been captured have been 
allowed to communicate with the out
side world. Mail even from this small 
minority has been infrequent and irregu
lar. The sick and the wounded have not 
been repatriated, nor have they been 
identified. Even the minimum protection 
that would be afforded by inspection of 
POW facilities by an impartial inter
national body has been denied. The 
ICRC's repeated requests to be allowed 
to visit the prisoners at their places of 
detention have been repeatedly denied, 
nor has any other accepted intermediary 
been given access to the prisoners. From 
the reports of the few men actually re
leased by North Vietnam and from other 
sources has come disturbing evidence 
that prisoners are being deprived of med
ical care and diets and that in many in
stances they have been subjected to phys
ical and mental torture. For example, Lt. 
Robert Frishman, one of the recently re
leased American prisoners, in a public 
statement on September 2, 1969, shortly 
after his release, said American prison
ers are subject to solitary confinement, 
forced statements, living in a cage for 
3 years, being put in straps, not being 
allowed to sleep or eat, removal of their 
fingernails, being hung from a ceiling, 
and refusal of medical care for broken 
and infected limbs. 

Recounting the treatment of Lieuten
ant Commander Stratton, Lieutenant 
Frishman said: 

The North Vietnamese tried to get Lt. Cdr. 
Stratton to appear before a press delegation 
and say that he had received humane and 
lenient treatment. He refused because his 
trea,tment hadn't been humane. He'd been 
tied up with ropes to such a degree that he 
still bas large scars on his arms from rope 
burns which became infected. He was de
prived of sleep, beaten, had his fingernails 
removed, and was put in solitary, but the 
North Vietnamese insisted that he make the 
false 'humane treatment statements• and 
threw him into a dark cell alone for 38 days 
to think about it. 

This record is indeed chilling. It has 
been noted and deplored by a great many 
international observers. For example, 
Jacques Freymond of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, reporting 
on the work of the Committee on Prison
ers of War, highlighted the contrast be-

tween North and South Vietnam as 
follows: 

In Vietnam, it (the ICRC) has so far had 
limited success. In fact, in spite of repeated 
representations it has not been able to 
obtain the agreement of the Democratic Re
public of Vietnam to the installation of a 
delegation in Hanoi nor even to the visiting 
of prisoners-of-war ... 

On the other hand, the ICRC is represented 
in Saigon and the delegates are able to visit 
all prisoner-of-war camps. They also regu
larly receive nominal rolls of these prisoners. 

The only answer from the North Viet
namese has been that the Geneva Con
vention does not apply because there has 
not been a formal declaration of war and 
that the American prisoners are "war 
criminals" and therefore not entitled to 
the rights conferred upon prisoners of 
war by the Geneva Convention. But it is 
clear from the language of the conven
tion, quoted above, that the absence of 
such a declaration has no relationship to 
the convention's applicability and does 
not justify a refusal to apply it. 

The 21st International Conference of 
the Red Cross, held at Istanbul in Sep
tember 1969, cut through any possible 
quibbles that could be made by a party to 
the Vietnam conflict. It adopted without 
dissent a resolution which obtained the 
support of 114 governments, and national 
Red Cross organizations. That resolution 
called upon all parties "to abide by the 
obligations set forth in the convention 
and upon all authorities involved in an 
armed conflict to insure that all uni
formed members of the regular armed 
forces of another party to the conflict 
and all other persons entitled to prison
er-of-war status are treated humanely 
and given the fullest measure of protec
tion prescribed by the convention." 

It is to be hoped that North Vietnam, 
which has frequently expressed its abid
ing regard for humane principles, will 
heed the unequivocal and specific call re
flecting the conscience of the interna
tional community as expressed in the 
Istanbul conference and will follow the 
example of the Government of South 
Vietnam and will adhere to the require
ments of the Geneva Convention. 

On October 30, 1969, the Secretary 
General of the United Nations added 
his voice to those calling for North Viet
nam to change its policy: 

It is the view of the Secretary General 
that the government Of North Vietnam ought 
to give an international humanitarian orga
nization such as the League of Red Cross So
cieties access to the Americans detained in 
North Vietnam. 
RESOLUTION ON PRISONERS-OF-WAR, ADOPTED 

UNANIMOUSLY BY THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
OF THE AMERICAN RED CROSS, FEBRUARY 16, 
1970 

The Board of Governors of the American 
National Red Cross hereby notes and recalls: 
... that five months after the adoption of 
the Istanbul resolution, and more than five 
years after its first capture and detention of 
American military personnel, the Government 
-of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam has 
refused to respect and has repeatedly an
nounced its refusal to adhere to the obliga
tions it assumed as a party to the Geneva 
convention, relative to the treatment of 
prisoners-of-war 

Requests: 
That the Chairman of the American 

National Red Cross communicate the text 
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of this resolution to each member of the 
International Red Cross, to seek from each 
member advice as to the efforts on behalf 
of prisoners-of-war held by the Government 
of North Vietnam and to report the sub
stance of each reply to the next meeting of 
the Board of Governors. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN
ING BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business, with state
ments therein limited t;o 3 minutes. 

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

CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION AU
THORIZATION-ADDITIONAL VIEWS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, at the request of the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. HART), I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the additional views of Senat;ors 
HART, KENNEDY, BAYH, BURDICK, TYDINGS, 
FONG, ScOTT, COOK, MATHIAS and GRIF
FIN, which have been printed as part of 
the record of the Committee on the Judi
ciary on S. 2455, a bill to authorize ap
propriations for the Civil Rights Com
mission. The additional views of these 
Senators detail the reasons why they re
jected the amendment offered in com
mittee by the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. McCLELLAN) to restrict the activ
ities of the Civil Rights Commission. 

There being no objection, the addi
tional views were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
ADDITIONAL VIEWS 01' MEssRS. HART, KENNEDY, 

BATH, BURDICK, TYD1NGS, FONG, SCoTT, 
COOK, MATHIAS, AND GRIFl'IN 
An amendment to S. 2456 was offered by 

Senator McClellan which was adapted from 
the special grand jury reports safeguards 
provided in title I of the Organized Crime 
Control Act of 1969 (S. 30). The committee 
rejected this amendment. The purported 
purpose of the amendment was to protect 
public officials and other persons from re
ports ot the Commission on Civil Rights that 
may be critical or contain material that 
tends to defame, degrade, or incriminate. 

The amendments would have done the 
following: 

(1) Prohibited the Commission from hold-
1ng any public hearings; 

(2) Prevented the Commission from is
suing any reports critical of identifl.able per
sons even though such persons had been af
forded. an opportunity to testify before the 
Commission, as presently required by the 
Commission's statute; 

(3) Required the Commlssion to observe 
severely restrictive procedures before issuing 
"reports critical of identifiable public officials 
and public employees, including submission 
of the report to the U.S. district court for 
the district in which the Commission held 
the greatest number of hearing days in 
which the testimony or evidence on which 
the report was based was received for the 
approval of that court. 

It is our optnton that the amendment 
would have destroyed the usefulness of the 
Commission and effectively terminated its 
present independent appraisal anct reporting 
functions as established under the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957, as amended. 

1. THE PROTECT10NS PURPORTED TO BE AFFORDED nary action against a named public Official 
BY THE AllrlENDMENT ARE 1NAPPOSITE TO THE are not required to meet the so-called safe
FUNCTIONS o:r THE COMM1SSION ON CIVIL guards of title I of s. 30.) 
RIGHTS The Commission on Civil Rights, on the 
It has been contended that the traditional other hla.nd, is primarily concerned with the 

hearing and reporting functions of the Com- appraisal of Federal programs and policies 
mission on Civil Rights are analogous to cer- and with gathering information on which 
tain reporting functions of special Federal to base legislative recommendations made 
grand juries authorized by title I of S. 30 to the Nation, the- Congress and the Execu
(The Organized Crime Control Act of 1969). tive. It is to this process of public and legis
It is argued that if certain safeguards are lS.tive deliberation that the Commission's 
to be attached to the reporting functions of factflnding and reporting efforts are devoted. 
special grand juries, the same safeguards The Supreme Court accepted this view of the 
should be attached to the hearing and re- Commission's function in the case of Han
porting functions of the Commission on Civil nah v. Larche, 363 U.S. 420 (1960), in which 
Rights. the Court upheld the constitutionality of the 

We believe that the procedures provided in rules of procedure for Commission hearings. 
the McClellan amendment to S. 2455 are in- As Mr. Justice F'mnkfurter stated in his 
appropriate to the Commission on Civil concurring opinion: 
Rights for the following reasons: "[The Commission on Civil Rights) is not 

1. The Commission on Civil Rights does charged with official judgment on individuals 
not have as its ultimate function the detec- nor are its inquiries so directed. The pur
tion and punishment of crime. pose of its investigations is to develop facts 

2. The Commission does not determine in- upon which legislation may be based. As 
dividual culpability. such, its investigations are directed to those 

3. The Commission functions in a manner concerns that are the normal impulse to 
more analogous to a legislative committee legislation and the basis for it." 
or administrative agency than a grand jury. The wrongdoing by public officials iden-

4. The Commission already provides pro- tified by speol.:al Federal grand juries ts like
tection extending substantially beyond the ly to be wrongdoing which is (1) for personal 
requirements of due process. gain of the type normally punishable by 

5. The damage done to the effectiveness of criminal statute, but which falls outside the 
the commission by the amendment out- technical or jurisdictional requirements for 
weighs its purported advantages. Federal indictment, or (2) misconduct in 

Briefly, title I of s. 30 authorizes special office.3 On the other hand, the nature of criti
grand juries to issue reports concerning non- cism of public officials that is likely to 
criminal misconduct, malfeasance, or mis- emerge in Commission reports typically is 
fea.sance in office by a. public officer or pub- criticism of the manner in which established 
Uc employee as the basis for a recommenda- policies are being carried out. Clearly the 
tion of removal or disciplinary action.1 The "noncriminal" misconduct of a public' offi
report must be based upon facts revealed in cial warranting dism1ssal or disciplinary ac
the course of a. grand jury investigation "to tion-the purpose of reports of special Fed
inquire into offenses against the criminal er.a.I grand juries--carrles a much greater 
laws of the United States." 2 Reports issued degree of opprobrium than the kind of crit.d
under section 3333(a) (1) of S. 30 must com- cism aired by the Commission on Civil 
ply with significant procedural safeguards Rights. Accordingly, substantial safeguards 
which are commensurate with the serious- while appropriate--perhaps even constitu
ness of the "noncriminal" charges leveled tlonaJJy required-for grand jury reports, 
against identified public officers and public are not opposite to reports of the Commis
employees as the basis for a recommenda- sion on Civil Rights. 
tion of removal or disciplinary action. Other As Mr. Justice Frankfurter perceptively 
reports of the special grand jury offering observed: 
recommendations tor legislation or reporting "To impose upon the Commission's inves
on organized crime conditions-referred to by tigations the safeguards appropriate to in
the sponsors of the amendment as being quiries into individual blameworthiness 
analogous to the reports of the Commission would be to divert and frustrate its purpose. 
on Civil Rights-a.re not subject to all of Its investigations would be turned into a 
the so-called safeguard provisions of title I forum !or the litigation of individual culpa.
of s. 30. Regardless of the merits and de- billty-matters which are not within the 
merits of the safeguards attached to reports keeping of the Commission." 
issued by special grand Juries under section B. The Commission on Civil Rights does not 
3333(a) (1) of S. 30 the amendment offered determine individual culpability or blame-
to s. 2455 is not relevant to the purpose and worthiness 
functions of the Commission on Civil Rights 
as established by the Civil Rights Act of 1957, 
as amended. 
A. The Commission on Civil Rights does not 

have as its ultimate objective the detection 
and punishment of crime 
The special Federal grand jury proposed 

in title I of S. 30 is authorized to issue re
ports on misconduct, misfeasance, a.nd. mal
feasance of public officials in connection with 
its investigations into the violation of Fed
eral criminal statutes. As such, it is an in
quisitorial body charged with the duty of 
investigating violations of the law and hav
ing as its ultimate objective the detection 
and punishment of crime. The specific pur
pose of special grand juries is to assign blame 
for wrong-doing to specific individuals either 
by way of indictment or by way of the re
ports authorized in title I. (It is noteworthy 
that the special grand jury reports not rec
ommending removal from office or disclpll-

Footnotes at end of article. 

In some cases, evidence adduced in Com
mission hearings or related in its reports 
may expressly or impliedly reflect adversely 
on identifiable public officials. (As we explain 
later such persons are afforded extensive pro
cedural protections.) The ascribing or blame 
to identifiable persons is wholly collateral to 
the Comm.tss1on's basic purpose. This view 
was supported in the optnton in Hannah v. 
Larche, 363 U.S., 441: 

"[The Commission on Civil Rights] ts 
purely investigative and !actflnding. It does 
not adjudicate. It does not hold trials or 
determine anyone's civil or criminal liabil
ity. It does not issue orders. Nor does it in
dict, punish, or impose any legal sanctions. 
It does not make determinations depriving 
anyone of his life, liberty, or property. In 
short, the Commission does not and cannot 
take any affirmative action which will affect 
an individual's legal rights." 

At 368 U.S., 443, the Court added: 
"However, even if such collateral conse

quences were to flow from the Commission's 
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investigations, they would not be the result 
of any affirmative determinations made by 
the Commission, and they would not affect 
the legitimacy of the Commission's investi
gative function." 

The distinction drawn by the court in 
Hannah can be seen in this example. In the 
Louisiana hearing on voting rights, which 
was the subject of the litigation in Hannah 
v. Larche, the Commission on Civil Rights 
was not concerned with the individual blame
worthiness of the registrar of Morehouse 
Parish-one of a number of registrars sub
penaed-but with the adequacy and work
aiblllty of existing Federal safeguards of the 
right to vote. From information collected at 
the Louisiana hearing and at an earlier hear
ing in Alabama came recommendations by the 
Commission which led to the enactment of 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. The special 
Federal grand jury, on the other hand, would 
have been concerned with assigning blame 
to the registrar with a possible recommenda
tion for dismissal or disciplinary action. 
ll. THE COMM.ISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS FUNC

TIONS IN A MANNER MORE ANALOGOUS TO A 
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE OR ADMINISTRATIVE 
AGENCY THAN A GRAND JURY 

It has been noted that the Commission is, 
in many respects, similar in function to con
gressional committees, since both engage in 
factfinding for the purpose of informing the 
legislative process. Congress recognized this 
fact when it looked to the investigatory 
hearing rules of the House of Representa
tives' as the model for the rules of procedure 
at Commission hearings enacted in the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957. 

AP, Justice Frankfurter stated in Hannah 
v. Larche (363 U.S. 420, 492--493): 

"Congress has entrusted the Commission 
with a very different role-that of investi
gating and appraising general conditions and 
reporting them to Congress so as to inform 
the legislative judgment. Resort to a legis
lative Commission as ,a vehicle for proposing 
well-founded legislation and recommending 
its passage to Congress has ample precedent." 

Although in function the Commission is 
most similar to legislative committees, in 
structure the Commission is more similar 
to Federal administrative agencies. 

The President is authorized, with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate, to appoint 
the six members of the Commission, to name 
Commissioners as Chairman and Vice Chair
man and to nominate the staff director.5 The 
Commissioners and the staff director serve 
indefinite terms. Each year the Commission 
submits a detailed budget proposal to the 
Bureau of the Budget for review. The budget 
describes the studies, reports and hearings 
which the Commission proposes to under
take in the next fiscal year. The final budget 
proposal, which becomes part of the Presi
dent's budget, is carefully reviewed by Con
gress. The power to accept, reject or modify 
the agency budget allows Congress to exert 
direct influence on the program of the 
agency. 

Finally, the Commission is a temporary 
agency which periodically must go to Con
gress to have its existence renewed. There 
are, therefore, ample means available for 
curbing any particular abuses on the part 
of the Commission. Needless to say, grand 
juries are not subject to the same types of 
Congressional controls as those governing 
the Commission on Civil Rights. 
Ill, NOTWITHSTANDING THE INAPPROPRIATENESS 

OP COMP.ARING THE COMMISSION ON CIVIL 
RIGHTS TO A GRAND JURY, NEVERTHELESS, ITS 
PRESENT PROCEDURES PROVIDE GREATER PRO
TECTIONS THAN THOSE AFFORDED UNDER TITLE 
I OF S, 30 

It is fundamental to the operation of grand 
juries that their proceedings are carried on 
in secrecy. By contrast, the Commission's 
subpena power is used in connection with 

hearings fully open to the public. This means 
that a person who is or may be criticized is 
given an open forum in which to hear .and 
refute the criticism. One of the destructive 
features of the amendment to S. 2455 was its 
requirement that all hearings of the Com
mission on Civil Rights be in executive ses
sion-in effect requiring the Commission un
necessarily to conduct secret hearings which 
can be labeled as "star chamber" activities. 

The safeguards of the Commission's fact
finding process are enumerated below and 
a comparison is made with protection avail
able to one accused in a special grand jury 
proceeding as provided for in Title I of S. 30. 

The Commission statute affords every wit
ness in public or executive session the right 
to counsel; 4 grand jury rules do not. The 
Commission statute affords persons who are 
the subject of testimony which tends to 
defame, degrade, or incriminate an appear
ance by right before the Commission in 
executive session,1 and, if so desired by the 
individual, in public session as well.8 Such 
persons may have witnesses subpenaed in 
their own behalf.9 Their counsel may submit 
questions to be asked of witnesses by the 
Commission.10 On the other hand, S. 30 pro
vides that the court shall accept and file 
no report from a special grand jury unless 
"each person named therein and any reason
able number of witnesses in his behalf as 
designated by him • • • were afforded an 
opportunity to testify before the grand jury 
prior to the filing of such report." 

An individual subpenaed before a grand 
jury does not have notice of what the grand 
jury is investigating and does not have an 
open forum in which to refute the critical 
testimony that is presented. Nor is subpenaed 
testimony available to the person criticized. 
None of these criticisms is applicable to Com
mission procedures. Section 102 (a) of the 
Commission's statute requires that 30 days 
before the commencement of a hearing the 
Commission publish in the Federal Register 
a notice stating, among other things, the sub
Ject of the hearing. Accordingly, there is no 
secret as to the subject matter of the hear
ing. The rules of the Commission require 
that persons who are the subject of testi
mony which may tend to defame, degrade or 
incriminate them be notified of Commission 
executive sessions at lea.st 10 days prior to 
the session and that they be furnished a 
brief summary of the information which the 
Commission has determined may tend to de
fame, degrade, or incriminate such persons. 
At the executive session itself, the person is 
read a fuller summary of the anticipated 
testimony. There is, therefore, an ample op
portunity to respond to critical testimony. 
Moreover, and most significantly, when this 
testimony is presented at a public session a 
further opportunity is available to respond. 
Airing these matters in public is an assur
ance of fairness. 

Commission hearings also are subject to 
careful judic!ial scrutiny. The case of Han
nah v. Larche is an example. There, Com
mission proceedings were enjoined by a 
court and the Commission was immob111zed 
until the Supreme court held that its pro
cedures were fair. With the advance notice 
the Commission gives of its proceedings and 
the substantial advance warning it provides 
to persons about whom it might be critical, 
there is ample opportunity to resort to the 
courts to test the adequacy of what the Com
mission is doing. 
IV. A FAIR AND OPEN HEARING MAINTAINS 

PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN THE SOUNDNESS 0:1' 
GOVERNMENTAL PROCESSES 

The power conferred on the Commission to 
hold hearings was not conferred merely for 
the benefit of the agency, but also for the 
benefit of the public which would be affected 
by the legislative and pollcy changes based 
on Commission recommendations. Public and 
open proceedings have been held to be es-

sential to due process in administrative mat
ters as well as to those of a judicial nature. 
In Morgan v. United States, 304 U.S. 1 (1938) 
the Court referred to an open hearing as one 
of the "rudimentary requirements of !air
play." The court stated: 

"These demand a fair and open hearing
essential alike to the legal validity of the 
administrative regulation and to the main
tenance of public confidence in the value 
and soundness of this important govern
mental process. (304 U.S. at 15.)" 

The fact that hearings are open is not 
only an assurance of fairness to the partici
pants, but serves as an assurance to the pub
lic that information is received fairly and 
reasonably. 

It is clear that the openness of Commission 
hearings is closely related to the main
tenance of public confidence in reports and 
recommendations emanating directly and 
indirectly from those hearings. The require
ment of the proposed amendment to S. 2455 
that all Commission hearings be held in 
executive session clearly subverts the bene
fi.clal purposes of public hearings held by 
the CoJllllldssion. 

V, CONCLUSION 

For all the reasons stated above, the anal
ogy between title I of S. 30 and the Com
mission's procedures is inapposlte. The Com
mission's procedures have been upheld in 
Hannah v. Larche. Its procedures have been 
ana.logized to those of a legislative investi
gating committee. The Commission, as al
ready explained, does afford adequate safe
guards to persons who might be criticized. 

The Commission on Civil Rigbts, more
over, is subject to the "political process." The 
CommisSioners serve at the pleasure of the 
President and can be removed if he is dis-· 
satisfied with their conduct. The Commis
sion seeks an annual appropriation and is 
subject to review at that time. Finally, the 
Commission is a temporary agency which 
periodically must go to Congress to have 
its existence renewed. There are ample means 
available for curbing any particular abuses 
on the part of the Commission. The means 
proposed by the amendment would not only 
limit the CoJllllldssion, they would destroy 
the beneficial results of public hearings and 
reports by the Commission on Civil Rights-
powers which have been exerc'lsed respon
sibly for 13 years by distinguished members 
of the Commission past and present. On 
balance, the present hearing and reporting 
functions of the Commission should be al
lowed to continue in their present form. 

PHILIP A. HART. 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY. 
BmcH BAYH. 
QUENTIN N, BURDICK, 
JOSEPH D. TYDINGS. 
HIRAM L. FoNG. 
HUGH SCO'IT. 

MARLOW W. COOK. 
CHARLES Mee. MATHIAS. 
ROBERT P. GRIFFIN. 

FOOTNOTES 

1sec. 333(a) (1) of s. 30. Title I of s. so 
also authorizes special grand jury reports for 
proposing recommendations for legislative, 
executiv.e or administrative action in the 
public interest, or regarding organized 
crime conditions in the district. 

2 Sec. 3332 of S. 30. 
a Under title I of s. 30 the special Federal 

grand jury can report noncriminal miscon• 
duct cm.ty it it is so serious to warrant the 
special grand jury basing a recommendation 
of "removal or disciplinary action," on the 
actions involved. 

, Rule XI, par 26 (i)-(g), "Rules of the 
House of Representatives" ( 1965). 

5 42 U.S.C. secs. 1976 (b), 1975(c) and 
1975d(a) (1964). 

6 Sec. 102(c) of Civil Rights Act of 1957, 
as a.mended: 
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"Any person compelled to appear in person 

before the Commission on Civil Rights shall 
be accorded the right to be accompanied and 
advised by counsel, who shall have the right 
to subject his client to reasonable examina
tion and to make objections on the record 
and to argue briefly the basis for such ob
jections." 

1 sec. 102(e) of Civil Rights Act, as 
amended: 

"If the Commission determines that evi
dence or testimony at any hearing may tend 
to defame, degrade or incriminate any per
son it shall receive such evidence or testi
mo:iy or summary of such evidence or testi
mony in executive session. The Commission 
shall afford any person defamed, degraded 
or incriminated. by such evidence or testi
mony an opportunity to appear and be heard 
in executive session, with a reasonable num
ber of witnesses requested by him, before de
ciding to use such evidence or testi
mony • • •:• 

s Sec. 102(e). 
"* • • In the event the Commission de

termines to release or use such testimony in 
such manner as to reveal publicly the iden
tity of the person defamed, degraded, or in
criminated, such evidence or testimony, prior 
to such public release or use, shall be given 
at a public session, and the Commission shall 
afford such person an opportunity to appear 
as a voluntary witness or to fl.le a sworn 
statement in his behalf and to submit brief 
and pe:i;-tinent sworn statements of others. 
The Commission shall receive and dispose of 
requests from such persons to subpena ad
ditional witnesses" (italics supplied). 

e Sec. 102 ( e), supra. 
10 Sec. 102(c), supra, 45 CFR 702.7, 702.9. 

COMMUNICATION FROM A 
DEPARTMENT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. YARBOROUGH) laid before the 
Senate a letter from the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, trans
mitting, pursuant to law a report on the 
means to help assure an adequate mar
ket for burglary and theft insurance and 
adeqaute availability of surety bonds for 
construction contractors, in urban areas, 
dated July 1970 (with an accompanying 
report) which was referred to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

PETITION 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. YARBOROUGH) laid before the 
Senate a concurrent resolution of the 
Legislature of the State of Lcuisiana, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, as follows: 

"H. CON. RES. 270 
"A concurrent resolution applying to the 

Congress of the United States pursuant to 
Article V of the Constitution of the United 
States to call a convention for the pur
pose of proposing an amendment to return 
a portion of the income tax -1-0 the state 
from whose taxpayers it was collected 
"Whereas, the political platforms of all 

major parties in the various states subscribe 
to federal tax sharing; and 

"Whereas, many state legislatures have 
adopted resolutions memorializing Congress 
to return a portion of the federal revenues 
to the states; and 

"Whereas, most Congressmen in their cam
paigns declare their support for federal tax 
sharing; and 

"Whereas, meetings of the National Legis
lative Conference, the Conference of State 

Legislative Leaders and the National Society 
of State Legislators have adopted or will 
adopt resolutions urging Congress to in
augurate a federal revenue sharing program; 
and 

"Whereas, although President Nixon in 
1969 proposed a tax sharing program for 
congressional enactment, no action has yet 
been taken by Congress; and 

"Whereas, this Resolution, when adopted 
by thirty-three states, would require Con
gress to call a constitutional convention for 
the purpose of proposing an amendment to 
the federal constitution to provide for the 
return to the state of ten per cent of the 
federal income tax collected in the state. 

"Therefore, be it resolved by the House 
of Representatives of the Legislature of Lou
isiana, the Senate thereof concurring, that 
the Legislature of the state of Louisiana, 
pursuant to Article V of the Constitution of 
the United States, hereby makes application 
to the Congress of the United States to call 
a convention to propose the following as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States: 

"'ARTICLE -

"'Ten per cent of the tax on the income of 
each taxpayer collected by the United States 
shall be returned by the United States to 
the state in which each individual has his 
principal place of residence and in propor
tion to the amount of business activity con
ducted by each corporate taxpayer in that 
state.' 

"Be it further resolved that the Congress 
of the United States is hereby memorialized 
not to reduce any major Federal program in 
effect at the time of the adoption of this 
amendment. 

"Be it further resolved that this applica
tion shall constitute a continuing applica
tion for such convention pursuant to Article 
V of the Constitution of the United States, 
until the Legislatures of two-thirds of the 
several states shall have made like applica
tions and such convention shall have been 
called by the Congress of the United States, 
unless the Congress itself proposes the 
amendment herein set forth. 

"Be it further resolved that certified copies 
of this Resolution shall be transmitted 
forthwith to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States and to 
each House of the Legislature of each of the 
several states, attesting the adoption of this 
Resolution by the Legislature of the state 
of Louisiana. 

"JOHN S. GARRETT, 
"Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

"W. AYCOCK, 
"Lieutenant Governor and President of 

the Senate." 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. YARBOROUGH) announced that 
on today, July 10, 1970, he signed the en
rolled bill (H.R. 2036) to remove a cloud 
on the titles of certain property located 
in Malin, Oreg., which had previously 
been signed by the Speaker of the House 
of Represen~tives. 

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

H .R. 12758. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to establish a volun
teers in the park program, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 91-1013). 

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, with amendments: 

S. 2985. A bill to improve the administra
tion of the national park system by the Sec
retary of the Interior, and to clarify the au
thorities applicable to the system, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 91-1014). 

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were intro
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr.LONG: 
S. 4075. A bill to provide for limitations on 

the importation of sulfur; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 4076. A bill for the relief of Mitsuhiro 

Nakakoji, Keiko Nakakoji, and Yukiko Naka
koji; to the Committee on th~ Judiciary. 

By Mr.HART: 
S.J. Res. 219. Joint resolution to proclaim 

the second week in July as National Sales
men's Week; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

{The remarks of Mr. HART when he intro
duced the joint resolution appear later in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 219-
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RESO
LUTION TO PROCLAIM THE SEC
OND WEEK IN JULY AS NATIONAL 
SALESMEN'S WEEK 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, in these 

times of ever-larger institutions and big 
business, the decline of the role of the 
individual is apparent to all. Perhaps it 
is not too much to suggest that unrest 
is due in substantial part to the frus
trated efforts of our young adults to 
achieve a sense of individual worth and 
individual meaning in a society domi
nated by big governments, big corpora
tions, and big charitable, religious and 
educational institutions. It should be 
recognized that none of us is immune 
from the stifling effects of an institution
alized, mass-production society. 

So it is all the more encouraging to 
take note of the new energy of America's 
independent sales representatives in 
speaking out for individualism and inde
pendence. Our commissioned salesmen, 
along with other independent business 
and professional people, represent a bul
wark against growing giantism and other 
institutional erosion of a free enterprise 
system based upon respect for the role 
of the individual. Mr. President, in recog
nition of the important role of the bun
dreds of thousands of independent sales 
representatives in supporting our so
ciety's most fundamental and important 
ideals, I am today introducing a joint 
resolution to proclaim the second week 
of every July as ''National Salesmen's 
Week." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). The joint resolution will be re
ceived and appropriately referred. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 219) to 
proclaim the second week in July as Na
tional Salesmen's Week, introduced by 
Mr. HART, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILLS 
s. 3976 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. HART), I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. TYDINGS) be added as cosponsor of 
S. 3976, the First Amendment Freedom 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MA
THIAS). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

S.4002 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that, at the next printing, 
the names of the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS), the Senator from Colo
rado (Mr. ALLOTT), the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. GURNEY), the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. YOUNG), the 
Senators from South Carolina (Mr. 
HOLLINGS and Mr. THURMOND), the Sen
ator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), and the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN
DOLPH) be added as cosponsors of S. 
4002, to establish a National Informa
tion and Resource Center for the Handi
capped. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 428--SUBMIS
SION OF:_ RESOLUTION AUTHOR
IZING THE COMMITTEE ON COM
MERCE TO CONDUCT AN INVF.STI
GATION OF FIRMS PROMOTING 
TRAVEL ABROAD BY AMERICAN 
STUDENTS 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted 

a resolution CS. Res. 428) authorizing 
the Committee on Commerce to conduct 
an investigation of firms promoting 
travel abroad by American students, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

<The remarks of Mr. WILLIAMS of Dela
ware when he submitted the resolution 
appear earlier in the RECORD under the 
appropriate heading.) 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TION FOR THE CIVIL RIGHTS 
COMMISSION-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 770 

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted an 
amendment, intended to be propcsed by 
him, to the bill (S. 2455) to authorize ap
propriations for the Civil Rights Com
mission, and for other purposes, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF AN 
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 674 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. HAN
SEN), and the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS), I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the next printing, their names be 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
674, to S. 3112, to require an investigation 
and study, including research, into pos-

sible uses of solid wastes resulting from 
mining and processing coal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPONG). Without .objection, it is so or
dered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

BISHOP WALSH 
Mr. MATIDAS. Mr. President, I hall 

the return of Bishop Walsh to freedom 
today. His long confinement in Red 
China is a martyrdom in the literal sense. 
The steadfast way in which he has en
dured years of imprisonment constitutes 
an example of faith and constancy that 
should inspire all mankind. 

The story of Bishop Walsh and his 
years of suffering will unfold in the days 
ahead. But for today, I know that it is 
enough for all of us in the Senate to 
share with Bishop Walsh's family, and 
indeed with all Americans, in a welcome 
to him, to share in a wish for his safe 
journey to the United States, and to join 
in giving thanks to God for the strength 
given Bishop Walsh to sustain him in a 
cruel ordeal. 

ANDREW W. CORDIER: A JUST 
SOCIETY'' 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 
month, Dr. Andrew W. Cordier, President 
of Columbia University, delivered the 
principal address at the University's an
nual commencement exercises. In his ad
dress Dr. Cordier speaks eloquently of 
the need to reduce the increasing polariz
ation and intransigence in our society, 
especially in our colleges and universities. 
He describes the process by which the 
basic human values at the heart of the 
original American Revolution have be
come submerged in the material values of 
our modern scientific revolution. 

The theme of Dr. Cordier's address is 
a clear call to Americans of all ages to 
dedicate themselves more deeply to the 
achievement of a just society, where gov
ernment is responsive to the people, 
where the same rights and opportunities 
exist for all citizens, and where reason
able priorities are established for the 
achievement of national and local goals. 

In a sense, Dr. Cordier's commence
ment address was also a farewell address, 
for he is now retiring from his office as 
president of the university. His remarks, 
therefore, acquire an added significance, 
as he seeks from his ample wisdom and 
experience to guide those who follow 
him in the quest for a just society. I 
believe that Dr. Cordier's address will be 
of interest to all concerned with the 
quality of life in America. I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

A JUST SoCIETY 

(Address by Dr. Andrew W. Cordier, president 
of Columbia University, at the annual 
Commencement Exercises ending the Uni
versity's 261th academic year, June 2, 1970) 
On this my last opportunity in my present 

capacity to speak at a commencement exer
cise, I am glad for the occasion to express my 

profound gratitude to the graduates, students 
who will graduate in later years, the fac
ulty, staff and employees, the trustees, 
alumni and friends of the Univers!ty, for the 
friendly support and collaboration which has 
made a difficult task not only possible but 
one marked by collective achievement in ad
vancing the high purposes of the University 
on many fronts. This broadly based teamwork 
in pursuit of sound and great objectives has 
made my role a most rewarding one, provid
ing me with thousands of precious memories 
of the dedicated effort and strong encourage
ment of those having at heart the interests 
of a progressive university devoted to its 
search for truth and to its contributions to 
society. 

I pray for my successor, Dr. McOlll, great 
success in his efforts and the warm and strong 
support of his many constituents. 

The unhappy and unsatisfactory climate 
of our national society today requires that 
we as a people concentrate our thoughts and 
energies on the maladies and strains that 
confront us and thus determine our sense of 
direction for the years ahead. This task be
comes all the more necessary because so 
many of our great and smaller issues are 
being approached with closed minds and 
ever intensified passion. Extremism of every 
variety is polarizing our nation, dividing our 
people, and reducing-if not destroying--our 
national capacity for forward movement 
based upon searching and sane appraisal of 
the problems inherent in our current na
tional crisis. Bitterness is increasing and bit
terness not only destroys the capacity to un
derstand and to be effective in finding solu
tions but it breeds violence and bloodshed 
and an ever increasing pattern of social 
breakdown. 

These trends can and must be stopped. 
They cannot be stopped alone by opposing 
violence and bloodshed, although that is nec
essary. A far greater contribution ls to be 
found in the solid commitment that all of us 
as American citizens can make to a socially 
just society. 

The ma.in burden in dedication to this 
enormous challenge must be carried by those 
who see our problems clearly and who with 
calmness of mind and determination of ef
fort can define and proceed to a more just 
and human-oriented society. Tragically in 
the nation-wide team effort of fair and pur
posefully minded people, we cannot depend 
upon those who have already committed 
themselves mentally and emotionally to in
transigent positions, pitting class aaginst 
class, race against race, group against group. 
It may be hoped that when the vision of a 
better and more united America begins to 
dawn, there may be those who will fall away 
from their intransigent and unhelpful pos
tures, and join in a great crusade with con
structive and meaningful significance for 
all of our people. 

Our starting point cannot be that pro
claimed by a. limited number of youths and 
adults to the effect that we live in a nation 
without any values, institutions, or processes 
worth preserving. 

We have gained too much as a nation. We 
have built too well, we have striven too hard 
in many areas of human relevance for us 
not to preserve what is good and meaningful 
out of our past. 

A just society must provide for a satisfac
tory distribution of its benefits among its 
members. But, that goal alone is not suffi
cient. A just society will also strive to in
crease the store o! its available beneflts. On 
this second count the record of our present 
society ls clearly commendable. 

We need only to recall a few words that 
once were commonplace in everyday con
versation, but within this century have vir
tually disappeared from common usage. Beri
beri, pellagra., and scurvy: hookworm, malaria 
and yellow fever: polio, smallpox and ty
phoid: all are words that once were uttered 
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frequently and fearfully. We all live today, 
even the poorest in our society, in a compara
tive paradise of freedom from fear of mass 
suffering and early death caused. by igno
rance, pestilence and plague. Famine, in the 
literal sense of insufficient food production, 
is unknown and unimaginable in our own 
land. 

We speak familiarly instead today of vita
mins, sanitation, and vaccines: of fertilizers, 
pesticides and irrigation, electric lighting, 
refrigeration and central heating; of automo
biles and airplanes; of movies, radio and tel
evision; and of a host of other innovations 
and inventions that were ei.ther unknown 
or unpracticed prior to this century. 

The store of benefits that our present so
ciety has created, some by elimination of 
suffering or drudgery and others by addition 
of techniques or technology, far surpasses 
the accomplishments of any other society or 
any other time in human history. These ben
efits all are directly attributable to the para
mount benefit represented by education, and 
especially by our institutions of higher edu
cation. Merely to maintain the present store 
of benefits, not to mention the goal of add
ing to them, would be impossible without the 
contributions of our colleges and universi
ties as we know them today. An uninter
rupted and increasing flow of young men and 
women possessing the requisite knowledge 
and skills is indispensable not only if we are 
to improve upon the store but also if we are 
to preserve the benefits created by our pres
ent society, to use them wisely and to dis
tribute them well. 

Those who seek to reform the distribution 
of it.s benefits among the members of our 
present society by disrupting the functioning 
of our colleges and universities threaten 
blindly to diminish and eventually perhaps 
even to erase the store of those benefits. 
They are, no matter how unintentionally, 
working against the Interest of all members 
of society Including themselves. 

But a broad national effort merely preserv
ing our past would be self-defeating and 
would not support the challenging objectives 
of today and the desired attainments for to
morrow. A great American leader of another 
era said that "society is like a white post, if 
you want to keep it white it must be given 
attention." The great sinews of our national 
health and strength can easily erode through 
carelessness, indifference, or perversion of 
their use. 

An article appearing some years ago, and 
captioned, "The Continuing American Revo
lution,'' perhaps unwittingly pointed to a 
major defect in our society. From the days 
of our American Revolution the philosophy 
of which was so brilliantly expostulated by 
our able public figures and philosophers of 
that time, we moved quickly as a nation 
through successive stages of economic trans
formation, capped in our generation by the 
most all-consuming industrial, technological 
and scientific revolution that the world has 
ever seen. This was described as the "con
tinuing American revolution" but the na
tion-wide obsession and preoccupa.tlon with 
it led too often to neglect of the role of hu
man being in relation to it. Furthermore, 
during this period we as a nation of immi
grants prided ourselves on the achievement 
of an ethnic melting pot unknown In his
tory. While another racial minority within 
our midst in no sense enjoyed the equal 
social and economic benefits of our society. 

The rapidity of material change has meant 
also that the older and the younger genera
tions of today have been reared in situations 
of more contrasting experience than any two 
generations of history. That contrast of ex
perience determines in large degree the varia
tions of values and outlook that characterize 
the two generations and underline the dif
ficulties of mutual understanding. The rec
ognition of this fact by the older genera
tion should, with the proper marshalling of 

intelligence and understanding, cause that 
generation to arrive at a better understand
ing of the concerns of youth and their social 
and environmental problems. In the minds of 
some, indeed too many older people, youth 
as a whole are condemned for the radical 
actions of the few. In fact we have never had 
a better generation of youth-able, knowl
edgeable, resourceful and socially respon
sive. They deserve more than our sympathy. 
They deserve our identification with them. 
The generation gap, far from becoming 
crystallized, should be blurred and even 
destroyed. This ls one of the urgent require
ments of a just society. Age should not and 
need not have any relevance to our under
standing of and participation with youth in 
the solution of the problems, in sharing their 
concerns, in joining with them in their at
tainment of constructive social objectives and 
in encouraging them in the positive personal 
contribution that they may make to 
society. 

Urbanism, a major creation of our eco
nom.ic revolution, has produced for many 
youths a rootless society in which many old 
values and standards have disappeared. with 
no viable substitutes to take their place. 
Thooe of us who by breadth, length and 
variety of experience, possess the deep con
cern for human beings of any age, have a 
solemn obligation to relate to youth in ways 
that will be a source of enrichment and sat
isfaction to them as well as to us. Only in 
this fashion can this era of confrontation 
and divisiveness with potential damage to 
the whole of our society be brought to an 
end. 

A just society is, in the first place, a society 
that means what it says. It.s rules are rules 
for all. Its constitutional rights a.re rights for 
all. Its moot Important opportunities are 
open to all. When people in such a society 
are treated differently It is because there ls 
a necessary reason for doing so, because a 
legitimate social purpose ls served. Justice, 
in short, consists in living by consistent 
principles. It consists in the rejection of 
double standards. 

No sector of our society should consider 
itself free from reviewing its obligations for 
critical self-examination in terms of the 
impact upon human beings in a just society. 
Both the public and private sectors of our 
life must be involved. 

In the public sector vast improvements 
can be made from the White House to local 
government. Many years ago I succeeded In 
transforming a local government from one 
Involving graft and social irresponsiveness to 
one keenly alert to its mission to the people. 
The quality and character of Its service to 
the people changed the whole atmosphere of 
the community. That experience convinced 
me then and I remain convinced that good, 
just, efficient government is possible in all 
parts of our land and that it ls equally 
possible not only on the local level but on all 
levels of government. 

On the national level, particularly in an 
era of big government including the con
centration of great responsibilities and re
sources on that level, decisions whether on 
domestic or international questions take on 
increased importance .as they relate to the 
welfare and interests of our people. With 
heavy taxation and therefore the concen
tration of extraordinary resources in the 
hands of federal officials whether adminis
trative or legislative, questions of the dis
tribution of such funds should be related 
to a most intelligently conceived set of na
tional priorities. Existing priorities are open 
to most serious question, especially as they 
relate to American involvement in south
east Asia, as well as to other aspects of 
our defense posture. 

The forty-four thousand Americans killed 
in Vietnam, the 300,000 wounded and the 
more than $100 billion expended in Viet
nam and Cambodia cannot be justified in 

terms either of the character of the war or 
of any conceivable result flowing from the 
war. While the deia.d cannot be returned to 
life, longer casualty lists will not add to the 
value of the sacrifices already made. The re
sources expended there are sorely needed on 
the domestic scene in support of many pro
grams facing our crisis-ridden cities. 

The dearth of resources add to cl ty 
bligh.t. We are falling far behind In an ap
propriate schedule for the construction of 
new housing and the renovation of old apart
ments. While this can be partially attributed 
to the high cost of construction, It ls due 
also to the lack of ample federal funds In 
support of housing. If this trend continues, 
the nation will soon be confronted with a 
very major housing crisis requiring desper
a,te but belated action. In many fields, such 
as health care, welfare, poverty, civil rights, 
drug addiction, education, transportation, 
air and water pollution, far more concerted 
and intelligent efforts backed by additional 
resources must be focused toward the solu
tion of the problems involved. 

The federal government in cooperation 
with state and local governments and with 
the private sector of our society must concert 
their efforts more effectively and decisively 
on the solution of pressing minority ques
tions. Since the beginning of our history the 
black minority in our mid.st has lived In a 
state of inequality and subordination. While 
a significant advance has been made In the 
last decade in achieving goals of social and 
economic equality, these goals are very far 
from being realized on a sufficiently broad 
and sound basis; nor is there sufficiently 
broad acceptance on the part of the white 
population of their wllllngness to work for 
and accept these goals. The white backlash 
on the one hand, and black extremism on 
the other, has deepened the gulf, making 
more difficult the attainment of these proper 
and necessary aims of our society. Unless 
we can look forward with compassion, intel
ligence and understanding on this front, 
the threat of civil strife that we have seen 
thus far will be multiplied many times over 
and all will suffer together. We must rid 
ourselves of blindness of mind and of spirit 
and recognize the valid demand for equality 
that is a right of all of our people. 

If we are to have an increasingly just and 
healthy society, it requires the active en
gagement of all segments of our society, In 
pursuit of their economic objectives, indus
try and business have provided us with an 
infinite variety of things that have added 
to our physical comforts and reduced the 
use of our muscles and brawn. But ade
quate attention has not always been given 
to the side effects of their products upon 
human life. 

The legal pro'fession and the judiciary must 
give increased attention to the fair and 
equitable application of the law. In the first 
phase of our revolution in the eighteenth 
century, our revolutionary fathers motivated 
by the Impact of monarchical oppression, 
strove for the establishment of a government 
of laws and not of man, because just laws 
seemed to them to be the best protection of 
men. The principles behind their action 
were well conceived but today the movement 
is exactly the reverse. In today's protest, the 
experience of mankind during the last sev
eral centuries has not been taken into a.c
count, and little thought has been given to 
this aspect of the relation of laws and men 
in radical thinking. It is far better for free 
men and for an open society that laws shall 
serve as a protection of man and that jus
tice ls administered with complete 'fairness 
and equity. 

In our society we have unjust laws which 
we fail to change and just laws we hesitate 
to implement. We have laws that we inter
pret differently depending on who is affected. 
An increasing number of individuals, people 
in power and people out of it, n ow arrogate 
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to themselves a right to act as they would 
not permit others to act. Indeed some make 
a. principle of this breach of principle. 

To act unjustly in the name of justice ls 
parallel to the breaking of the la.w in the 
name of the law. It is to create a society in 
which men feel free to except themselves 
from the governance of common rules. That 
cannot be a just society. Such a society can 
only be built by allegiance to justice in one's 
tactics as well as one's goals. 

We need above all to be committed to 
non-violent tactics. A philosophy of non
violence cannot be rooted only in conviction; 
it must be nurtured by conduct. It cannot 
thrive on surrender to emotion or in resort 
to alienation. It is the enemy of arrogance, 
for arrogance produces the seeds of conflict. 
Thus, non-violence ls not only a philosophy 
but it is a way of life and through it the 
mind and spirit become capable o'f weakening 
and destroying the forces that lead to vio
lence and bloodshed, and provide as well the 
solid foundations of a sound, effective and 
constructive approach to the solution of the 
tough problems in our society. 

A statement made two thousands years 
ago "do unto others as you would have them 
do unto you" is rich with truth and relevance 
in our society today. In our generation we 
have used the word-empathy-the capacity 
to understand the other person's point of 
view. It is not a. matter alone of under
standing but also one of our own conduct 
as it affects the rights and responsibilities of 
other parties. If we should do unto others as 
we would have them do unto us, many of our 
problems would fade away. The emotions 
that blind us would disappear and the ca
pacity for action would assert itself. We 
must examine great issues greatly, act cou
rageously, and assert our collective leadership 
for that which is worth preserving and that 
which should be made new in our society. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to note that President Nixon has 
recently transmitted to Congress Reor
ganization Plan No. 3 of 1970 calling for 
the creation of an Environmental Pro
tection Agency. This dynamic new inde
pendent agency would report directly to 
the President and have prime responsi
bility for protecting and improving the 
Nation's environmental quality. It would 
have primary jurisdiction over the areas 
of air pollution control, water pollution 
control, solid waste disposal, pesticide 
pollution control, and radiation con
trol. I am pleased to note that the 
Environmental Protective Agency close
ly resembles the Environmental Quality 
Administration I envisioned in S. 3388. 
The Ash Commission report takes the 
basic air pollution control, water pollu
tion control, and solid waste disposal 
function of my suggestion and adds to 
them pesticide and radiation protection 
activities. 

Several existing subdivisions from 
present departments would be trans
ferred into the EPA. The Federal Water 
Quality Administration would come from 
the Department of the Interior. The De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare would lose the National Air Pol
lution Control Administration. Existing 
solid waste programs from the Bureau 
of Solid Waste Management and cur
rent water hygiene programs would be 
transferred from HEW. In addition to 
these functions, the EPA would have 

frontline responsibility for the control 
of the environmental effects of pesticides. 
This control is now split between the 
Department of Agriculture and the Food 
and Drug Administration of HEW. The 
activities of the Federal Radiation Coun
cil and the Atomic Energy Commission's 
power to set standards governing radio
active hazards would be merged with 
EP A's other functions. Also, parts of the 
Bureau of Radiological Health in HEW 
would be transferred. 

As envisioned by the President, on the 
basis of current levels of activity, EPA 
would have a yearly budget of approxi
mately $1.3 billlion and a staff comple
ment approaching 5,600. This dynamic 
new environmental agency would give 
the Federal Government the capacity 
to deal with pollution problems in a 
truly coordinated and comprehensive 
fashion. The President, Congress, and 
the public would at last have one agen
cy responsible for the conduct and ef
fectiveness of the Federal Government's 
fight against pollution. 

The existing helter-skelter arrange
ment of Federal programs and com
peting Federal agencies has greatly 
hampered Federal environmental qual
ity efforts. Congress has heretofore been 
unable to establish effective priorities. 
Industry representatives have had to 
traverse endless bureaucratic halls and 
passageways to determine whether or 
not their activities met the requirements 
of existing and proposed Federal stand
ards. Under the Nixon administration's 
dynamic environmental reorganization 
program, these difficulties and problems 
will be largely eliminated. The creation 
of the Environmental Protective Agency 
heralds the dawning of a new age of Fed
eral concern and efforts to improve the 
quality of life for all Americans. 

CARE OF MENTALLY ILL LAGS, 
WALL STREET JOURNAL RE
PORTS 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, as 

the author of the law recently enacted 
to extend and expand the community 
mental health centers program, I invite 
the attention of the Senate to a report 
on problems of treating the mentally ill. 
It appears in the Wall Street Journal of 
today and is entitled: "Coping With 
Society: Care of Mentally Ill Outside In
stitutions Lags Despite Promise." 

As the article points out, the mentally 
ill can be treated more effectively in their 
local communities than in huge State 
institutions, where they receive little 
care and less attention to their illness. 
Yet we are far from providing sufficient 
care in community centers, either. 

A major reason is the budgetary star
vation that has thinned down so many 
important health activities. 

In 1963, the first Community Mental 
Health Centers Act was enacted with 
my cosponsorship. In July 1969, Mr. 
Creed Black, Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, testi
fied before my Health Subcommittee that 
when the Community Mental Health 
Centers Act expired on June 30, 1970, he 
expected 500 centers to have been funded, 
serving 75 million Americans. 

Six months later, the budget for fiscal 
year 1971 was submitted. The Depart
ment of HEW had revised its estimate 
downward. In February 1970, it said that 
by the end of June 1970, it expected 459 
centers to be funded, serving 64 million 
people. 

Its budget for fiscal 1971 does not even 
make up that lost ground, much less 
move ahead. With the number of cen
ters it proposes to fund in 1971, there 
still will be only 491 in operation, serv
ing 68 million people. 

Public Law 91-211 extends the pro
grams for 3 years. It makes important 
changes designed to increase Federal 
support for the community treatment 
centers. I introduced that legislation, 
presided over hearings on it, and guided 
it through the Senate and through the 
conference with the House of Repre
sentatives. 

It is disheartening to find that much of 
its promise is being gutted by lack of 
Federal money. The administration pro
poses no new appropriation for construc
tion of centers. It has $20 million in funds 
it did not obligate last year, to spend 
this year. This amounts to a stretchout, 
and in large part explains why the goal 
for fiscal 1970 will not be met even in 
fiscal 1971. 

I ask unanimous ccnsent that the arti
cle from the Wall Street Journal of 
July 10, 1970, ably written by Barbara 
Isenberg, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CARE OF MENTALLY ILL OUTSIDE INSTITUTIONS 

LAGS DESPITE PROMISE 

(By Barbara Isenberg) 
The young Midwesterner named Bill can 

talk about it now. He remembers withdraw
ing into "a mental glass bubble" and seeing 
"cl'Ouds parting in my path like I was the 
Messiah." Bill was and is a schizophrenic. 

Committed to a mental hospital, he re
members being "zonked out by heavy medica
tion, shoved from room to room and finally 
locked in a ward." Three days later he was 
out, but not for long. Again and again he 
returned to the hospital; again and again he 
was discharged, temporarily able to cope but 
still desperately 111. He lost his job and his 
savings and was rejected by his family. 

Bill finally wound up at Hill House, a pri
vate Cleveland agency that seeks to help men
tal patients adjust to society, gives them the 
companionship of others in the same diffi
culty and aids them in finding jobs and 
housing. Though he is still on drugs and 
suffers occasional withdrawals from reality, 
Bill now has an apartment, a job and hope. 

"I was fortunate ," he says. "I had lots of 
help and I still have problems. What happens 
to the people who don't get that help?" 

ABANDONED VICTIMS 

Most don't. In recent years mental patients 
have been released after weeks or months in 
mental institutions rather than years, in 
keeping with the idea that "aftercare" in the 
society they left ls more beneficial to the 
patients than extended confinement in men
tal institutions. No one seriously argues with 
that idea--but it is increasingly apparent 
that such after-care is lacking or deficient 
in most cases and that hundreds of thou
sands of the mentally disturbed are being 
abandoned to a hostile or indifferent society. 

There are many private and public agen
cies, organizations and programs·involved in 
community care of the mentally ill. But many 
are understaffed and starved for money. 
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Overall, they are incapable of filling the needs 
of the mentally ill being discharged in a tor
rent from various institutions-375,000 of 
them last year from state and county mental 
hospitals alone. 

Ironically, part of the problem stems from 
extensive use of new drugs that have revolu
tionized therapy. Tranquilizers, which came 
into wide use in the 1950s, and antidepres
sants, introduced in the '60s, have been an 
unquestioned boon; doctors say that in many 
cases effective treatment of violent patients 
is impossible without them. In less acute 
cases they can control the fantasies of the 
afflicted and permit discharge. Dr. Paul F. 
Slawson, a psychiatrist at UCLA Medical 
Center in Los Angeles, calls them "the prime 
factor in emptying our mental hospitals." 

MASKI.NG THE PROBLEM 
But they are not in themselves a cure. Dr. 

Lawrence S. Kubie, a well-known Maryland 
psychiatrist, says that by eliminating or 
sharply reducing symptoms in mental pa
tients, the drugs can create "an illusory 
state of pseudo-health" though the patient 
is still in need of care and, sometimes, is re
gressing even further underneath the mask
ing effect of the medication. 

Dr. Kubie believes that drug therapy is 
being misused and that there is inadequate 
follow-up study of patients who are released 
while still on drugs (it is common for men
tal patients to continue on drug therapy 
long after discharge) . Says Mike Gorman, 
executive director of the National Committee 
Against Mental Illness (NOAMI): "We need 
more than drugs to hold people in the com
munity." 

Readmission figures tell part of the story. 
In 1955 readmissions accounted for 30 % of 
all persons entering state mental hospitals. 
Today they account for more than half. 
Many patients, like Bill, come back again 
and a.gain; a recent study of the Veterans' 
Administration Hospital in Los Angeles re
vealed that 64% of its patients readmitted 
for mental illness were back within three 
months. 

OVERBURDENED SOCIAL WORKERS 
Many discharged patients simply cannot 

cope with society, especially those who have 
spent most of their lives in institutions and 
do not even know how to catch a bus or 
count out change. Most find the community 
unable or unwilling to help them adjust. 
"You leave the hospital," says Mary, a 
mental patient who has since returned, "and 
you ask yourself where you are leaving to." 

In many places social workers are too 
swamped to give anything more than nomi
nal attention to the mentally ill clients. In 
New York City, says one sool.al worker, it is 
not unusual for him and his colleagues each 
to handle up to 200 of the mentally dis
turbed. Many wind up in fourth-rate hotels 
and rooming houses, where the only "pro
gram" they get comes out of a TV set in the 
lobby. 

The Federally supported Community 
Mental Health Centers program, begun in 
the early '60s and counted on to fill a major 
part of the gap in the community care, is in 
disarray. There are now about 240 of these 
centers, which are designed to replace the 
state mental hospital in the treatment of 
most patients. Besides offering standard 
treatment, they provide consulting and out
patient services. In some cases, they also pro
vide remedial reading and support "halfway 
houses" where small groups of the mentally 
ill can live until they can adjust to society 
again. 

It's true that the centers have reached 
many patients who otherwise wouldn't have 
received adequate care, particularly ghetto 
dwellers and others below the poverty ldne. 
But it's equally true that there a.re far too 
few to handle the crush of patients, that 
Federal financing of the centers ha.s been 
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inadequate and that they have often been 
caught up in the bureaucratic bickering 
with state and local agencies. 

Dr. Jack Marshall, medical director of 
Resthaven Hospital in Los Angeles, one of 
the first and biggest of the Federally aided 
centers, says it took three years of arguing 
before Los Angeles County agreed to sup
port the center by referring patients to it 
and providing it with some financial support. 
In other cities local agencies have bypassed 
the Federal centers, producing a oostly and 
confusing duplication of services. 

Since the program was launched in 1963, 
the U.S. has spent a total of about $400 mil
lion on it--about what the New York State 
Department of Mental Hygiene spends on its 
own programs every year. When Dr. Stanley 
F. Yolles quit recently as the Federal Govern
ment's top mental health official, he included 
the "abandonment of the mentally ill" and 
poor financing among the reasons for his 
resignation. 

The states take their lumps from the 
critics, too. Mr. Gorman of the NOAMI claims 
they don't spend nearly enough on com
munity programs. The proposed 1970-71 
budget for the California Department of 
Mental Hygiene, for example, is $291 mil
lion-$76 million for community programs 
for more than 100,000 people and the rest for 
state hospitals serving about 12,500 mentally 
retarded on a year-round basis and about 
50,000 mentally ill hospitalized for varying 
time periods. 

Private agencies can't handle enough pa
tients either. There are only about a dozen 
sizable ones like Cleveland's Hill House that 
offer a reasonably full range of services for 
the mentally ill, and all told they can accom
modate under 10,000 people a year-far short 
of the need. 

All this means that countless patients are 
left pretty much to their own devices. If they 
are truthful about their backgrounds, they 
usually can't get decent jobs or any jobs at 
all. A 1965 study by the Veterans' Administra
tion indicated that 80 % of mental patients 
discharged from VA facilities were either un
employed or "grossly underemployed" when 
checked on nine months later. Says Phil, an 
ex-mental patient from Los Angeles who 
can't find work in his specialty, photography: 
"You may have all the skills, but when you 
check the box on the application form next 
to 'nervous disorders' it's all over." 

Because of such barriers, an appalling 
number of the mentally ill are caught up in 
a revolving door-discharge, followed by job
lessness and privation, followed by readmis
sion, followed by discharge again and a repe
tition of the cycle. Critics find this all the 
more distressing because there are clear 
signs that community mental health care can 
and does work when facilities and money are 
available. 

Mr. Gorman, the mental health lobbyist 
who is fighting for more money for the Fed
eral centers, says that readmission rates to 
mental hospitals for patients in Philadelphia 
and Boston, where the community care pro
gram is relatively advanced, have dropped 
sharply. Most of the private agencies with 
well-coordinated programs, such as Hill 
House, report readmission rates between 15 % 
and 30%, compared with the national aver
age of more than 50%. (So do "halfway 
houses,'' despite community hostility that 
has resulted in window-breaking and other 
pressures by those fearful of having mental 
patients lodged in their towns.) 

The major private agencies are often the 
la.st recourse of patients who have found 
public assistance seriously wanting. Almost 
all have hopeful-sounding names like Stair
ways and Portals. Most call their clients 
"members," not patients, and stress social 
and vocational training rather than medical 
treatment. 

Some of the agencies report good results in 
getting jobs for members. Fountain House 

in New York, which started with a group of 
ex-patients who met periodically on the steps 
of the New York Public Library and now is 
the largest private organization in the re
habilitation of the mentally ill in the coun
try, deals with 40 employers who have agreed 
to hire members. Last year 160 were placed 
in full or part-time jobs. Says one member: 
"It makes me feel good to know I don't have 
to ask anybody for a cigaret, or if I want a 
pair of shoes, I can go buy them. It makes 
me feel proud." 

CBS EXECUTIVE AIDS PUBLIC TV 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if one still 

needs convincing that 1969-70 marked 
the season in which public television 
came of age, the announcement that 
Michael H. Dann has resigned as senior 
vice president of programing for CBS to 
join public television ranks should do it. 

Mr. Dann, as many Senators know, has 
been one of the most prominent and ef
fective executives in commercial broad
casting for more than two decades. At 
great financial sacrifice, Mr. Dann will 
now become vice president and assistant 
to Mrs. Joan Ganz Cooney, president of 
the Children's Television Workshop. I 
feel that Mr. Dann is to be commended 
for his action in using his great knowl
edge and skill for the benefit of the 
struggling public broadcasting system. 
This kind of public-spirited action re
flects the attitude of CBS itself, which 
has been a firm supporter of public 
broadcasting and contributed $1 million 
to the Corporation for Public Broadcast
ing. 

Children's Television Workshop is the 
creator of "Sesame Street," the outstand
ing successful educational program for 
preschoolers seen on public television this 
past season. It has been said that this one 
show has done more to demonstrate the 
potential of the educational television 
medium than anything in its 17-year 
history. 

For the benefit of Senators who may 
have missed the news stories on Mr. 
Dann's decision, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD the article 
from the New York Times of June 22. 

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

DANN QUITS C.B.S. FOR PuBLIC TV 
(By Jack Gould) 

Michael H. Dann, one of the most promi
nent, highly paid executives in commercial 
television, has resigned as senior vice presi
dent of programing for the Columbia Broad
casting System to ally himself with noncom
mercial public broadcasting. 

At a salary of roughly 25 per cent of what 
he has been paid by C.B.S., Mr. Dann will 
become vice president and assistant to Mrs. 
Joan Ganz Cooney, president of the Chil
dren's Television Workshop, whose produc
tion of "Sesame Street" has been noncom
mercial television's outstanding popular suc
cess. 

A NEW CONTRIBUTION 
While working under 14 commercial TV 

presidents over a period of 21 years, Mr. Dann 
has never hesitated to speak his mind, which 
has consistently kept him in the headlines. 
Now he becomes the first major figure in 
television sustained by advertising to move 
directly into a branch of public broadcasting 
where hard-selling commercials and spot an
nouncements are prohibited. 

"With the nation going through a critical 
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period it seems to me that my television 
background would enable me to make a more 
meaningful contribution in this area," Mr. 
Dann said yesterday. 

Mrs. Cooney said that the board of the 
Children's Television Workshop had ap
proved the engagement of Mr. Dann on Fri
day. Mr. Dann, in turn, submitted his resig
nation to C.B.S. on Saturday. 

No date for Mr. Dann's assumption of his 
new job has been fixed, according to Mrs. 
Cooney, so that he would have time to nego
tiate severance arrangements with C.B.S. Mr. 
Dann, in turn, assured William S. Paley, 
C.B.S. board chairman, and Dr. Frank Stan
ton, president, that he would continue in his 
present post until an orderly executive re
alignment could be completed. 

Mrs. Cooney said one of Mr. Dann's duties 
would be to help convert "Sesame Street" 
into foreign languages for use in Europe and 
South America, where interest in the series 
for pre-school children is running high. He 
also will be assigned to pursue the potentials 
of the Children's Television Workshop in the 
field of cable television, where the availability 
of more channels could lead to a wide ex
pansion in the Workshop's activities. 

OBLIGATIONS TO YOUTH 

Mrs. Cooney is known to believe that TV 
has many unfilled obligations to youth as a 
whole and blacks in particular. 

To pinpoint the extent of Mr. Dann's fi· 
nancial sacrifices is virtually impossible be
cause C.B.S. normally makes generous ar
rangements with its top executives, includ
ing deferred income, stock options, pensions 
and base pay. 

Of all commercial network heads, Mr. Paley 
and Dr. Stanton have been the most generous 
to the cause of public broadcasting, imme
diately dona.ting $1-million without any 
strings attached upon formal creation of the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting. In addi
tion, they have made creative personnel avail
able and also donated technical studio equip
ment. 

Robert D. Wood, the new president of the 
C.B.S. Television Network, is expected to an
nounce promptly a successor to Mr. Dann to 
assist him in the introduction of the fall 
schedule, which Mr. Wood primarily fash
ioned. 

All networks anticipate a difficult year since 
sales of programs, a.part from major hits, are 
proceeding slowly because of uncertainty 
over the national economy and problems 
peculiar to TV. Belt-tightening will be the 
rule for some months to come, it was agreed. 
Sale of spot announcements, both on a na
tional and local basis, is in a decline. 

Two of television's major customers are 
manufacturers of automobiles and cigarettes. 
The auto industry ls concerned abOut the 
possibility of a fall strike by the United 
Automobile Workers. In the first week of 
January cigarette advertising is scheduled to 
be dropped entirely as a result of action by 
Congress in response to health warnings by 
the United States Surgeon General's office. 

WAITING GAME 

Some of the time now occupied by ciga
rette companies will be used for other prod
ucts as the tobacco concerns rapidly diver
sify. But there will still be many minutes 
for commercial spot announcements left open 
with advertising agencies playing a waiting 
game until they can obtain the best buys at 
the lowest rates. In television the so-called 
"last dollar" determines a company's final 
profitability. 

Mr. Da.nn said that under the structure 
of commercial television good ratings were 
essential to provide the economic stability 
to finance special cultural projects. His driv
ing concern over ratings for such purposes 
brought him into lively oml combat with 
Paul L. Klein, the National Broadcasting 
Company's vice president in charge of re
search. Allowing for the normal margin of 

error in statistical research, the two largest 
networks for all practical purposes finished 
in a tie this season for strength and influ
ence. 

Mr. Dann, who ls 48 yea.rs old, graduated 
in 1943 from the University of Michigan, 
served in the Army during World War II and 
initially joined N.B.C. as a program execu
tive. He was involved in the first special ever 
done by TV-the joint appearance in 1962 
of Mary Martin and Ethel Merman, under 
the producing auspices of Leland Hayward. 
At N.B.C. he had a major creative hand in 
the development of "Ding Dong school" and 
Albert McLeerys's "Matinee Theater." 

He joined C.B.S. in 1958, rapidly climbing 
the executive ladder and surviving the com
ings and goings of a number of C.B.S. net
work presidents. While condoning the use of 
staple fare to maintain over-all corporate 
earnings he played a dominant role in the 
TV version of Arthur Miller's "Death of a 
salesman," and this last season's widely 
acclaimed "Anne Bancroft Special." He also 
soheduled such shows as Sir John Gielgud's 
"Ages of Man," the C.B.S. Playhouse without 
middle commercials, "The Defenders," and 
the Smothers Brothers Comedy Hour, whose 
cancellation by higher authority he did not 
personally endorse but accepted quietly as 
one of the many unpredictabilities of com
mercial television. 

Mr. Dann and his wife have three children 
and make their home in Chappaqua, N.Y. 

AMERICAN PRISONERS OF NORTH 
VIETNAM 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, much has 
been said about the plight of the Amer
icans missing in action and held prisoner 
by the North Vietnamese. Generally, 
throughout the country, there is a lack of 
solid information concerning this very 
serious problem. An article published in 
the magazine The Retired Officer, for 
July, provides some much needed infor
mation which deserves wider distribution. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ex
cellent article be printed in the RECORD. 

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

POW's: A CONTRAST IN VALUES 
(By Lt. Col. Floyd c. Mims) 

(EDITOR'S NoTE.-The Retired Officer has 
selected portions of recently published 
articles to emphasize the difference in Amer
ican treatment of POWs in WW II and today's 
Communist treatment of American POWs in 
Indochina.) 

"The cruel and prolonged game North Viet
nam has been playing with the lives of U.S. 
war prisoners and the anguish of their fam
ilies has taken a new turn. An American 
leftist lawyer and self-appointed intermedi
ary has announced after a meeting with 
North Vietnamese officials in Paris that Hanoi 
may release information on the captives, but 
only to an anti-war group in this country. 

"The channel would be used, it is said, 
because the Communists don't trust the U.S. 
government. Presumably the Communists 
also don't trust the International Red Cross, 
or any of a score of neutral nations through 
which information on the prisoners could 
long have been made available. The fact is the 
Communists want to use the anti-war 
group . . . if in fact they ever do provide 
the names ... because they can be assured 
of full cooperation in wringing the maximum 
advantage from their move. 

"What is being sought, after all, is not 
special treatment. What is being sought is to 
have Hanoi a.bide by the Geneva Conven
tion on War Prisoners, which it has signed. 
Obtaining the humane treatment of captives 

provided for in that document certainly is 
a moral issue that those with a claim to 
superior morality might rewardingly con
cern themselves with."-Copyrlght, 1969, by 
the Los Angeles Times. Reprinted with per
mission. 

POWs are soldiers, whether on the battle
field or in POW camps behind barbed wire. 
They are men of honor, not criminals, but 
unfortunate victims of capture while fight
ing for their country. They should not be, 
and are not stripped of their self-respect or 
their dignity. Nor should they be made 
political pawns for any group, peace or other
wise. If this peace and propaganada group 
cannot relieve in a small measure the hard
ships and loneliness of our POWs as Ameri
cans, in the name of humanity, they should 
not make it harder for them and for their 
families. 

In 1943 we re<:eived our first thousand of 
3000 POWs direct from Rommel's African 
Corps, North Africa. The arrival of these 1000 
prisoners presented us with our first problem, 
as we had been informed they were ruthless, 
rough and tough. How should we receive 
them? It was decided the less mll1tary shown 
would in a small way reduce the importance 
of their arrival. The receiving party consisted 
of the CO, his executive, and 10 unarmed 
American first sergeants. As the POW's de
trained from the railroad siding on the camp 
in groups of 100 lots, an American 1st ser
geant, marching at its head, led the way to 
the compound. There they were issued new 
clothing from head to toe. Their woolen bar
racks were new, spic and span, with spring 
bunks, blankets and pillows. Their first meal 
(supper) was prepared by our own army 
cooks. That meal consisted of beef stew with 
plenty of beef and vegetables, bread, mar
garine, stewed fruit with coffee and canned 
cream. A more satisfied group of men after a 
meal I have never seen. The next day each 
and every POW had a physical examination 
in their own medical clinic with an American 
doctor in charge. The clinic was afterwards 
operated by its own medical technicians, but 
under an American doctor. Any POW found 
in need of medical or dental ca.re, or hos
pitalization, was looked after immediately. 
Contrast the arrival of these 1000 POWs to 
the arrival of the lone, unarmed, wounded, 
bleeding and barefooted flier being paraded 
at bayonet point by armed soldiers up Hanoi's 
ma.in thoroughfares . . . 

A few months later we received a couple of 
hundred youths captured during the Nor
mandy invasion. These youths were children 
ranging in age from 15 to 17, members of 
Hitler's youth work battalions. Too young 
to fight, they were used to repair roads, farm 
and other work. When these youths detrained, 
they were a frightened and bewildered group. 
Again, realizing the situation and their 
youth, no armed military personnel were 
present when they detrained. They were then 
lined up a.nd the German Ca.mp Spokesman, 
an old pre-war sergeant major, was directed 
to speak to them in German. He said, "You 
will be treated well here." A few weeks after 
these youths arrived, the censor in New York 
sent us an extract from one youth's first let
ter home to his mother. I quote this letter 
because it is very human. "Dear Mom, I am 
in America Kentucky, Camp Campbell. My 
first breakfast, Mom, was oat-meal, milk, 
Mom, fresh milk. Bacon, fried potatoes, bread, 
butter and jam with plenty of coffee and 
canned milk. We have a. big band, orchestra, 
t,hea.tre group and can.tena where you can 
buy everything. Mom, it's just like a hotel 
behind barbed wire." 

Recreation and amusement were just as 
essential as any other daily activity. Each 
POW compound had it,s own recreation and 
athletic activities. Their recreation rooms 
were equipped with a radio, phonograph, 
records, ping pong, chess, checkers, and 
reading material such as German. language 
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newspaper, books and movies (mostly Ger
man) a.t intervals. Compound No. 2 had a 
50-piece band, and a dance orchestra second 
to none. All athletic and recreation equip
ment, and all music and music instruments 
were bought by the prisoners from their 
earnings of 90 cents a. day, and from their 
compound PX funds. During my stay a.t 
Ca.mp Campbell, we did not have an escape 
or a death, but we did have romance with 
a wedding by proxy, with applicants waiting 
to marry their sweethearts in Germany. 

A small circus visited Camp Campbell, 
giving two performances daily to the troop 
stationed there. Several of our POWs were 
hired to the circus as equipment movers. In 
reciprocation for the prisoners' help, the 
management wanted to give a special per
formance for the 3000 prisoners on a. Sunday 
afternoon, a time not convenient due to the 
number of guards a.way on weekend pass. 
The ca.mp commander was very anxious that 
as many POWs as possible attend. I called 
in the three Ca.mp Spokesmen to my office 
to explain the situation to them; they sug
gested that a. large number of guards, in 
their opin1on, would not be necessary, as 
every prisoner would be aware of what was 
expected of him. (Note: The camp spokes
man is also a POW, chosen by the other 
POWs to represent and speak for them with 
the camp authorities. His leadership can be 
questioned by other POWs but never dis
obeyed or betrayed). All 3000 prisoners at
tended the circus. One jeep driver and two 
guards were placed at the head and tail 
end of each column of 1000 POWs: From 
three different directions and from three 
compounds, they marched to the field house, 
took their seats, and after the performance 
returned to their compounds with the pre
cision of a. timepiece. Their soldierly be
havior, under the circumstances, warranted 
our interest in their welfare, taking into 
consideration the calculated risk involved. 

While I was executive officer a.t Camp 
Campbell, this camp was commended three 
times by the Swiss Legation representing 
Nazi Germany. Their representatives visited 
our camp two or three times a year; they 
were always welcome. They could and did 
visit ea.ch and very ca.mp, talking to any 
POW who was always made available. Their 
reports on each ca.mp were made available 
to all, especially to Nazi Germany. News 
media and the Red Cross were allowed to 
visit and look over any of the camps when
ever they desired. I quote one of the Swiss 
Legation's Commendations in part to our 
State Department, Washington, D.C.: "Again 
the Swiss representatives were very expan
sive in their praise for this camp, and it is 
one of the best camps they have visited. He 
would rate this camp 'EXCELLENT PLUS'. 
He thought the commander and the execu
tive were able and capable men who had a. 
thorough understanding of their job. As far 
as the physical care of the prisoners is con
cerned, nothing is wanting in this ca.mp." 

My next POW assignment was Fort Harri
son, Ind., where I found some host1lity to
ward the prisoners due to the lack of under
standing of just what a POW is. With the co
operation of the press, radio, public meetings, 
and my address to the Indianapolis Power 
and Light Company's annual dinner in No
vember 1944, this attitude changed for the 
better. I quote here a portion of that talk. 
". . . as long as I a.m e. POW camp com
mander, that ca.mp will be conducted in ac
cordance with the rules and principles of 
the Geneva Convention on War Prisoners, 
combining strict disciplinary measures 
throughout with firmness, fairness, and hu
mane treatment. And if my conduct toward 
German Prisoners of War in this country 
will in a small way relieve the suffering and 
lonellness of our boys in German POW 
camps, and tend to make their lot easier, 
then the critic's wrath would have lost its 
sting." 

From my own personal experience, and my 
visit to West Germany in 1958, I think it 
would have been a wise move if we had 
brought some few hundred North Korean 
and North Vietnamese POW's to this coun
try, allowing them to be somewhat brain
washed and indoctrinated, not Communist 
fa...hion, but from seeing and learning Amer
ica., its ways and customs. Their letters back 
home would have, in my opinion, been worth 
the time and expense. In 1944 I took 300 
POWs from Camp Campbell to Fort Devens, 
Mass., via Jersey City, N.J. En route, our 
train stopped in the Jersey City railroad yard 
to change crews. Every POW on that train 
flocked to the New York side of the train, 
expecting to see at least Lower Manhattan 
lying in ruin, a.s Mr. Goebbels had told them. 
It took their letters home to correct these 
false statements. We denied this story many 
times, but the letters from the POWs, seeing 
what they saw and writing back home. con
vinced the German people. 

Be it Ca.mp Campbell, Ky., Fort Harrison, 
Ind., Fort Knox, Ky., Jeffersonville, Ind., 
Florence, Ariz., or Ca.mp Cooke, Calif.-now 
Vandenberg Air Force Base-our policy did 
not deviate in the least from what I said in 
my talk at that November 1944 dinner to 
the Indianapolis Power and Light Company, 
Indianapolis, Ind. I do believe the greater 
majority of POWS returning to Germany re
turned with a deep respect and gratitude for 
our recognizing them a.s human beings 
and treating them accordingly. In closing 
may I mention my visit to Germany in 1958, 
when many former POWs came from various 
parts of West Germany to remember me on 
my 72nd birthday. 

The treatment the POWs were given in 
American camps during the war years was 
ba...ed entirely upon the rules of the Geneva 
accord. For myself, as commander of some 
of those camps, I can say it was a matter of 
honor and a. feeling of fraternity which made 
me uphold that code. The humane treatment 
of prisoners of war is a small but major step 
in alleviating a little of the tragedy of war. 
Although North Vietnam also signed the 
Geneva accord. I unfortunately cannot say 
that they have treated American and other 
POWS with any treatment similar to what 
was practiced at our camps. Again I state, 
if it is nothing else, it is a. matter of honor 
in the world's eyes that they accord with 
the Geneva. precepts, and make public their 
treatment and names of all prisoners now in 
their custody, showing a little compassion, 
at least to the sick and wounded, by releas
ing them. 

FOLKLIFE: OUR NATION'S ROOTS 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

the fourth annual festival of American 
folklife was held in Washington from 
July 1 through July 5, 1970. It was my 
great pleasure to attend and enjoy this 
celebration of the great cultural diversity 
which is a source of strength for our 
Nation. I attended the festival on July 4 
and 5, and was delighted to see the hun
dreds of thousands of people who came 
to share in this celebration and demon
stration of our varied cultural heritage. 

The attendance of over 500,000 people 
at this festival demonstrates the need to 
turn our attention to preserving the di
verse cultural heritage of our Nation. 
This folklife festival was the most popu
lar and most widely attended event in 
our Nation's Capital during the celebra
tion of our Nation's 194th anniversary. 
None of the other events attracted as 
many people as did the folklif e festival. 
There was unanimous support for, en-

joyment of, and approval of the folklife 
festival by those visiting it. 

Mr. President, on March 20, 1969, I 
introduced S. 1591, a bill to establish an 
American Folklife Foundation. The 
foundation, which will be an agency of 
the Smithsonian Institution, will seek 
to develop and encourage a greater pub
lic awareness of American cultural di
versity and the value of American tra
ditional culture. 

The foundation will sponsor programs 
for research and scholarship in Ameri
can folklife, make grants, award scholar
ships, support presentation of programs 
of American folklif e, and generally seek 
to promote greater knowledge and under
standing of the American tradition. It 
will be guided by persons who are 1n .. 
volved in, and sensitive to, the dynamics 
of American folklif e. 

The great success of the Smithsonian 
Institution's previous annual festivals, 
and the one this year in particular, 
clearly show the need to provide the 
citizens of this Nation with the oppor
tunity to enjoy and reflect upon the 
diverse and varied cultural heritage 
which has enriched this Nation and its 
spirit. 

Hearings were held on my f olklif e 
foundation bill on May 18, 1970, and the 
witnesses at this hearing further dem
onstrated the need to preserve our rich 
heritage. 

Mr. President, the need is clear: Our 
varied cultural heritage constitutes a 
great national treasure and we should 
act now to preserve and encourage it. 
This can be done by the prompt enact
ment of S. 1591, my folklife foundation 
bill. 

A very fine article by Mr. Kevin P. 
Phillips appears in today's issue of the 
Washington Post. He suggests that there 
could be no more appropriate celebration 
of our Nation's 200th anniversary in 
1976 than to have a nationwide festival 
of American folklore and history. 

This is an excellent suggestion, and it 
could be implemented through my legis
lation to establish· the folklife founda
tion. 

Mr. President, I commend to all Sena
tors this excellent article by Mr. Kevin P. 
Phillips entitled "President Should Con
sider Festival of U.S. Folklife and His
tory for 1976," published at page Al9, 
column 3, of the July 10, 1970, issue of the 
Washington Post. I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 
PRESIDENT SHOULD CONSIDER FESTIVAL OP 

U.S. FOLK.LIFE AND HISTORY FOR 1976 
(By Kevin P. Phillips) 

Even as the ballyhoo of Washington's 
massive Fourth of July "Honor America." 
rally was going on last weekend, another less 
publicized but better-att.ended event was 
taking place just a few blocks away: the 
July 1-5 Festival of American Folklife spon
sored by the Smithsonian Institution. Pres
ident Nixon, ,who is considering pl&ns for 
the celebration of the nation's 20oth an
niversary in 1976, ought to keep this con
cept in mind. 

This year's fourth annual festival featured 
traditional craftsmen and musicians from 
Arkansas, a.s well as Indians from Okla· 
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homa's Southern Plains tribes--Osages, 
Poncas, Kiowas, Kickapoos, Choctaws and 
Comanches and others. Whereas the "Honor 
America" events drew 300,000 people, the 
folk festival appears to have drawn nearly 
half a million. By any standards, it was a 
great success. 

Young and old alike were fascinated by 
the Arkansas craftsmen, most of whom 
hailed from the rural, little developed 
Ozarks. One man carved turkey-callers, an
other whittled episodes in the life of an 
Arkansas razorback hog. One artisan demon
strated how to make straightback chairs 
with no glue---just carefu1ly planned shrink
age of green wood. Another made barrels by 
hand. 

To younger visitors, the craftsmen pro
vided a glimpse at a way of life few remem
bered--0r indeed had ever seen. Older festi
val-goers found it a chance to think back on 
a rural or small town past. 

The hundred or so Oklahoma Indians pres
ent corrected many cultural misconceptions 
among urbanites whose Indian lore was 
gleaned from movie or television screens. 
Care was taken to make the program of 
dances and craft demonstration genuinely 
representative of Oklahoma Indian life 
styles. 

Young Tribe members discussed how they 
were maintaining powerful culturnl loyal
ties even as they moved toward full partici
pation in American society. But the moot 
popular attractions were culinary: a stall 
where three Kiowa sisters dispensed golden
fried biscuit dough, plus eating fac111ties 
which featured a menu of barbecued buffalo, 
fried bread, fried meat pies and grape dump
lings. As so often proves true, food was the 
best ambassador. 

Of course, the great merit of the Folklife 
Festival does not lie in the peculiar attrac
tion of Arkansas craftsmen or Oklahoma's 
Southern Plains Indians. Substitute Ver
mont maple sugarmen, Swiss cheesemakers 
from Wisconsin and Latin Americans from 
Miami, and the moral, if not the exhibits, 
would be the same. Americans need to know 
one another and to comprehend the many 
cultures that make up our nation. The melt
ing pot, in short, hasn't melted. This ls true 
in the cities as well as the countryside. It ls 
time to put aside the pretense of one melting 
pot for a realization that this cultural di
versity can be a source of strength rather 
than weakness. But first Americans must 
come to know each other. Events like those 
of July 1-5 are steps in the right direction. 

Not a few visitors found the Festival of 
American Folkllfe a better wl.ndow on Amer
ica's heritage than the noisy, star-studded 
"Honor America" rally. As Arkansas fiddler 
Jimmy Driftwood put it: "Look at all those 
college kids out there. They're looking for 
the roots of our society and where can you 
find them more than in our folk traditions 
and folk music?" A suburban woman ob
served that the "festival was more like an 
old Fourth of July than what B11ly Graham 
h,a,s planned." 

Be this as it may, the cultural confronta
tion that marred "Honor America." day was 
nowhere present at the folk festival. Wearers 
of "Love It or Leave It" buttons mingled in 
friendly fashion with long-haired hippies as 
they enjoyed the sights, smells and sounds 
of the past they share. 

At the festival, Americans genuinely hon
ored. their nation in a way that President 
Nixon can greatly stimulate over the next 
few yea.rs. Right now, the program of the 
U.S. bicentennial celebration is up in the air. 
The President has before him the usual 
pompous, commission-like proposals, includ
ing a. nebulous one that regions, cities and 
organizations be encouraged to undertake a 
project "that to them is an embodiment of 
their contribution to the future of America." 
He ought to ask himself, why not scrap most 
of this bureaucratic boondoggling in favor of 

a nationwide Festival of American Folklife 
and History, the type of thing that for five 
short days in Washington started to bring 
us together again? 

ARGUMENT FOR A COMMUNIST
UNIFIED VIETNAM A FALLACY 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, Prof. 
John P. Roche, a clear-sighted scholar 
with experience at the highest levels of 
government, has written a strong at
tack on a proposal, recently aired in 
the Chamber, that would commit -the 
United States to valuing, above all else, 
a unified Vietnam. 

As Professor Roche sees it, the argu
ment in praise of a unified Vietnam
even if it is unified by the Communists
is mistaken. Worse, it can be applied to 
the Middle East. 

So that all Senators may consider Pro
fessor Roche's argument, I ask unani
mous consent that the column, published 
in today's Washington Post, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
PELL'S ADVOCACY OF A UNIFIED VIETNAM Is AN 

EXAMPLE OF ABSURD REALPOLITIK 

(By John P. Roche) 
The minor-league Machiavellis are at it 

again. The other day in the senate Clai
borne Pell made his contribution to the 
Cambodian seance. A former foreign serv
ice officer, Pell rejected trivialities and-in 
the great tradition of George Kennan
went to the heart of the matter. "I submit," 
he said, "that our national interest would 
best be served by a unified Vietnam even if 
under Communist rule, as it would then 
serve as a relatively firm barrier to Chinese 
expansion." 

This is realpolitik. Its advocates like to 
consider themselves tough-minded experts 
on the balance of power, chess m,asters on 
a global board. Unlike naive "moralists," 
their concern is with the big picture and 
they plan their moves in the perspective of 
centuries. 

In the pre-democratic era (or today in 
non-democratic societies) this approach has 
some utility. In 1763, for example a British 
minister suggested that, despite its defeat 
in the seven Years War, France be allowed 
to retain Canada. His logic was simple and 
penetrating: as long as they have the French 
on the!ir backs, the Americans would be de
pendent on Brita.in and all their claptrap 
about autonomy would stop! A neat proposi
tion, but fortunately one that was ignored. 

Similarly, in our time, the Soviet Union 
can operate its foreign policy pretty much in 
a vacuum. The 1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact was a 
classic example, and in 1945-46 it seems that 
Stalin much preferred a weak Nationalist re
gime in China to a potentially strong Maoist 
government. In the light of events over the 
last five years, the logic of this position hard
ly needs elaboration! 

These examples, however, indicate one of 
the deficiencies in realpolitik-it seldom 
works. Machiavelli, after all, died broke and 
out of a job. Despite the best Russian efforts 
to buy him off, Hitler in June, 1941, turned 
east. And Mao gained control of mainland 
China. 

Which brings us to the first point in Sen
ator Pell's speech: Does anyone seriously be
lieve that, 1f Red China got effectively or
ganized, a "unified Vietnam" would consti
tute a serious barrier to Chinese expansion? 

The notion is absurd on its face. Those 
who talk about Tito's survival forget that 
what restrained Stalin's revenge was his fear 
of the American reaction. Otherwise, Yugo-

slavia would have been the model for Hun
gary and Czechoslovakia. In the same sense, 
there is no power in Indochina. that could 
hold Peking. It would not make the slightest 
difference whether Vietnam was unified or 
divided, whether Communists, Dai Viets, 
Christian Democrats or Prohibitionists were 
in control. Look at what the Chinese did 
to the Indians back in 1962-just to make 
it clear to everybody that India was not a 
"great power." 

Beyond the question of practicality, how
ever, there is a real moral question implicit 
in Senator Pell's statement. Without chal
lenging the legitimacy of his position (which 
as Eugene V. Rostow has indicated, is a com
plex problem) , I would argue that those who 
employ it cannot engage in double bookkeep
ing. That is, they cannot apply one standard 
of evaluation to affairs in Southe,a,st Asia and 
another to Europe or the Middle East. 

In this spirit let us paraphrase the sen
ator's remarks: "Our national interest would 
best be served by a unified Middle East even 
if under Arab rule, as it would then serve 
as a relatively firm barrier to Russian ex
pansion." It is interesting to note that the 
French foreign policy establishment, which 
shares Pell's view of Southeast Asia, is firm
ly-and consistently-behind precisely this 
approach to Israel and the Arabs. 

If the senator will accept this application 
of his position, my doubts will be ended. I 
will disagree, but at least we shall have basis 
for a serious intelligent argument. If he re
serves realpolitik for only Vietnamese, how
ever, a whole series of other questions arise. 
Perhaps he wm be good enough to elaborate? 

LIFE MAGAZINE CALLS FOR U.S. 
WITHDRAWAL FROM INDOCHINA 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that a thoughtful 
editorial in the current issue of Life mag
azine calling for a definite withdrawal 
timetable to end American troop involve
ment in Vietnam, be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

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

VIETNAM: TIME To FIX A DATE 
In proclaiming his Cambodian expedition 

a military success, President Nixon has kept 
his pledge to withdraw our troops. One bit
terly disputed chapter ends, but the Viet
nam war goes on-the longest in our his
tory. It is not easy to say, at any moment 
in a. long period of sa-erifice and effort, when 
enough is enough. But we think that the 
time has now come, and that the United 
States should announce a fixed date for 
systematic and complete withdrawal from 
Vietnam. For reasons to be discussed below, 
we suggest the end of next year-at the lat
est-as the deadline '.for getting out. 

"There is no military solution to this con
flict,'' the President said last week, and we 
agree. Continuing the war indefinitely is too 
costly to domestic tranquilUty for any pos
sible future gains from it. The effects of the 
war are all around us and painfully evident
in a divided nation, a disrupted economy, an 
embittered younger generation, and social 
priorities postponed. 

The President argues that the time to ne
gotiate a peace is now ("There is never an 
ideal moment when both sides are in per
fect equilibrium"), but Hanoi shows no signs 
of wanting to talk seriously. Nixon's nego
tiating position is much more reasonable 
than his critics give him credit for . He wants 
a peace that is "fair to both sides and hu
miliates neither." The Administration has 
moderated its terms; it no longer requires 
an election in South Vietnam before accept
ing Communist participation in a coalition 
government in Saigon "proportionate to their 
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numbers," as Secretary Rogers puts it. But 
if Hanoi doesn't want to settle at the con
ference table, then what do we do? 

The only alternative, says the President, iS 
"months or years" of protracted struggle, in 
which we presumably would continue to par
ticipate until, at an unspecified time, we 
were satisfied the Vietnamese could fight on 
a.lone. As they progress, we withdraw. You 
might say that with 115,500 troops already 
out and 150,000 more promised by next 
spring, we'll be almost half the way out a 
year from now. That would still leave close 
to '285,000 U.S. troops in a nation still at war. 
Even though Secretary Laird hopes our com
bat role will end by next summer, the Ad
ministration has been carefully noncommit
tal about what happens then. There is a pos
sibility that withdrawals would level off, and 
that Nixon intends to keep large numbers of 
logistical, air and artillery troops there 
indefinitely. 

Some argue that domestic opinion might 
tolerate such a continuing "low profile" role, 
once casualties are lower and U.S. combat 
operations are declared at an end. Perhaps, 
but to keep such a force there in a vul
nerable posit ion is to risk repeated U.S. in
volvement-quite possibly in Cambodia and 
Laos as well as South Viet nam-in seemingly 
unavoidable "protective" military ventures. 
There iS a limit, which may already be un
comfortably near, to the number of such 
ventures a democratic people can tolerate 
when its vital national interests do not ap
pear directly threatened. In normal circum
stances, a President should be allowed some 
leeway and ambiguity in pursuing diplo
ma.tic ends, but after our long and costly 
effort in Viet nam we think he should now 
give up this advantage, and plainly commit 
us to getting all the way out. 

The Cambodian operation illustrates the 
kind of unexpected developments that can 
enmesh us in a whole new set of problems. 
At best, Cambodia was a tactically useful 
spoiling operation, which in hiS initial pres
entation Nixon ridiculously oversold, equat
ing it With Wilson's and Roosevelt's crucial 
decisions in World War I and II. There were 
enough similar touches of cold-warrior's 
rhetoric in his July 1 television "conversa
tion" to make his critics wonder a.bout his 
susceptibility at some future date to pleas 
from our own military or the Thieu regime 
for just a little more time, or one more push, 
because victory is just around the corner. 
Such suspicions are not confined to the 
,.,crazies" waving Vietcong flags. They worry 
an increasing segment of people, including 
<:ongressmen and key members of the busi
ness and academic communities. They were 
reflected in the remarkable Senate vote last 
week to restrict the President from further 
involvement in Cambodia without Senate 
-consent. 

These continuing doubts, misgivings and 
uncertainties could be lessened by a fixed and 
fl.rm date for U.S. withdrawal. A number of 
senators and others have suggested various 
dates, and former Secretary of Defense Clark 
Clifford has argued for an end to U.S. combat 
this year, and withdrawal by the end of next. 
We think the distinction between a combat 
role and "non-combat" ls somewhat hard to 
draw, so long as large forces are in hostile 
country, and is less important than the com
mitment to a full withdrawal date. 

Nearly a year and a half has gone by since 
Nixon took office with plans to negotiate a 
peace or "Vietnamlze" the war. Another 18 
months seems a reasonable period to end all 
American participation in the war-that ls, 
by no later than the end of 1971. This ought 
to be ample time for the South Vietnamese 
to adjust. In fact, fixing a date now could set 
1n motion forces for "Vietnamlzing" the 
peace instead of Just the war. 

The U.S. has trained and equipped a mll
llon-man South Vietnamese mllltary force, 
which should be able to cope with organized 
main-force aggression from the North. It ls 

more doubtful whether Saigon any time soon 
can stamp out Vietcong guerrllla. terrorists 
committed to ,the "protracted warfare" of 
textbook Maoism. But this is a problem the 
U.S. armed forces a.re conspicuously unable to 
help Saigon With. Ultimately, the need is for 
indigenous development of a strong, non
Communist nationalism among the South 
Vietnamese people. This essentially political 
process-and the will to achieve it--can only 
be retarded by a continued large-sea.le foreign 
military presence. It might well be acceler
ated by announcement of our withdrawal. 

Some argue that by announcing complete 
withdrawal, the U.S. would lose the leverage 
to "force" the Thieu-Ky military regime to 
liberalize and settle the war by negotiation. 
In fa.ct, short of reversion to mock-Roman 
imperialism, we are no more likely to "force" 
Thieu to negotiate with Hanoi than we were 
able to "bomb" Hanoi into negotiating with 
Thieu. Nor should we try; South Vietnam's 
political future must be settled by the Viet
namese. 

At best, fixing a public deadline now could 
prod President Thieu to begin broadening his 
political base, as the first step toward even
tually seeking a negotiated or de facto com
promise peace. What are our obligations if he 
declines to take such steps toward political 
accommodation? Or if Saigon and Hanoi can't 
agree? Our obligations are clear; to ensure 
that U.S. soldiers-and U.S. policy-are not 
involved and that Saigon knows well in ad
vance that they won't be. Our withdrawal 
plans should Include an offer to leave be
hind some logistics specialists and military 
advisers-perhaps a few thousand men. 

We believe that by making two things un
mistakable-that we are withdrawlng within 
18 months and withdrawlng completely-the 
President could soon command a far Wider 
consensus for his Vietnam policy. The sup
port for the war is now too narrow for 
democracy's health. With such a national 
goal, proclaimed and understood, the Presi
dent might even be on the way to reuniting 
our country before he is finished withdraw
ing the troops. 

HEALTH MANPOWER CRISIS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, perhaps 

the most serious aspect of our current 
health crisis is the crisis in health man
power. Recently, two important analyses 
of the manpower shortage have come to 
my attention, and I would like to share 
them with my colleagues. The first is a 
chart which is almost astounding in its 
implications for the health crisis. It de
tails, for the first time, a projection by 
the U.S. Public Health Service of the 
shortage of health manpower in 1970, 
and the projections as of 1980 if we are 
to continue our present rate of funding 
of our health manpower programs. To my 
knowledge, these figures are the first real 
projection of the shortage of allied health 
manpower. The figures are dramatic, and 
they reveal the extraordinary need that 
exists. Next week the Senate takes up 
major legislation to extend and improve 
the Federal allied health manpower legis
lation. These figures demonstrate the 
need and it is th~ obligation of Congress 
to respond. 

The second analysis is an editorial in 
the Washington Star of July 5, which 
persuasively documents the severe short
age of doctors facing the Nation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the items be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

HEALTH MANPOWER NEEDS, 1970-80 

Estimated 
Supply Need shortage 

Phf~~ti~~~ : ______ ______ 325, 000 373, 000 48, 000 
1980_ -- _ -- - -- __ ----- 412, 000 438, 000 26, 000 

Dentists: 
1970 __ -- - ---- --- --- _ 102, 200 120, 000 17, 800 
1980 __ -- - ---- -- __ -- - 119, 400 176, 000 56,600 

Nurses: 
1970 __ -- _ -- __ ---- - - _ 700, 000 850, 000 150,000 
1980 __ -- ___ -- ---- --- 890, 000 l , 100, 000 210, 000 

Allied health manpower 
(total) : 

1970 __ - - ____ ---- -- - _ 925, 000 1, 191 , 000 266, 000 
1980_ --- _ -- -- ------- 1, 344, 000 1, 776, 000 432, 000 

Allied health man-
cower-at least 
accalaureate: 

Medical allied man-

19yg~-e~ ~ - - - - - - ---- 210, 000 271 , 000 61, 000 
1980 __ - - _ - - -- - . - - - 320, 000 413, 000 93, 000 

Environmental health 
manpower: 

1970 __ --------- --- 64, 000 124, 000 60, 000 
1980 ___ ---- -- -- --- 90, 000 155, 000 65, 000 

Allied Health Man-
gower-less than 
accalaureate: 

Medical allied man-
power: 

1970. _ -- _ -- -- -- ___ 325, 000 396, 000 71, 000 
1980 __ . __ - - ---- __ • 475, 000 580, 000 105, 000 

Dental allied man-

19Y/t_e~ ~ __ ____ ____ 138, 000 167, 000 29, 000 
1980 __ -- - -- -- -- --- 151, 000 246, 000 95, 000 

Environmental health 
manpower: 

188, 000 45, 000 1970 __ • ____ -- - - - -. 233, 000 
1980 __ ________ -- --- 308, 000 382, 000 74,000 

Source : Submitted by Bureau of Health Manpower, National 
Institutes of Health to Subcommittee on Appropriations on 
Wednesday, Apr. 29, 1970 

[From the Sunday Star, July 5, 1970] 
DOCTOR SHORTAGE AT BASE OF HEALTH WOES 

This country's health-care system is 
wretchedly inadequate and seems headed 
ior a crisis that could provoke an angry pub
lic reaction. The President, Congress and 
the American Medical Association are well 
aware of that, and are constantly being re
minded of it by a bevy of groups that propose 
national nee.1th insurance, more public 
clinics for the poor and other remedies. As 
the Southeast Asia. war winds down, the 
debate over national health proposals could 
become the political sizzler of the 1970s. 

At this point, however, there ls incredible 
apathy about the key deficiency: There sim
ply aren't enough doctors and nurses, nor 
Will there be in the foreseeable future. 

A year ago, President Nixon sounded an 
uncommonly loud alarm: "We face a mas
sive crisis in this area. (health care), and 
unless action is taken both administratively 
and legislatively to meet the crisis within 
the next two or three yea.rs, we Will have 
a breakdown in our medical ca.re system 
which could have consequences affecting mil
lions of people . . . " One year of the Presl
dent 's "two or three" has passed and there 
is less momentum toward solutions than 
when he made the speech. 

For there can be no serious grappling With 
the paltry supply and spiraling costs of med
ical services until the critical shortage of 
medical personnel is alleviated. The outlook 
for that is gloomier than ever. Many medical 
schools a.re in desperate financial straits, 
largely because of declining federal grants, 
and curtailments of already insufficient pro
grams are being planned for next year. 

The physician shortage is estimated at 
more than 50,000 and is worsening by about 
5,000 a year. By some estimates, about a 
fourth of the nursing posts in the country 
are unfilled. Our medical schools annually 
turn down thousands of qualified applicants 
for lack of space, and a.bout 3,000 Americans 
are attending foreign medical colleges. Con
versely, the United States is raiding the 
schools of other countries, importing every 
year almost as many foreign doctors as 
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American medical schools graduate. With
out the yearly influx of some 7,000 physi
cians from abroad, many of our metropolitan 
hospitals would be out of business. 

Just last week Congress demonstrated, by 
overriding a. presidential veto, that it is con
cerned about the nation's health, or at least 
that it is acutely a.ware of a political back
lash in the making. With only the briefest 
of debate, it shoved through a $2.8 billion 
health aid bill that Mr. Nixon said was 
fiscally irresponsible and that Senator Yar
borough of Texas hailed as "the greatest, 
most comprehensive hospital construction 
program ever passed by Congress." 

But the senator didn't say who will staff 
all those new and expanded hospitals. There 
may be some lonely corridors 1! more federal 
money isn't made available for enlargement 
of medical training, accompanied by some 
long-needed changes in curricula.. 

Retrenchment is the immediate prospect 
for some medical schools, and there are hints 
that a few might close if more federal aid 
doesn't arrive soon. More than a. dozen insti
tutions are severely wracked, including the 
redoubtable Johns Hopkins, which projects 
a med-school deficit of $900,000 and has lost 
more than $1.5 million in federal financing. 
The medical and dental schools of George 
Washington and Georgetown Universities 
may have to close if they can't obtain special 
funding from Congress. More than half of 
the nation's medical schools have been re
ceiving federal distress grants, and many are 
planning program scaledowns as those funds 
ebb in the administration's anti-inflation 
drive. Education costs are still inflating, but 
there is a slackening of the dollar flow for 
medical college operating costs, construction, 
research and student loans. 

That is a dismal commentary on priority
setting. Of course colleges of all kinds across 
the nation are financially strapped, but-
let's face it-medical education is in a privi
leded. categorp. That is implicit in the ex
traordma.ry chunk of the cost of doctor train
ing that always has been borne by the tax
payers. The public rates good health care 
ahead of legal defense or musical excellence
probably ahead of anything except national 
defense. But it is not training the people 
needed to man the massive health enter
prise-not enough to meet current require
ments, much less the strains that will accom
pany population growth in the rest of this 
decade. 

This is traditionally an "industry-regu
lated" field, and the American Medical As
sociation has long drawn fire for allegedly 
preventing the expansion of medical schools 
through admissions controls and political 
influence. Fol" many years the AMA opposed 
direct federal subsidy of medical education. 
But this year, perceiving a Frankenstein 
monster on the horizon, the organization 
reversed · gears dramatically, approving the 
abolition of the one-year internship training 
which most doctors must serve before being 
licensed. That will increase the physician 
force in the near future, but it is only a stop
gap measure. More promising are suggestions 
by Dr. Walter C. Bornemeier, the new AMA 
president, for two-year shortening of the 
education period and for training through 
field apprenticeships. He said the No. 1 pri
ority of the AMA and the nation should be 
a sharp increase in the output of physicians. 

Dr. Bornemeier's call to action was right 
on the mark. We hope the nation heeds, and 
especially the responsible people at the fed
eral level. A Department o! Health, Educa
tion and Welfare report on the medical edu
cation dilemma. is expected soon. It may rec
ommend, as the AMA head does, truncated 
training and other changes to reduce costs. 
Apparently there ls much waste in some 
medical schools, and HEW quite properly is 
anxious to achieve better use of resources 
and especla.lly of federal dollars. 

Still, the federal contribution ls growing 
thinner and apparently no proposal is in the 
works for heavier financing in the future. No 
doubt Mr. Nixon has more on his hands than 
he wants in the veto-overrlden health spend
ing bill that will place more strain on exist
ing manpower without contributing signifi
cantly to medical training. But systematic 
changes alone are unlikely to forestall the 
health care crisis that seems to be bearing in. 

It ls senseless to talk about adequate medi
cal ca.re for all, regardless of economic sta
tion-that is a popular political cliche
until this core problem has been whipped. 
The medical schools must not only be saved 
from fiscal calamity, but expanded, and the 
administration should not ignore the neces
sity for heavier federal funding. 

ADDRF.88 BY VICE PRESIDENT BE
FORE EDUCATION COMMISSION 
OF THE STATES 
Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President, last night 

in Denver the Vice President addressed 
the Education Commission of the States. 
His remarks were directed at the task 
of setting the record straight on a few 
basic matters. Vice President AGNEW is 
concerned about the problem we all have: 
keeping perspective in a world of rapid 
change. He suggests that the very fact of 
change makes it hard to appreciate the 
progress we have made from where we 
were not very long ago. 

The problem of keeping perspective is 
especially hard for those of us in the 
United States, where change is a way of 
life, where change is faster than any
where else in the world, and where prog
ress is faster than anywhere else. That is 
one reason why some of our most nega
tive critics, foreign and domestic, seem 
so bewildered. They are bewildered by 
the shifting contours of American life. 

Fortunately, there is no way we can 
stop the world to enable them t.o get off. 
Our progressive change will continue, and 
so will the bewilderment of some people. 
But the Vice President has done us the 
service of reminding us that bewildered 
critics are as American as apple pie and 
rapid change. 

So that all Senators may enjoy his 
reminder, I ask unanimous consent for 
his address to be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
.ADDRESS BY THE VICE PltESIDENT BEFORE THE 

EDUCATION COMMISSION OP THE STATES 

We live tn an age of impression and image. 
The complexity of our national life makes it 
impossible to gain much of our knowledge by 
directly doing or directly observing. Except 
in the ha.rd sciences-where we are often able 
to recreate in the laboratory conditions close 
to the natural ones which existed at the 
source of knowledge-we are heavily depend
ent upon the judgments a.nd opinions of 
other people. 

This ts what makes "communication" such 
an important factor in the modern world. 
More and more-in making our own: judg
ments about issues and people-we are deep
ly affected by the impressions and images 
and opinions conveyed to us by those we 
think a.re in a better position to know. 

Educa.tore a.re among the most important 
"communicators" in our society. And, I be
lieve that it ts important that everyone tn
vol ved in education realize how great an 
etrect he can have on the moriale of our coun
try. If educators are positive in their approach 

to the problems our country faces-if they 
place our liabilities in proper perspective 
along with our assets-they will have a posi
tive effect on the search for solutions. If 
they are constantly negative, they risk pro
ducing little except despair. 

I believe that this matter of approach on 
the part of educators is of more importance 
than ever in these times when there is such 
an extreme concentration on the negative. 
We a.re constantly bombarded with strident 
cries of what's wrong with America,--and this 
has led too many people to believe that this 
great country is in the grip of anarchy, 
panic, repression and despair. 

Fortunately, you know and I know that it 
just isn't so. And let every American be as
sured· that it ts not going to be so. 

First, let's look at just a few examples of 
the progress tha.t this great country has made 
in the past 50 years--slnce 1920. 

In 1920, the population of this country 
was 106 m1111on-ha.lf what it is today. 

Life expectancy in the United States was 
54 years; now it is more than 70. 

The Gross National Product was 89 billion 
dollars; today it is more than 900 billion 
dollars and within this decade it will rise to 
a trillion dollars. 

Fifty years ago today women were not al
lowed to vote-the Nineteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution was not declared opera
tive unrt;ll later that summer. 

Fifty yea.rs a.go today there was no regu
larly scheduled radio broadcasting anywhere. 

Let me dwell for a moment on the field 
that ts of most interest to you-education. 

In 1920 there were 311,266 young people 
graduated from high schools in the United 
Staites. This year the number-in a popula
tion that merely doubled-was ten times 
greater. 

Ninety-four percent of young Americans 
who a.re of high school a.ge a.re attending 
high school, nearly 20 percent more than in 
1950. 

Institutions of higher education in this 
country conferred 53,516 degrees in 1920; this 
year they conferred more than one mUlion. 

The percentage of college graduates among 
our people is more than twice as great as in 
any other country in the world. 

In 1920 six percent of our population was 
illiterate. Today illiteracy has almost disap
peared. 

We have the greatest system of educa.tion 
the world has ever known and we intend to 
preserve it and improve it. 

I want to stress that word improve, for 
here, too, perspective is most important. 
When I talk about the positive side of. our 
system of education-when I say it is the 
greatest in the world-I am not saying that 
there is nothing wrong with it. We know 
thait it ls in need of reform a.nd renewal, a.nd 
that's why President Nixon last March sent 
to the Congress two historic messages on 
education reform. The President called for a 
new focus on educational research and ex• 
perimentatton, and a new approach to the 
problem o! financing education; he called 
for expansion and redirection of student 
aid, for new emphasis on community colleges 
and vocational education, and for a general 
reassessment and reinforcement of our sys
tem of education. 

One of the subjects the President discussed 
in these IneSSages was the issue you have 
chosen as the general theme of your meeting 
this yea.r--accountability. He said that it is 
in the interest of school administrators and 
school teachers as well as in the interest o! 
their pupils that accountability be clarified. 
The President's position on this was con
sistent with the general view in this Admin
istration that the best government can be 
delivered by the entity closest to the people. 
He said: "Success ,Should be measured not by 
some fixed national norm, but rather by the 
results achieved in relation to tbe actual sit-
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uation of the particular school and the par
ticular set of pupils .... I am determined to 
see t o it that the flow of power in education 
goes toward, and not away from, the local 
community. The diversity and freedom of 
education in this nation, founded on local 
administration and State responsibllity, must 
prevail." 

To give you a general sense of the priority 
this Administration places on education, I 
would like to quote just one further par&
graph from the President's message to the 
Congress on higher education. He said: 

"No element of our national life is more 
worthy of our attention, our support and our 
concern than higher education. For no ele
ment has greater impact on the careers, the 
personal growth and the happiness of so 
many of our citizens. And no element is of 
greater importance in providing the knowl
edge and leadership on which the vitality of 
our democracy and the strength of our econ
omy depend." 

I have two reasons for citing this Adminis
tration's concern about education. First, I 
know how interested you a.re in this field. 
And secondly, I want to make the point that 
when I say we should see the positive side 
of life in the United States, I do not mean 
that we should blind ourselves to the need 
for improvement in many fields. What I am 
saying is that our view should be balanced. 

The examples that I have cited of progress 
in education and other fields-and there are 
many, many more--serve to remind us of how 
much has changed, of how much general im
provement there has been in health, wealth, 
education, communication, social conscious
ness and in every aspect of life in this land 
in the last half century. That progress has 
made this the greatest nation on earth-and 
we should never allow ourselves to forget that 
basic truth. 

Despite these fundamental long-term gains 
in life in these United States, there is a 
tendency abroad in the land to cry doom. 
This tendency emerges in different forms at 
different times--without the regularity but 
with the same rasping eff&ct as the 17-yea.r 
locust. 

Take the case of the local government body 
in Massachusetts which deplored "the ca
lamities of the present unjust and ruinous 
war" and foresaw "the dissolution of all 
free government and the establlshment of 
a reign of terror." And consider the act of 
a State legislature which tried to rally the 
people to form a national "peace party." It 
called upon opponents of the Federal gov
ernment's pollcy to "let the sound of your 
disapprobation of this war be loud and 
deep." While there was a move in the Con
gress to cut off funds for the war, the Presi
dent was said to be "insidious," "devious," 
"prevaricating," and "Machiavellian." And a 
Congressional orator shouted that the Presi
dent and his supporters were plunging over 
a precipice and drawing the country after 
them. 

Does all that sound a bit familiar? Well, 
all of it was said during the Administration 
of James Madison early in the Nineteenth 
Century. And despite all of the alarms, all 
the protest, all the doubt, the United States 
of America survived and went on to greatness. 

In 1842, Charles Dickens visited the United 
States and decided that "the nation is a 
body without a head and the arms. and legs 
are occupied in quarrelling with the trunk 
and each other ... " And if you think tpat 
some American writers sound the knells of 
despair today, listen to Walt Whitman one 
hundred years ago. He wrote: "Never was 
there, perhaps, more hollowness at heart 
than at present, and here tn the United 
States. Genuine belief seems to have left 
us ... The spectacle is appalling." 

I cite these pieces of the pa.st to make 
the point that today's outcry from the nega
tivlsts should be heard in the perspective of 
history. They've said it before, and they will 

say it again. And-as in the past-the vast 
majority of Americans who want to see their 
country advance will continue their positive 
and constructive words and deeds, and will 
help the United States to go on to new 
greatness. 

There was a difference in how that rhetoric 
of ruin was heard then. The orator in the 
Congress to whom I referred was Daniel 
Webster-and his speech was considered so 
inflammatory that the text wasn't published 
for nearly a hundred years. The words of 
Dickens and Whitman were read at the 
time by only a few. Today it's all there on 
the evening news in full color-and perhaps 
even in bulletins before that. But we can 
trust the American people to separate truth 
from advocacy and, if I may divert an ex
pression, to go "right on." 

We hear a constant clamor today over 
economic conditions in the United States. 
And let us admit, the economy ls in a sen
sitive state. We are battling an inflation that 
has been burning for more than four years. 
And we are trying to bring about the rare 
combination of stable growth and high em
ployment. Let me say to you today that we 
are winning that battle. 

One of the reasons we are winning it is 
that the U.S. economy ls the strongest and 
soundest and fairest that the world has ever 
known. Never in history has more wealth 
been more fully shared by more people than 
in the United States today. Let's look at a 
few basic facts: 

After making full allowance for higher 
taxes and inflation, the average real income 
of Americans ls higher this year than ever 
before. 

The typical American family can buy near
ly twice as much with its annual income as 
it could in 1950. 

Unemployment has risen in recent 
months-and we must reduce lt--but it ts a 
full 25 percent less than it was in 1961. 

The average income of the individual 
American ls nearly twice that in any other 
country of the world, and many times the 
income in most countries. 

While we worry about the poverty that 
still remains in this country-as we should
let us not overlook the progress that has been 
made in our attack on this problem. Since 
1950-ln an increasing population-the 
number of people living below the poverty 
Une has decreased about 35 percent. Yet, 
some poverty still persists, but never has any 
nation done so much, so successfully, to re
duce the ravages of poverty. And we are de
termined to reduce the ranks of the poor 
until they reach the irreducible. -

I have no doubt about the strength and 
potential of the U.S. economy. Some say ~hat 
too much affluence ls at the base of -m~ny of 
our country's troubles. This ls a theory that 
reaches back to John Ada.ms' adage that 
"Human nature cannot bel!.r prosperity." I 
say we will learn to bear it--and enjoy it, 
too. 

Now, let's look at another issue before the 
country today-the issue of dissent. We 
should appreciate the fact that more than 
in any other country in the world peace
ful dissent is recognized and protected in 
America. And let us keep our historical per
spective about dissent. This country ha._s 
weathered it before in a. way that is largely 
forgotten. Who -remembers that there were 
more than 300,000 draftees who refused to 
report for service in World War I-more than 
10 percent of the total number lnducted
and that more than 16,000 slackers, delin
quents and evaders were arrested in one 
roundup in the New York City area 1n Sep
tember of 1918? The United States survived 
that genuinely serious manifestation of dis
sent and went on to become a greater nation. 

-The status of minority" gFOups is a mat
ter of constant concern-and rightly so. But 
I can report to you that in every one of the 
categories that I have listed-real income, 

education, standard of living-the gains, 
which have been substantial for all our peo
ple, have proportionately been greater for 
blacks than for whites. For example, the pro
portion of Negroes earning middle incomes 
has more than doubled since 1950 and the 
proportion of black students in colleges has 
increased more than 50 percent. 

There has been another kind of progress 
1n America. that we must not overlook. In 
recent years appreciation of the arts and in
terest in the humanities have broadened and 
deepened all across the United States. At
tendance at and participation in the per
forming arts and the programs of the na
tion's museums have increased manifold. 
This ls a happy trend, because it carries 
with it both the reality and the prospect that 
more and more Americans have and will have 
a greater share 1n the full richness of the 
nation's cultural life. As in every field, a 
challenge ls present here: there 1s a grow
ing need for more help for the arts and hu
manities from both the public and private 
sectors, and I am confident that this help 
will be forthcoming. 

This country's dramatic advances in 
science are known to all the world. The his
toric achievements of our space program are 
the most spectacular example, but there are 
many other achievements that are less wide
ly hailed but nevertheless of the highest 
significance for the future of mankind. 

There ls a relatively new issue that is the 
center of intense interest among our people 
today: the environment. At base it must be 
said that our enormous success as a produc
tive and affluent society has created much o! 
the environmental problem. There was a time 
when smoke pouring from a smokestack was 
a welcome sight--it meant jobs for men who 
needed them and products for consumers who 
wanted them. Using the factory in a symbolic 
way, as it relates to the problems of the en
vironment, it can be said that our challenge 
now ls to upgrade the jobs, improve the prod
ucts and eliminate the smoke. We accept that 
challenge. The same American ingenuity that 
helped to create the problem can lea.ct the 
way to overcoming it. 

No issue ls of greater moment in 1970 than 
the war and the prospects for peace. The 
problems involved in foreign policy are per
haps the most complex and most difficult o! 
all. But in recognizing the difficulties, let us 
not disregard achievement. We have com
pletely reversed the flow of U.S. involvement 
in the war in Vietnam; we are helping the 
South Vietnamese to improve their capabllity 
to defend themselves; and we are bringing 
our fighting men home. We will end this war 
with honor. 

World tensions remain-and will remain. 
The Middle East continues to be a powder 
keg. But these are challenges to be met, not 
causes for despair. In the midst of tensions 
we are as of right now in meaningful and 
serious negotiations with the Soviet Union 
on limitation of strategic arms. 

We often hear today the assertion that we 
must change our national priorities. The fact 
ls that we have changed our priorities. In the 
Federal budget for the next fiscal year, for 
the first time in 20 years, we Will use more 
J>f · our resources for social needs at home 
than we will for mill tary and defense pur
poses. 

While much of the progress 1 have been 
discussing ls often measured in quantitative 
-terms, there ls a qualitative side to nearly all 
aspects of it. In no other country of the 
world at any time in history has there been 
so much· respect _tor liberty, freedom of con
science, justice, human dignity and human 
iulflllment as there is in the United States 
today. The fact that we are still concerned 
about protecting these elements of fr~edom 
should not be taken as a sign that they have 
been · dlmlnished but rather as evidence of 
what a high value we place upon them. Yes, 
some injustice persists, but never has any 
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people had so great a commitment to Justice 
for all. More Americans today are doing more 
to help their neighbors than at any time in 
history. 

In speaking of the progress we have made, 
I am by no means suggesting that we dO not 
face serious problems in this country. It is 
good news that we recognize our problems 
and we are more sensitive to them than any 
people in the history of mankind. It is good 
news that we are not satisfied with the prog
ress we ha. ve made. 

As we go forward in our attack against 
what's wrong with America, we should never 
forget what's right with America. Let us see 
and treat the blemishes, but never let them 
blind us to the beauty. 

As we make progress on all these fronts, 
many will say this is not enough; we must 
have more now. Such impatience, when it gets 
out of control, produces only negative re
sults. But when it runs in constructive 
channels, it can help to add that extra meas
ure of spirit which will enable us to meet 
the challenges of our time .. 

Let us confront our shortcomings, not with 
anger, but with determination. 

Let us commit our resources, not with reck
less impatience, but with urgent care. 

Working from the sound and solid base 
that is the American condition today, a.nd 
recognizing the very real problems this na
tion faces, the Nixon Administration is mov
ing forward on a course of reform, restora
tion and renewal. The goal of this policy is 
to make the America of the 70s and beyond 
a land. in which we have assessed both our 
successes and our failures with sound judg
ment--and have moved to enhance the good 
and root out the bad. 

This should-and will-continue to be a 
society of great expectations. As we go for
ward into the 70s, we must--and we will--see 
more of those expectations become realities. 

We will preserve and enlarge the American 
dream. 

We will nourish and refresh the American 
spirit. 

We will enhance the quality of life for all 
Americans. 

We will prove-once again-that in Amer
ica the voices of despair are ultimately stilled 
by the clear fact of progress. 

SLEEPING BEAR DUNES NATIONAL 
LAKESHORE ENDORSED BY SAG
INAW NEWS 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, for a dec

ade the conservation-minded people of 
Michigan have worked to preserve the 
magnificent Sleeping Bear Dunes area 
along Lake Michigan. An excellent pro
posal has been developed and refined 
which can accomplish this goal by desig
nating the dunes and their integral land
scape setting as a unit of our national 
park system. 

While this proposal has stirred some 
controversy over the years, we have con
sistently endeavored to refine the pro
posal so that the immense public values 
of this area can be preserved and en
joyed without disruption of existing com
munities and homeowners. The result is 
pending legislation to create the 61,000-
acre Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lake
shore. 

Because so many people have worked 
together to achieve a proposal fair to all, 
we have today a bill enthusiastically en
dorsed by the administration, by all of 
Michigan's Congressmen, by Michigan's 
Governor, and Stat.e legislature, and by 
every State and national conservation 
group. 

Recently the Saginaw News published 
its Editorial VieWPoint on this proposal, 
giving an excellent, in-depth analysis. As 
they point out, those few who still oppose 
this proposition are forgetting a few 
"inevitables." The pressures on remain
ing areas of natural beauty and shore
line access are such that they are fast 
disappearing behind chain link fences 
and private developments. As this edito
rial notes, these pressures can simply 
overwhelm an area like "the Bear." The 
whole record of such situations makes 
clear that economic pressures eventually 
win out, development is overextended, 
and the natural values are either de
stroyed or appropriated for the private 
benefit of a few. The careful planning for 
public use and control which ca:p. come 
with a national lakeshore will protect the 
public interest against the onslaught of 
these "inevitables." 

In this way, we can preserve this kind 
of area, whose national significance is so 
clear. But we preserve for use, with fore
sight and control on the inevitables, and 
with assurance that private patterns are 
disrupted as little as possible in the 
process. 

In working for this protection for the 
Sleeping Bear area, the conscientious ef
forts of Representatives JAMES O'HARA 
and PHILIP RUPPE, and particularly of 
the local Representative, GUY VANDER 
JAGT, have been outstanding. With them, 
I was pleased to participate last man th 
in a fine hearing before the House Sub
committee on National Parks and Recre
ation. With them and with the people of 
Michigan, indeed with those everywhere 
who are concerned with wise conserva
tion, I am eager to see this lakeshore be
come a reality. It can be and it will be, 
"a model of scenic, though peopled, 
areas." 

I ask unanimous consent that the fine 
editorial from the Saginaw, Mich., News 
of June 11, 1970, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EDITORIAL VIEWPOINT: OPPONENTS BURYING 

THEIR HEADS IN DUNES 

Opponents of the proposed Sleeping Bear 
Dunes National Lakeshore are only bury
ing their heads in all that sand which 
a.bounds in Michigan's little-finger region. 

In their understandable fervor to main
tain the beauty of this quiet area, t];ley're 
forgetting a few inevitables-the northward 
rush, the need for Great Lakes shoreline ac
cess and the uncontrolled building and ulti
mate decay which can occur in unzoned or 
little-zoned areas. 

The move from the cities has been on for 
some time, as anyone who has tried to buy 
land in northern Lower Michigan Will con
firm. Many persons are moving north per
manently, others are seeking vacation havens, 
still others are looking for Winter-resistant 
homes for vacations now and retirement 
later. 

Freeways, city di&turba.nces, noise and air 
pollution and workers' ever-increasing 
leisure time have contributed to the north
ward march. 

The problem ls where to go. 
Much of the Lake Michigan shoreline 1s 

already private. One example ls the stretch 
from Charlevoix to Mackinaw City, ta.king in 
the Petoskey-Harbor Springs locales. Twenty 
yea.rs ago a tourist had almost unlimited ac-

cess to beaches along that northwest Lower 
Michigan shore. Today, private ownership has 
denied public access to nearly three-quarters 
of the beaches and the trend continues. 

The few municipal, county and state 
parks within this stretch already are becom
ing overcrowded. Although properly main
tained so far, these areas probably will be 
overwhelmed by the rush before long. 

Beaches on the Lake Huron side present 
the same picture--many are private and land 
sales continue. 

Property costs have soared on both Great 
Lakes and inland lake frontage. Fifty by 150-
foot lots which sold for $25 in 1950 a.re 
priced as high as $2,500 today on one fair
sized inland lake and this is more the rule 
than the exception. 

But people are paying the prices, build
ing year-around as well as summer homes 
and, in so doing, closing these beaches to 
public use. 

Zoning in many northern Michigan areas 
is loose, if it exists at all. UntidJily built 
structures have sprouted in many formerly 
deserted areas. They detract from property 
values. Some are abandoned after a few years 
creating l•arge lumps of Utter. 

Both sides in the Sleeping Bear controversy 
say their main goal is to preserve the miles 
of beautiful dunes and beaches. 

However, opponents of the national lake
shore pl,an don't realize these areas won't 
stay scenic without far more rigid controls 
than now exist. Nor do they realize that, na
tional lakeshore designation or not, people 
will eventually flock to the off-the-beaten
path shore anyway. They've already started. 

A feder,al lakeshore operates under strict 
regulations. Given proper sanitary facilities 
and a place to dispose of picnic and camping 
refuse, there is no rea-son for any area to 
turn into a garbage dump, especially one 
frequented by those who presumably are 
there to enjoy fresh air and scenery. 

Lakeshore opponents have said the small 
towns in Benzie and Leelanau Counties will 
become honky tonk strips. They won't un
less local businessmen create them. And 
proper zoning can prevent undesirable com
mercial endeavors. 

If everyone's aim is to keep the area un
spoiled for all to enjoy, only scenic pleas
ures should be offered-along with enough 
faci11td.es and enforcement to preserve them. 
Then, those who seek bright lights and city 
pleasures will be attracted elsewhere. 

Everyone wants to see natural beauty re
tained. But with the northward rush in
creasing, no area will stay unspoiled effort
lessly. 

Progress and preservation can live together. 
With our new awareness of pollution and Ut
ter problems and of what must be done to 
avoid them, the Sleeping Bear National Lake
shore could become a model of scenic, though 
peopled, areas. 

Both sides say they want to save the 
dunes' natural beauty. This oan be done best 
by creating a D.1811:donal Lakeshore and can 
be enjoyed in the doing. 

A TALENTED AMBASSADOR 
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, all of us 

we.re delighted with the appointment by 
President Nixon of Dr. Jerome H. Hol
land, former president of Hampton Insti
tute, as U.S. Ambassador to Sweden. 

His treatment there by certain radical 
elements has left much to be desired. 

Ambassador Holland, however, has 
amply demonstrated the qualities of a 
genuine diplomat during his 3 months 
1n Sweden. And he seems to be getting 
a warm response from most Swedish 
citizens, according to a long and very 
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interesting account published in the 
Wall Street Journal for July 8, 1970. 

This should surprise no one, consider
ing Jerome Holland's outstanding career 
as a student, athlete, educator, and 
leader. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article from the Wall Street 
Journal be printed in the RECORD. 

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

as follows: 
IN SWEDEN, U.S. ENVOY PLAYS IT COOL 

(By Felix Kessler) 
SrocKHOLM.-Like many other Swedes, 

Kristian Svenberg is personally impressed by 
U.S. Ambassador Jerome H. Holland. "He's 
really trying to move around this country to 
find out what the people are like," says the 
23-year-old medical student. 

But Mr. Svenberg says he'll still throw eggs 
at the new American envoy to Sweden any 
chance he gets. 

"That's not personal," says Mr. Svenberg. 
"We look on Mr. Holland as the representa
tive of U.S. imperialism. Our aim is to get 
him out of the country." 

So far, the aim of radical young egg-throw
ing demonstrators hasn't been too good: 
They've scored no direct hits on the tall 
black ambassador and the State Department 
says it has no intention of recalling him
as it did his predecessor for five weeks in 
1968--in protest against the Swedish govern
ment's pro-Hanoi leanings. 

In fact, the egg-throwing and name call
ing demonstrations-Mr. Holland has been 
taunted with shouts of "nigger"-have 
gained him considerable sympathy. This is 
no mean feat in a nation where, Swedish 
officials estimate, at least 80 % of the people 
oppose America's Vietnam war policies, and 
where, in the U.S. view, a policy of "active 
neutrality" amounts to support for North 
Vietnam. Under such conditions, what is life 
like for a U.S. ambassador? 

A day spent in the company of Mr. Hol
land, who arrived here three months ago, re
veals that it is pretty much the predictable 
round of conferences and social engage
ments--some important and some not so im
portant-and all enlivened a bit by the deli
cate state of U.S.-Swedish relations. 

The U.S. has had 20 consuls or ambassa
dors in Sweden starting with a bearded 
gentleman named William Widgery Thomas 
in 1863. Mr. Holland, a rugged 54-year-old 
former All American end at Cornell, ls the 
first black U.S. ambassador to serve here. (In 
its 116 embassies around the world, the U.S. 
currently has five black ambassadors. The 
other four are assigned to Haiti, Uganda, 
Chad a.nd Liberia, which received the first 
black American ambassador in 1949.) 

EASYGOING AND ACCESSmLE 

An easygoing manner, willingness to talk 
and a conscious attempt to make himself as 
accessible as possible all seem to characterize 
Mr. Holland's approach to his problem of 
dealing with a country whose relations with 
the U.S. are often strained. Mr. Holland has 
already met formally three times with Swed
ish Prime Minister Olaf Palme, and he has 
also met with practically all segments of 
Sweden's population-except with the dem
onstrators, who won't meet with him. 

"An ambassador has to go out, to meet 
people in the big cities and the small towns," 
says Mr. Holland. "Visit housing projects, 
churches, homes, shops. It's important for 
gathering information-and at the same 
time imparting it." 

To date, the approach seems to be paying 
off. The radloals may stm want to throw 
eggs, but Swedish government officials are 
known to regard Mr. Holland favorably as 
"more mature" than his predecessor, who 
was considered isolated and remote. 

On a recent day, Mr. Holland began set
ting the pace for the 42 American civilians, 17 
m111tary aittaches, 6 Marine guards and 81 
Swedish and other nationals assigned to this 
medium-sized embassy by arriving at his 
fourth-floor office shortly after 8:30 a.m., as 
is his custom. Having browsed through news 
wires and other overnight messages at home, 
he quickly tackles the mail with his secre
tary, Marguerite Spreitzer. 

"I believe it's important that every letter 
gets a personal reply," he says. 

Shortly before 9, the embassy's Political 
Attache, C. Arthur Borg, drops in to analyze 
the morning newspapers. Mr. Holland the 
previous day had toured an important Swed
ish industrial group's plant, and the newspa
per Dagens Nyheter implies he was "not ex
posed to any egg-throwlng" because the visit 
"was surrounded by great secrecy to avoid 
demonstrations. -. . . To play safe, the din
ner which followed was given in a very secret 
place." 

"There was nothing secret," snorts Mr. 
Holland. "I had dinner at the managing di
rector's home, just as planned." 

Hostile treatment in the press and else
where is something the U.S. ambassador has 
to get used to in Sweden, however. During 
his first months in the country, Mr. Holland 
observes diplomatically, "the time has been 
full": 14 demonstrations, at least three egg
throwing occasions, and two times when he's 
l;leard himself called "nigger." A Swedish 
press spokesman disputes this last charge by 
claiming that an American Black Panther 
derisively shouted "house nigger" at only one 
demonstration. "That's laughable," exclaims 
Mr. Holland. "I'm a black man-and I don't 
know when people call me names?" 

A tour of the embassy reveals a number of 
"combat souvenirs" of Sweden, decorating 
the walls of embassy officials. A paper Viet
oong flag that had been planted in an em
bassy geranium pot and a chain with which 
a demonstrator had fastened himself to a 
raillng hang on a relief-map of Sweden in 
the office of Turner Oameran, the embassy's 
Deputy Chief. A picture of a demonstrator's 
placard politely requesting "Mr. Bodde go 
home" hangs in the room of Political Officer 
William Bodde Jr. (He is, in fact, being rou
tinely resassigned to Washington.) 

Mr. Holland considers the more extreme 
protest, such as egg-throwlng and personal 
abuse, "an embarrassment to Sweden." But 
he believes that the demonstrators neverthe
less are only a small percentage of the popu
lation and the Swedes are happy with his 
presence. The 50 letters he's been receiving 
daily express support in the form of "apolo
gies for the Swedish people,'' invitations to 
dinner, cocktail parties and informal gather
ings. 

A MEETING WITH BUSINESSMEN 

Speedily reading letters as he signs them 
with a black Government issue ballpoint, Mr. 
Holland says that his past 17 years as a. col
lege president (at Dela.ware State College and 
Hampton Institute) ha..ve proved good experi
ence for his ambassadorial tasks. 

At 10 a.m., four embassy officials enter the 
ambassador's office to discuss a meeting he 
will have the next day with 30 managing 
directors of American concerns established in 
Sweden. After settling down on a couch and 
chairs in his modest office, the officials de
cide the businessmen will be most interested 
in Sweden's fall election prospects. "Every
body thinks an embassy has inside informa
tion,'' someone observes. 

Other points that will be covered are Swe
den's economy, its dependence on exports and 
the possibility that an American Chamber of 
Commerce wlll be formed in Stockholm. 

After the 40-minute meeting, Mr. Holland 
flicks through some more mall. "Just want 
you to know I'm pulling for you," writes an 
American supporter. Another says that "I am 
Swedish and in your corner." Still another 

bears greetings from "one of the people living 
in little houses in the big forest." 

At 11, two teenagers from the Anglo-Amer
ican school-a. Bulgarian girl and Mr. Borg's 
daughter-are ushered into Mr. Holland's of
fice to receive scholastic awards. "Well, let 
me congratulate you two ladies on your 
achievements in English,'' says Mr. Holland 
easily. He then poses for photographs with 
the girls. "Speaking as an old educator," he 
says, "I'm sure it would help if the principal 
got in the picture." After an unhurried five 
minutes, he's back on his desk reviewing 
more mail and wire messages. 

Col. Harry Tyndahl of Sweden's Salvation 
Army enters diffidently at 11 :25. Mr. Holland 
immeidately puts him at ease by asking de
tailed questions about the Army's operations. 
After 10 minutes, Ool. Tyndahl places his 
hands together as if in prayer and beseeches 
Mr. Holland: "Could you please meet with 
our international head and Swedish head?" 
Without hesitation, Mr. Holland says he'd be 
delighted and offers to bring everyone to his 
home for coffee. 

Shortly before noon, the embassy's Public 
Affairs Officer, Patrick Nieburg, enters to dis
cuss a Washington directive and to brief 
Mr. Holland on the people with whom the 
ambass,ador is lunching at Sweden's state
owned television center. "Mostly administra
tors, not journalists," says Mr. Nieburg. 

Mr. Nieburg is followed by William Zavis, 
the Press Attache, who checks on arrange
ments for a four-day trip the Ambassador is 
making to central Sweden over the week
end. 

Mr. Zavis is concerned that a scheduled 
police strike will leave Mr. Holland unpro
tected. It's Mr. Holland's fourth such country 
swing and he's previously taken his wife, 
Laura, and two youngsters, Joseph, 13, and 
Lucy 14. "Protecting me is their (the 
Swedes') business,'' he says. "I'll go a.Ione if 
need be but I'm not calling off the trip." 

Mr. Holland is, however, sympathetic to 
Swedish police on their demands for more 
overtime pay, partially because demonstra
tions against the U.S. have contributed 
heavily to their working long hours. "Police 
all over the world have been left behind on 
pay," he says. And he finds the bearded, mus
tachioed or long-haired Swedish police not 
much different from their American col
leagues. "I've got a brother-in-law who's a 
member of the New York police,'' he say. "I 
don't go along with those who call them 
pigs." 

Shortly, Mr. Holland's wife picks him up 
for the broadcasting lunch. The lunch lasts 
two hours, and Mr. Holland, on his return, 
terms it "friendly,'' with discussion involving 
differences between American and Swedish 
approaches to the media. Back in his office, 
he signs a few more let-ters before a confer
ence wt.th an executive of International Busi
ness Machines. 

The IBM official insists he has a "private" 
matter to discuss with Mr. Holland and over
stays his appointment; he's followed by a 
clergyman who also has "something personal" 
on his mind. Outside, Miss Spreitzer's phone 
rings constantly with calls from bridge play
ers (involved in a big tournament held in 
Stockholm), business men and tourists 
who've lost passports or otherwise seek the 
ambassador's help. 

During the afternoon, a Swedish caller 
tries to enlist Miss Spreitzer's aid in helping 
establish a Wild West exhibit. A woman call
ing from Wisconsin wants to know which 
Swedish hospital will perform an abortion on 
her granddaughter: (The embassy obliged her 
request.) 

All afternoon embassy officers buttonhole 
Mr. Holland briefly to discuss policy. (Three 
days a. week he has more formal meetings 
with various staff members.) At 4:30 he 
emerges, 1S cornered separately by Mr. Borg 
and Mr. Cameron, and finally makes his get
away. 
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He receives a snappy salute from a Marine 
in the lobby, steps into his Cadlllac limousine 
and is driven to his nearby home. 

Mr. Holland gets home a few minutes be
fore some guests begin to arrive. They include 
sociologists Eli Ginsburg, Dr. John Cooper. 
president of the Association of American 
Medical Colleges, two Ford Foundation visi
tors touring Sweden, an American television 
producer and various embassy and Swedish 
officials. 

AN IMPRESSIVE RESIDENCE 

The residence, the former home of a 
wealthy publisher, is considered one of the 
finest owned by the American Government. It 
includes a sauna, a squash court and an in
door swimming pool. One room is now lined 
with African carvings and busts that the Hol
lands acquired during their travels. 

Mr. Holland introduces guests and makes 
small talk with ease. By 6:30, everyone has 
gone except a late-arrival, a self-assured tele
vision newsman with a hot idea.. "What we 
want to do," says the American TV man pok
ing a finger at Mr. Holland, "is hang a mike 
around your neck and follow you around for a 
day or so. You know, go everywhere with you 
except the bathroom." 

The newsman promises that he, the cam
eraman and sound technician will be unob
trusive. "You'd be surprised how soon you'll 
forget we're here," he says. "The first thing 
I want is not to interfere with what you're 
doing." Then he corrects himself good-na
turedly. "No, the first thing I really w,a.nt is 
to shoot a lot of good film." 

Mr. Holland agrees amiably and ten min
utes later everyone has gone. At 6:50, Mr. 
and Mrs. Holland leave to attend a. small 
private dinner with a Swedish medical col
lege president, some academics and several 
social welfare offlcials--people whose profes
sional background isn't very different from 
that of Mr. Holland. 

Although the Hollands have eaten dinner 
at home only once in the pa.st two weeks, he 
says they've always had breakfast together. 
He also finds time to play ball or Ping Pong 
with his son, whose major complaint is acute 
sports deprivation, though he plays on three 
Swedish basketball teams. 

Except for a lack of confrontations with 
angry protestors, it's been a normal day for 
America's Ambassador to Sweden. "Not heavy. 
not light," says Mr. Holland, "Just average ... 

A TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MIKE 
MANSFIELD 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on 
June 19, 1970, Senator MIKE MANSFIELD 
set a record of service as majority leader 
of the Senate which surpassed the record 
set by his predecessors in that position. 
Not only has MIKE MANSFIELD served as 
majority leader of the Senate longer than 
any man in American history, he has led 
the Senate during the most creative and 
challenging period in it;s long history. It 
is only proper that we pause to pay trib
ute to this distinguished leader and 
great gentleman. 

It has been my pleasure to know and 
serve with MIKE MANSFIELD for over 13 
years. It was my privilege to support him 
for the position of majority leader. Un
der his leadership, the Senate. in the 
last 9 years, has passed more far-reach
ing social legislation than any other leg
islative body in the free world. As an 
active member, and lately as chairman, 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare I have worked closely with our 
distingulshed majority leader on many 
progressive measures. He has always 
been a strong supporter and forceful ad-

vocate for those bills which would edu
cate our young, care for our sick, care 
for our aged, preserve our natural re
sources, and assure our veterans of the 
health and educational benefits they so 
justly deserve. MIKE MANSFIELD'S latest 
contribution to America was his success
ful fight to secure for young Americans 
the right to vote at the age of 18. 

During the past 9 years, Congress has 
passed more health legislation and more 
educational legislation than in all the 
former history of our country combined. 
MIKE MANSFIELD gave his leadership to 
all of those programs. 

Despite the difficulties and pressures 
imposed upon him as majority leader, 
MIKE MANSFIELD has always treated every 
Member of the Senate with the utmost 
courtesy and respect. Many times in the 
heat of a legislative battle, when tempers 
reached the boiling point and reason 
temporarily departed this Chamber, it 
was MIKE MANSFIELD'S quick wit which 
was the "soft answer" that "turneth 
away wrath" and paved the way for a 
reconciliation of differences, and a logi
cal solution of the problem. 

I shall always be grateful to MIKE 
MANSFIELD for the many courtesies he 
has shown and for his help in passing 
major legislation that my committee has 
produced. He is a credit to this great 
body and to the people of Montana who 
he so devotedly serves. Above all else, I 
cherish the over 13 years of friendship 
with MIKE MANSFIELD. As I leave the Sen
ate, it is my fondest hope that when the 
92d Congress commences, he will still be 
majority leader of the Senate. I also wish 
for him many years of good health and 
continued success in his efforts on behalf 
of the people of the United States. 

It is a high place, measured less by 
the length of service than by the eff ec
tiveness of it. Measured by progressive 
legislation for the advancement of the 
American people, his record is so great 
that it is improbable that it will ever be 
exceeded. It is no servile fawning to the 
executive branch; on the contrary, it is 
marked by a rugged independence that 
causes the distinguished majority leader, 
who is also a member of the Foreign Re
lations Committee, to warn the Nation 
over and over of the folly and detrimen
tal effects of certain foreign policy ac
tions of the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. 

Some Senate leaders have been called 
the Senator's Senator. MIKE MANSFIELD 
is America's Senator. He is the epitome 
of honor and integrity. May his light 
long shine. 

Probably the best description of MIKE 
MANSFIELD can be found in the words of 
the great writer, Alexander Pope: 
statesman, yet friend to truth; of soul sin-

cere; 
In action faithful, and in honour clear; 
Who broke no promise, serv'd no private end, 
Who gain'd no title, and who lost no friend. 

MIKE MANSFIELD'S place in history ls 
assured. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the distin

guished Senator from lliinois <Mr. 
SMITH) had planned to address the 

Senate briefly today regarding Captive 
Nations Week which will be observed 
from July 12 through July 18. As Senator 
SMITH is unable to be present today, I 
ask unanimous consent that his remarks 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR SMITH OF ILLINOIS 

Next week will mark the 12th annual 
observance of Captive Nations Week which 
the Congress, in 1959 authorized the Pres
ident to proclaim ea.ch year "until such time 
as freedom and independence have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world." 

This year the United States will be joined 
·by 17 other free-world nations in focusing 
!Sittention upon those countries in which 
freedom rem.a.ins ·as a memory and a dream 
for the future. 

My state of Illinois has become the home 
of many of the fortunate citizens from the 
world's captive nations-those who have 
escaped the tyranny which enslaves their 
brothers. Here they work within the freedoms 
of this country for the future independence 
and liberty of their beloved homelands. They 
have brought to Illinois their pride, their 
love of freedom, their talents, their skills 
and their deep devotion to the principals 
upon which this country was founded. Their 
cultures have enriched the life of Illinois. 
I am proud to join with my constituents 
from the Captive Nations in calling for the 
return of freedom and independence to all 
the peoples of the world. They know that 
our freedoms can never be compleltely secure 
so long as any people are held in slavery. 

OIL POLLUTION AND HUMAN 
RIGHTS-IV 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, during 
the last 3 days I have discussed the need 
to ratify two new treaties regarding in
ternational oil spills. I have pointed 
out that everyone has a right to a clean 
environment and that oil pollution repre
sents one of the most serious threats to 
this right. Today I would like to examine 
the specific provisions of the two treaties 
and show exactly how they can be ex
pected to cope with the problem. 

The first convention would empower 
the United States to take preventive ac
tion against vessels on the high seas 
which threaten imminent pollution dan
ger to American coasts. The principal ob
jective of this treaty is to eliminate the 
delays which have plagued cleanup ef
forts in the past. This treaty will enable 
the Navy and the Coast Guard to take 
swift action against any leaking vessel 
without having to obtain prior clearance 
from the owners. Much of the damage 
done by the sinking of the Torrey Canyon 
could have been avoided had such an 
agreement been in effect. This treaty is 
particularly important in view of the fact 
that immediate preventive action can 
avoid much of the massive damage done 
by huge oil slicks. If the oil can be con
tained, there is an excellent chance that 
its spread can be prevented. 

The second treaty would impose strict 
civil liability upon the owner of vessels 
responsible for pollution damage to 
coastal areas. This would provide the 
strongest possible incentive for the own
ers of oil tankers to take every precau
tions against oil spills, and also guaran-
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tee that the Government would not have 
to bear the cost of cleanup. It would make 
the palluter, and not the public, respon
sible for cleanup costs. 

Mr. President, both of these treaties are 
urgently needed if we are to avert future 
environmental disasters. I urge speedy 
consideration of both of them. 

SILENT MAJORITIES AND THE 
VIETNAM WAR 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the June 
issue of Scientific American contains a 
fascinating article that should do much 
to dispel some prevailing myths. 

The article is by Philip E. Converse and 
Howard Schuman and is entitled "'Si
lent Majorities' and the Vietnam War." 
It is a demonstration that the science of 
measuring public opinion-psephology
is coming of age. 

The authors have gathered and sifted 
and studied a huge amount of data per
taining to the evolution of public atti
tudes on various questions concerning 
United States policy in Vietnam. In do
ing this they have used the splendid re
sources of the Survey Research Center of 
the University of Michigan. 

The general lesson to be learned from 
their careful study is that one must be 
careful in formulating questionnaires, 
and we all must be careful in comparing 
the responses elicited by related-but 
quite significantly different-questions. 

The authors also arrive at some star
tling conclusions with regard to the spe
cific question of which portions of the 
papulation have been most committed 
against the war. They say this about the 
attitudes of the most educated portion 
of the population: 

Another pattern, not quite a.s distinct, ls 
a positive association between education and 
support for the nation's Involvement in 
Vietnam. Respondents classed as 'college
educated' registered disproportionately 
among those who a.re most 'hard-line,' or 
least negative, about the Vietnam war. Here 
again, since there is typically a fairly strong 
relation between education and interest in 
public affairs, one sees a pattern that con
tributes to the association between atten
tiveness to the war and support for the na
tion's involvement. 

The surprising feature of the relation be
tween education and attitudes t.oward Viet
nam, however, is that the pattern does not 
seem t.o be of a piece with the catp.pus fer
ment against the war. Moreover, to compound 
the confusion, na.tional surveys did not yield 
until recently any distinct relation between 
age and attitude toward Vietnam. The "gen
eration gap" that one would bave expected, 
wherein the young oppose the war and the 
old support lt, simply failed t.o appear, and 
even now it is not very large. Indeed, putting 
these two findings together, it can be shown 
with Survey Research Center data as of 1968 
that (among whites) college-educated peo
ple in their twenties were more likely than 
older people of grade school education both 
to justify the war and to favor an Intensifi
cation of it. The differences are substantial 
running to 20 percent or more. 

We have subjected the relation between 
college training and support for the war to 
closer scrutiny, and the results are highly 
interesting. An obvious explanation of the 
seeming paradox is that most of the people 
who comprise the category of "college-edu
cated" persons in poll results have been out 
of college for many years. Moreo\'er, the "col
lege-educated" group is a. good d~l more bet-

erogeneous than one tends to think. It in
cludes, for example, many people who at
tended a junior college or failed to complete 
the requirements for a degree at a four
year college. 

It ls plain that before the entry into Cam
bodia last month most of the vehement anti
war sentiment had appeared at a fairly small 
number of campuses usually classed as lead
ing universities. Although these institutions 
are large and each of them awards many de
grees, they are vastly outnumbered by the 
hundreds of smaller colleges in the nation. 
As a result, fewer than 25 percent of the 
college-educated members of the population 
have ever had contact with a university 
where the antiwar sentiment has been strong 
for some time, and for many of those who 
have had such an affiliation the connection 
ended long ago. 

So that all Senators may profit from 
the fine scholarship of Professors Con
verse and Schuman, I ask unanimous 
consent that their article be printed in 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
"Sn.ENT MAJORITIES" AND THE VIETNAM WAR 

(By Philip E. Converse and Howard 
Schuman) 

President Nixon has asserted that a "silent 
majority" supports his stand on the war in 
Vietnam. His critics respond that a majorit y 
of Americans want a quicker end to the war 
than the President offers. Each side seems 
able to cite opinion polls that appear to 
uphold its point of view. One is left wonder
ing whether or not a national majority has in 
fact been identified and, if it has, what it 
favors. 

At the Survey Research Center of the 
University of Michigan we have recently 
brought together a decade of the published 
results of polls on the Vietnam war. We have 
also subjected data from oux own national 
surveys to a level of detailed analysis that 
goes well beyond the usual newspaper reports 
of public opinion. Although it would be 
reckless to claim that any simple or unequiv
ocral picture emerges from this work, we can 
say that our findings do not present the kind 
of patchwork that defies coherent interpre
tation. At the very least they help to clarify 
what is accurate, as opposed to what is prob
ably overdrawn, in either extreme of inter
pretation of the public mood on the war 
in Vietnam. 

One fact is Important to recognize at the 
outset. Although the standard national sur
vey of some 1,500 interviews may seem far 
too small to represent a nation with an adult 
population exceeding 100· milllon, the proce
dures of the major reputable survey organi
zations are geared to mathematical sampling 
theory and can be-expected to provide esti
mates of overall proportions that are accurate 
to within a few percentage points. It is true 
that there a.re practical problems in applying 
sampling theory to surveys of human popu
lations, but the problems have to do not with 
size of sample but with failure to adequately 
represent all parts of the population. The 
main loss is unavoidable: some of the people 
who are selected refuse to be interviewed and 
others cannot be found during the inter
viewing period. The proportion missed in 
this way is often as large as 20 percent and 
could have serious effects on the results of a 
poll if such people differed consistently from 
the rest of the population. Fortunately 
studies of the characteristics of such "non
respondents" indicate that omitting them 
has little effect on the conclusions one would 
draw about opinion on the Vietnam war. In 
any event these losses are similar in all 
surveys of opinion and so cannot serve to ex
plain any seem,ing difference in the results. 

It follows, then, that two national sur
veys of standard size taken at the same 
time by competent agencies should show 
results that differ from each other by no 
more than a small sampling error. We find 
this expectation is typically borne out, given 
on crucial proviso: the questions and the 
interviewing procedures must be identical 
or sufficiently simllar. The difficulty is that 
this condition is met far less frequently than 
the casual observer might expeot. 

Where voting behavior ls concerned there 
are not m.any different ways to assess voter 
intentions, and election polls ca,n be com
pared readily. Most matters of public policy 
are not so easily approached. For the w.ar in 
Vietnam the controversial aspects are almost 
innumerable. Each aspect requires a some
what different question, which has its own 
unique meaning. Moreover, slnce polling 
agencies prefer to word their own questions, 
it is possible to obtain different results even 
when two agencies are examining essentially 
the same aspect of an issue. In the case of 
the war in Vietnam, for example, it is unusual 
to find instances where two national surveys 
were made at the same time with questions 
worded the same way. 

The difflculties that can arise from differ
ing questions are easily demonstrated. In 
the summer of 1966, for example, 70 percent 
of the people interviewed by the Gallup poll 
said they approved the bombing by the U.S. 
of oil storage dumps in Haiphong and Hanoi, 
11 percent disapproved and the remainder 
had no opinion. Two months later the same 
organization sampled opinion about the de
mand of many "doves" that the U.S. submit 
the Vietnam problem to the United Nations 
"and agree to accept the decision, whatever 
it may be." In this case 51 percent of the 
sample thought the proposal was "a good 
idea" and only 32 percent disliked it. The 
reader who considered this result to be three 
to two in favor of the doves and compared it 
with the apparent majority of seven to one 
for the "hawks" a few weeks earlier might 
h.lve had cause to wonder about the solidity 
of public opinion or the soundness of polling 
procedures. In actuality the confusion lies 
In too simplistic a view of the results, since 
the questions were quite different and could 
not be expected to give commeD.1Surate re
sponses. 

A more subtle problem is presented when 
questions identical in purpose differ mark
edly in wording or format. In June, 1969. 
the Gallup poll told respondents that the 
President had "ordered the Withdrawal of 
25,000 troops from Vietnam in the next 
three months" and asked for opinions on 
whether "troops should be withdrawn a,t; a 
faster or a slower rate. "Faster" won over 
"slower" by 42 percent to 16 percent, with 
29 percent refusing the alternatives pre
sented and instead ·spontaneously declaring 
agreement With the President. Scarcely three 
months later the Harris poll asked a similar 
question but presented three choices: "In 
general, do you feel the pace at which the 
President is Withdrawing troops is too fast, 
too slow, or about right?" Again the equiv
alent of "faster" won over "slower," by 29 
percent to 6 percent, but this time 49 per
cent approved the current rate. The key to 
the difference in the two results is that the 
Gallup format made it easier for respondents 
to disagree With the existing rate of With
drawal. 

Several approaches are open to the ob
server who wants to avoid pitfalls of inter
pretation and make sense at majority opin
ion on Vietnam. One is to trace changes over 
a period of time in responses to a question, 
provided that the fundamental meaning of 
the question has not been altered by changes 
fn the situation. A second approach is to 
pay strict attention to nuances in the word
ing of a number of questions presented at 
about the sawe time; in this way on~ can 
establish the broad -boundaries of public 
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opinion on the war in Vietnam a.nd ca.n iso
late the ways that the wording of questions 
colors responses. A thira approach ls to ex
plore differing reactions to the same ques
tion in various segments of the population. 

The broadest trends in American opinion 
on the Vietnam wa.r over the pa.st decade 
appear clearly in all surveys. At the begin
ning of the period the attitude wa.s one of 
inattentive tolerance toward the U.S. Gov
ernment•s actions in South Vietnam. For 
example, when respondents in a. Survey Re
search Center poll in 1960 were asked to 
name the most important problem facing 
the country, only a tiny number mentioned 
the Vietnam wa.r evea indirectly. The wa.r 
received 8 percent of first mentions in 1964, 
45 percent in 1966 and 41 percent in 1968. 
This increased awareness was accompanied, 
particularly in its later phases, by a progres
sive disillusionment With the correctness 
of the U.S. commitment. Such disillusion· 
ment is best reflected by data. published 
over a. period of time by the Gallup poll. 

Although it is clear that the public mood 
about the Vietnam war is now rather firmly 
negative, it does not follow that the public 
reaction to alternatives of policy can be as 
succinctly characterized. In particular, the 
simplistic grouping of respondents as hawks 
and doves breaks down rapidly. Hawks are 
supposed to believe the U.S. did the right 
thing in attempting to stem the tide of Com
munism in Southeast Asia and thall; the na
tion should now escalate its military efforts 
to achieve victory. Doves a.re supposed to rue 
the fa.ct that American troops ever became 
involved in Vietnam and to demand their 
immediate withdrawal. 

Equipped with no more than these defini
tions, an observer would derive the clear im
pression from the broad trends reflected by 
polls that the doves now constitute a major
ity. Indeed, the Gallup poll s.howed clearly 
a shift of doves from a mlnority to a majority 
between 1967 and 1969. From time to time 
the poll asked: "People are called 'hawks' if 
they want to step up our milltary effort in 
Vietnam. They are called 'doves' if they want 
to reduce our military effort in Vietnam. 
How would you describe yourself-as a. ha.wk 
or a. dove?" 

Other d,a.ta. show that the impression g:l.ven 
by these resul,ts is quite wide of the mark. 
A SUrvey Research Center finding in 1968 is 
a case in point. Respondents were asked not 
only if the commitment in Vietnam was a 
m1sta.ke but also which of three courses 
should be pursued: pulling out, preserving 
the status quo or escalating. As one would 
expeot, there was a tendency for people who 
thought the intervention was right to favor 
a stronger stand in the future a.nd for people 
who deplored the intervention to favor with
draw.al. Nonetheless, among those who viewed 
the war as a mistake almost as many favored 
escalation as were for withdrawal! All told. 
then, a five-to-three majority regretted the 
original intervention, but wt the same time 
those calling for "a stronger stand even if it 
means lnvooing North Vietnam" outnum
bered those advocating complete withdrawal 
by a.bout as large -a margin. 

How can the Gallup "dove" majority and 
the Survey Research Center results be re
conciled? Some attention to the wording of 
the questions is rewarding. The description 
of "ha.wk" in 1,he Gallup poll compares rea
sonably well with the "stronger stand" of
fered as an a1terna.tive by the Survey Re
search Center, and the proportions endorsing 
both positions a.ta.bout tihe same time show 
no sharp dioorepancy. The description otf 

"dove," however, is more elusive. Whereas it 
was hardly Administration opinion in 1967, 
by 1969 even President Nixon was advocating 
a. reduction of the U.S. military effort in Viet
nam, thereby qualifying as a. "dove" by the 
Gallup definitions. Nonetheless, his position 
was plainly different from that of the com
plete-withdrawal "doves" of the Survey Re
search Center question. 

It is also illuminating to consider the trend 
of opinion from 1965 through 1969 on the 
President's handling of the Vietnam situa
tion. The main trend is the sharp decline 
of confidence in President Johnson's man
agement of the war. One further detail worth 
attention is the time la.g before the decline 
set in. The Johnson electoral landslide in 1964 
wa.s seen in many quarters a.s a vote against 
escalating the U.S. involvement in Vietnam. 
The bombing of North Vietnam began only 
three months later, touching off the first 
highly vocal bitterness on college campuses 
because it wa.s seen as exactly the policy 
of escalation just repudiated. Yet the con
fidence of the broad public in the President's 
handling of the situation seemed at first to 
be heightened. It did not begin to turn down
ward until a. full year later. We shall return 
to this point. 

President Nixon appears to have gained in 
public approval both over .his predecessor 
and during the period since he took office. 
By last July he had acquired nearly as much 
support a.s President Johnson enjoyed in 
1965. The President's announcement last No
vember 3 of his plan for a progressive reduc
tion of the nation's m111ta.ry activity in Viet
nam appears to have increased his support 
still more, although this surge now seems to 
have passed its peak. 

Thus at the turn of the year the President 
stood squarely aligned with several majori
ties: those regretting American involvement 
in Vietnam, those wanting to reduce the na
tion's commitment there and the large ma
jority rejecting complete withdrawal as a.n 
alternative. How stable a.re these majorities? 
In what direction might they move under 
various plausible conditions? Any prognoses 
must rest to an uncomfortable extent on 
surmise and are subject to reversal by un
foreseen events. It is possible, however, to 
probe somewhat more deeply into the struc
ture of opinion on the Vietnam wa.r in ways 
that provide further insights. 

Among other things, one must consider the 
plasticity of opinion. It is widely recognized 
among workers on public opinion that some 
measured opinions a.re much softer, or less 
crystallized, than others. Soft opinions are 
likely to change dr~matically in response to 
events, even minor ones, and to the pleas of 
esteemed leaders. 

The evolution of opinion on Vietnam pro
vides instances of the difference between soft 
a.nd ha.rd opinion. In March, 1968, for ex
ample, the Gallup poll noted that "the North 
Vietnamese have said that if we agree to 
stop the bombing of North Vietnam, they 
will agree to peace negotiations" and asked: 
"Should we stop the bombing or not?" The 
result was 40 percent for stopping and 51 
percent against. Shortly afterward President 
Johnson announced his decision to stop the 
bombing, and in April the Gallup poll asked 
respondents if they approved; 64 percent 
did and 26 percent did not. It is safe to 
assume that the shift of some 25 percent 
in one month was largely due to the Pres
ident's speech. 

On the other hand, one can ccmsider 
President Johnson's repeated attempts to 
keep the public believing that the commit
ment of troops to Vietnam had been neces
sary. The people accepted this judgment for 
a whlle, but events gradually convinced 
them that the Vietnam war was a mistake. 
It is likely that the President's later pleas 
to the contrary damaged his credib111ty more 
than it swayed what ha.d become hard opin
ion. 

In general, it is likely that crystallized 
opinion differs from soft opinion in being 
anchored more deeply in individual experi
ence, information and motivation. Although 
there wa.s a. time when most Americans lacked 
enough information a.bout Vietnam to form 
solid judgments on the nation's involvement 
there, experience has mounted steeply in 
terms of deaths, taxes and soldiers not home 
for Christmas. The end state, a satisfactory 

disengagement from Vietnam, has come 
rather clearly into the public's mind. As for 
the means of reaching that end, opinion is 
much more tentative. Moreover, there is no 
reason to believe it Will ever become s.ha.rply 
crystallized. To a large degree the public 
entrusts officials to make the detailed policy 
decisions, although it may ultimately pun
ish them a.t the polls if the selection of means 
turns out to have been unfortunate. 

None of this is to say that all opinions 
favoring withdrawal or escalation are casual. 
Many of them a.re ha.rd, and if the President 
succeeded in disengagement, there would 
surely be bitter recriminations from those 
whose preferences were slighted. Nor are 
even the deep regrets about the nation's 
involvement in the Vietnam war immutable. 
One can imagine circumstances, for instance 
a southward sweep by Communist China or 
the collapse of the Vietoong, when such re
grets would be swept a.way as irrelevant. The 
important point is that if the basic elements 
of the situation remain as they are, it is 
likely that a successful disengagement by 
the President would probably win the strong 
approval of a. vast majority, regardless of the 
means that might have seemed more sensible 
along the wa.y. 

This interpretation is supported by other 
observations about polls. People following 
polls have noted how the support of the 
President seems to rise after any new initia
tive, whether it is in the direction of escala
tion or a reduction of commitment. It is in 
this light that we interpret the rise in sup
port for President Johnson after his decision 
to bomb North Vietnam. The support lasted 
until it became clear that the projected re
sults had been illusory. Similarly, the reac
tion to President Nixon's speech of la.st No
vember may chiefly reflect satisfaction that 
some kind of effort was being made to move 
the situation off dead center. The entry into 
Cambodia. seemed to be received at first with 
a. parallel surge of public support, in spite of 
sharp attacks on the policy by leading spokes
men. 

What if there is no successful disengage
ment within a reasonable period of time? If 
our analysis is correct, we would expect 
strong public disapproval to set in. It would 
not be surprising if such a reaction- gathered 
speed more swiftly than the comparable 
moods during the Korean war a.nd the latter 
days of the Johnson Administration. In this 
sense the provisional timetable laid out in 
the speech of November 3 is a short fuse on 
the powder keg, much like the Johnson Ad
ministration's statements a.bout having the 
troops home for Christmas of 1965. There is 
some evidence, 'for example, of considerable 
support for a faster withdrawal of troops 
than present policy envisions. Moreover, al
though support for immediate withdrawal 
has not been large in the pa.st, by early this 
year there were signs that it might be grow
ing significantly. A definite timetable of a 
year or so for withdrawal might well be a 
political platform that could attract wide
spread support. 

It ls instructive, in examining the struc
ture of public opinion on Vietnam, to look 
closely a.t the segments of the population 
where support for or resistance to the wa.r ls 
particularly strong. In 1968 the Survey Re
search Center asked: "How much attention 
have you been paying to what is going on in 
Vietnam? A great deal, some, or not much?" 
When views on the Vietnam war are divided 
in this way, one finds that the most attentive 
persons seem to show the firmest support for 
the war. This relation is most notable in the 
responses to an additional question on 
whether or not the original intervention in 
Vietnam was right. We are aware that self
ga.uged interest is not necessarily a reliable 
indicator of how well informed the respon
dent may be. Nonetheless, the results seem 
surprising in the light of the association 
between the concern and the negative feel
ing a.bout the Veitnam war that has been 
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evident on the campuses of leading uni
versities. 

Although attitudes toward the Vietnam 
war have consistently shown less-distinct 
differences among various standard groups 
of the population than is true of many other 
political attitudes, two exceptions stand out. 
They are race and sex. Blacks and women 
have shown more disenchantment with the 
involvement in Vietnam than white males 
over the entire period when relevant sam
plings have been made. The patterns are not 
surprising. The war in Vietnam has been 
a notable focus of alienation in the devel
opment of black consciousness during the 
1960's. Women have traditionally been un
enthusiastic about war involvement, and 
the largest sex differences in responses 
emerge when policies involving strong mili
tary initiatives are at stake. Moreover, 
blacks and women, for different but obvious 
reasons, typically show less interest in politi
cal affairs than white males do. Therefore 
some of the association between interest and 
relatively hard attitudes on Vietnam prob
ably arises from these background differ
ences. 

Another pattern, not quite as distinct, is a 
positive association between education and 
support for the nation's involvement in Viet
nam. Respondents classed as "college-edu
cated" register disproportionately among 
those who are most "hard-line," or least neg
ative, about the Vietnam war. Here again, 
since there is typically a fairly strong rela
tion between education and interest in pub
lic affairs, one sees a pattern that contrib
utes to the association between attentive
ness to the war and support for the nation's 
involvement. 

The surprising feature of the relation be
tween education and attitudes toward Viet
nam, however, is that the pattern does not 
seem to be of a piece with the campus fer
ment against the war. Moreover, to com
pound the confusion, national surveys did 
not yield until recently any distinct rela
tion between age and attitude toward Viet
nam. The "generation gap" that one would 
have expected, wherein the young oppose 
the war and the old support it, simply failed 
to appear, and even now it is not very large. 
Indeed, putting these two findings together, 
it can be shown With Survey Research Cen
ter data as of 1968 that (among whites) col
lege-educated people in their twenties were 
more likely than older people o,! grade school 
education both to justify the war and to 
favor an intensification of it. The differences 
are substantial, running to 20 percent or 
more. 

We have subjected the relation between 
college training and support for the war 
to closer scrutiny, and the results are highly 
interesting. An obvious explanation of the 
seeming paradox is that most of the people 
who comprise the category of "college-edu
cated" persons in poll results have been out 
of college for many years. Moreover, the "col
lege-educated" group is a good deal more 
heterogeneous than one tends to think. It 
includes, for example, many people who at
tended a junior college or failed to complete 
the requirements for a degree at a four-year 
college. 

It is plain that before the entry into 
Cambodia. last month most of the vehement 
antiwar sentiment had appeared at a fairly 
small number of campuses usually classed 
as leading universities. Although the.se in
stitutions are large and each of them awards 
many degrees, they are vastly outnumbered 
by the hundreds of smaller colleges in the na
tion. A.s a result, fewer than 25 percent of 
the college-educated members of the popu
lation have ever had contact With a university 
where the antiwar sentiment has been strong 
for some time, and for many of those who 
have had such an affiliation the connection 
ended long ago. 

With these considerations in mind, we 
have grouped college-educated respondents 
in Survey Research Center samples accord
ing to a general quality rating of the uni
versities they attended. The rating is based 
on data concerning faculty salaries and on 
other information reflecting the academic 
quality of student bodies. We have also set 
a.part as a separate group the college grad
uates who did postgraduate work. 

Within this framework we have examined 
the responses to a number of questions, such 
as the one a.bout whether the respondent 
favors a. stronger stand, preservation of the 
status quo or Withdrawal from Vietnam. The 
reader Will recall that responses to this 
question by the total population inched in 
a dovish direction between 1964 and 1966 and 
moved more rapidly in that direction be
tween 1966 and 1968. In ea.ch of those years 
the college-educated group, ta.ken as a whole, 
was slightly more hawkish than the non
college population. Yet even by 1964 people 
With graduate training were more dovish 
than the noncollege group had become by 
1968. 

More detailed analyses show that women 
from the "quality" institutions were already 
quite negative about the war in 1964, al
though the males from those institutions 
were at the time thoroughly hawkish. By 
1966, however, males with a background in 
the prominent universities ( but Without 
graduate training) had become more re
sistant than the noncollege population to a 
hard line in Vietnam. 

Throughout the entire period from 1964 to 
1968 alumni of the smaller colleges, although 
they came to see the war as a. mistake, clung 
to a. harder line than even the noncollege 
population. It is this constituency from 
smaller colleges more than any other that has 
served as the backbone of popular support for 
the war. Since this group is numerically the 
largest in the college-educated population, 
its views explain why national survey data 
show people of college background giving 
relatively strong support to the war. The 
spread of strong antiwar protest to smaller 
campuses in recent months, particularly in 
reaction to the Cambodian campaign, may be 
a forerunner of broader disillusionment With 
the war even Within the more supportive seg
ments of the public. 

In any event these findings suggest rather 
clearly that feeling against the war has con
sisted up to now of two currents that are 
Widely separated from each other. One cur
rent is made up of a tiny fraction of the 
population, but one that is highly educated, 
articulate and visible. The other group tends 
to be less educated than the national average 
and is much less politically visible, although 
it ls far larger than the set of vocal critics
perhaps by a factor of 10 or more. 

It is likely that the grounds for antiwar 
sentiment are quite disparate between the 
two currents. There ls of course plain evi
dence of moral outrage in the more highly 
educated and articulate group. The polls have 
made little effort to illuminate the bases of 
negativism in the broader public, but signs 
of any moral overtones to this larger discon
tent are few. General reaction to the reports 
of the massacre at Mylai, as recorded in a 
Harris poll in January, can perhaps best be 
described as bland. Most disenchantment 
With the war seems pragmatic and can be 
summed up in the attitude that "we have not 
won and have little prospect of doing so." 

This simple war-weariness has colored poll 
results for some time. One of the most nega
tive responses to any policy proposal for the 
Vietnam war appeared when the Gallup poll 
asked in 1967 about a "suggestion" that "in
come taxes be raised to help pay for the war 
in Vietnam": 70 percent of the respondents 
were opposed. Almost any proposal to share 
or somehow unload the burden of the war 
Wins strong approval. We have mentioned 

the positive response to the idea of submit
ting the issue to the U.N. In view of the Pres
ident's policy of "Vietnamization" it ls inter
esting to note that as early as "1966 the Gal
lup poll showed 62 percent favoring the 
transfer of "more responsibility for the fight
ing of the war" to South Vietnam, With 22 
percent opposed and the remainder uncer
tain. A year later the edge had risen to 77 to 
11. 

The failure of most commentators to rec
ognize the profound differences between the 
two currents of opposition to the war may 
have led to much of the perplexity over the 
behavior of public opinion. People who op
pose the war for moral reasons are little 
affected by new events that suggest victory 
or defeat, whereas those who oppose the war 
for pragmatic reasons are greatly influenced 
by just such events. 

There is much reason to believe the two 
groups have little communication with each 
other. The smaller group is in the vanguard 
of protest against the war, and many of 
its members a.re among the militant protest
ers. The larger group, although it also re
grets the war, shares at the same time the 
antipathy that most Americans have to any 
political dissent that goes beyond the con
fines of conventional debate. It is therefore 
not surprising that when the Survey Research 
Center asked respondents in 1968 to evalu
ate a wide range of political leaders and 
groups on a "feeling" scale, ranging from 
extremely negative to highly positive, reac
tions toward "Vietnam war protesters" were 
by a substantial amount the most negative 
set. Nearly 75 percent of the respondents 
rated protesters in the negative ha.If of the 
scale and more than 33 percent placed them 
at the extreme negative point, which was 
not otherwise much employed. Indeed, 63 per
cent of those believing the war was a mistake 
viewed protesters negatively, and even of 
the group favoring complete Withdrawal 
from Vietnam, 53 percent put the protesters 
on the negative side of the scale. Plainly op
position to the war and opposition to active 
protest against it go together for a significant 
part of the population. 

These findings help to fill in a profile of 
public opinion on the war in Vietnam. They 
also lend credence to the proposition that 
the net effect of vigorous protest in the 
streets has been to shift mass opinion toward 
renewed support of the President. On the 
other hand, the role of highly visible dissent 
in keeping a wider range of options in the 
public eye and in encouraging dovish spokes
men in Congress or skeptical commentators 
in the mass media could be quite real. 

APPEARANCE OF A CAMPAIGN 
AGAINST THE SOUTH 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, judg
ing from some of the national news media 
and activities and pronouncements of 
people in positions of influence and lead
ership, it would sometimes appear that 
there is a veritable campaign against 
the South. We see it manifest itself in 
various ways, and just recently, in my 
judgment, the failure of the Senate to 
seat either of two men on the U.S. 
Supreme Court because they happen to 
be southerners. 

This is unfortunate. We are but one 
nation and one people. We all share the 
same problems and seek a common goal 
of social and economic progress for every 
citizen. Yet, the situation persists, and I 
could even go so far as to say that there 
seem to be a number of people who do 
not realize that the War Between the 
States has been over for more than 100 
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years, and that the States of the South 
are full-fledged members of the Union. 

The Augusta Herald of July 6 published 
an editorial on this problem that should 
be of great concern to all of us. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
1n the RECORD. 

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

ANTI-SOUTH 

Is it a crime to be a white Southerner? 
You might think so 1! you follow the na

tional news media closely. As has been the 
case before, we appear to be in the middle 
of a Hate-the-South campaign of massive 
proportions. The manifestation of the effort 
says much about the divisions in the coun
try and about those who are promoting the 
fragmentation. 

Throughout much of the post-Civil War 
period of American history, the South has 
found its interests subordinated to those 
of the rest of the Nation. The region was 
used as a virtual economic colony by North
ern industry financial interests. Only in 
recent years has the system of deliberate 
discriminatory !relight rates been abolished, 
so that now Southern-made goods can com
pete in national markets. 

While this process was going on the more 
insidious soCllal and political smear of the 
South was always present. Southern insti
tutions were reviled as decadent and vio
lence oriented. Southern political leaders 
were ridiculed and subjected to unfair 
harassment. 

This campaign has reached its zenith in 
novels and plays which have become a vir
tual flood in the last few years. People from 
outside the South are often surprised that 
few Southerners have read the literary works 
of Faulkner and other Southern-born writ
ers. The answer ls quite simple. A literal 
acceptance of some of their descriptions as 
being typical provides a distorted and largely 
untrue picture of the South and most South
erners. Why should Southern people bother 
with books which they know are filled with 
falsehoods and exaggerations? 

To many members of the national news 
media in our time, white Southerns and 
racism are synonymous. With some of them, 
it seems nothing about the South can be 
said without connecting it to the race issue. 
All other things are subordinated. The con
stant spewing of this venom across the air
waves has not been without its effect. 

In the political arena, we have seen South
erners of the highest quality rejected for 
national positions solely because of their 
birth. The defeat of Clement F. Haynsworth 
in the UnLted States Senate for a. seat on 
the Supreme Court is, in our opinion, a 
case in point. 

Liberals attribute Southern charges of 
bias to an inherent persecution complex. 
After listening to television news broadcasts 
and reading national magazines, anyone with 
a grain of sensitivity should be able to un
derstand why Southerns feel persecuted. 
They feel persecuted because they are in fact 
being persecuted. 

The South and racism are not synony
mous. Southerners are, in our Judgment, 
rapidly burying racial hatred. 

Can the same be said for some of those 
who are the most shr111 in their critic4sm 
of the South? 

AMERICAN INDIAN 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, Kansas has 

long been associated with the American 
Indian. At one time thousands of Indians 
roamed the vast grasslands of Kansas to 
acquire their necessary food supply. To
day, there are still 1,000 Indians living 
on four reservations in Kansas. 

At present, of the three schools for 
Indians offering post-high school educa
tion, one is Haskell Indian Junior College 
at Lawrence, Kans. Haskell has a long 
history of excellent preparation for In
dians desiring to meet the challenges of a 
technological society, and it has recently 
begun plans for an extensive expansion 
program which will help it achieve 
academic accreditation. But many things 
are still lacking, including funds for the 
construction of necessary facilities. 

Mr. President, President Nixon's mes
sage on Indian affairs is a timely and im
portant recognition of the needs of the 
Indians in Kansas and throughout the 
Nation. It is a part of the Nixon adminis
tration's efforts over the past 18 months 
to improve the quality of life for all 
Americans. 

President Nixon's policy rejects the 
two extremes of constant paternalism or 
forced termination and encourages 
greater control of Indian affairs by In
dians. It also contains important pro
posals that will assist the long-term de
velopment of Indian economic projects. 

I commend the President and Secre
tary Hickel for this initiative and urge 
serious and immediate consideration by 
Congress. 

HIDDEN COSTS OF THE VIETNAM 
WAR 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
current issue of Time magazine contains 
an interesting article entitled "The Hid
den Costs of the Vietnam War." I ask 
unanimous consent that the article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE HIDDEN COSTS OF THE VIETNAM WAR 

"An end to the war would be good, not 
bad, for American business. War is, as we 
would say tn business, a low-yield opera
tion." (Louis B. Lundborg, Chairman, Bank 
of America.) 

The myth that capitalism thrives on war 
has never been more fa.Uacious. While the 
Nixon Administration battles war-induced 
inflation, corporate profits are tumbling and 
unemployment runs high. Urgent civ111an 
needs are being shunted aside to satisfy the 
demands of military budgets. Businessmen 
are Virtually unanimous in their conviction 
that peace would be bullish, and they were 
generally cheered by last week's withdrawal 
from CambodLa. But they have begun to 
realize two disquieting facts. First, the real 
costs of war in Viet Nam and of the nation's 
total defense effort are far greater than any
thing reflected in the military budget. And 
though mllltary spending is declining, the 
U.S. will have to bear a heavy financial bur
den from the Viet Nam War long after the 
shooting stops. 

The military budget for fl.seal 1971, which 
began last week, stands at $71.8 billion, but 
that is only the beginning. Nondefense seg
ments of the federal budget are laced with 
costs that are basically military. By con
servative estimates, these allocations in the 
new budget come to $20 bllllon, raising the 
annual cost of defense to $91.8 b1llion. Arthur 
Burns, chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Boa.rd, makes a much higher calculation; he 
figures that the tangential military costs 
lift defense spending to more than $106 
billion. 

DEBTS FROM DEFICITS 

The Atomic Energy Commission, the Selec
tive Service Commission and other agencies 
spend an estimated $1.6 billion a year for 

defense-related projects. At least one-half 
of the $3.4 billion allocated for space pro
grams can be considered defense-connected. 
The Agency for International Development 
spends roughly $960 million of its $1.9 billion 
budget to help the U.S. meet its military 
commitments a.round the world, including 
$474 million in AID funds for Viet Nam. 

Much of the Coast Guard's budget of $625 
milllon and the U.S. Information Agency's 
$189 million are really defense spending. 
About $50 milllon in aid to impacted school 
areas is a consequence of the crowding caused 
.bY military familles. Federal highway over
passes have been built to expensive heights to 
accommodate tank carriers, and roads have 
been extended to pass close to mill tary bases. 
Advocates of subsidies for shipping, airlines 
and oil often win their case by arguing that 
federal handouts are needed for reasons of 
defense. 

A major item ls the public debt, which has 
risen from $323 billion to $373 billion since 
1965, largely because of the deficits caused 
by the Viet Nam Wa.r. Interest payments on 
this debt for fl.seal 1971 are expected to reach 
$19 billion, of which $11 billion can be traced 
to the costs of Viet Nam and pa.st wars. The 
interest paid on the debt from World War II 
has amounted to about $200 billion so far. 

THE ECONOMIC DRAIN 

Veterans Administration payments consti
tute another long-lived but little-noted ex
pense of every war since the Civll War. This 
year they will add up to about $8.9 billion in 
disab111ty pensions, education a,id and medi
cal care. Since 1965, costs of VA medical care 
have climbed by $500 million; almost all of 
the rise is attributable to the Viet Nam War. 
And forthcoming costs to the nation amount 
to a large mortgage on the future. Economist 
James Clayton of the University of Utah esti
mates that the total cost of pensions for Viet 
Nam veterans alone will eventually reach 
$220 billlon. 

Economist Robert Elsner of Northwestern 
University calculates that the Viet Nam con
flict has already cost the nation $219 billion. 
Direct war expenditures accounted for $113 
blllion. In terms of production lost because 
young men went into service or stayed in 
school to avoid the draft, the clvlllan econ
omy lost another $82.5 billion, by Eisner's es
timate. The human cost of the dead and 
wounded is incalculable; the economic drain, 
in terms of demand and production that wm 
never be realized, is calculated by Eisner at 
$23.1 billion. 

Since 1965, Eisner figures that real cor
porate profits, adjusted for the war-fueled 
inflation, declined by 17%. He calculates that 
soaring prices also have caused the real aver
age income of the U.S. production worker to 
dip by about 2 % in the past five years. "This 
loss in income," says Eisner, "must be a major 
factor in working-class malaise and tension." 

TECHNOLOGICAL DRIP-OUT 

The debUitating effects of the nation's 
longest war will probably forestall many of 
the anticlpa·ted advantages of a peacetime 
economy. For example, concern is growing 
about the economic distortion created by the 
relationship between the Pentagon and de
fense companies. 

Some of the nation's most inventive com
panies, and many of its best managers, sci
entists and skilled workers, have devoted 
their energies to military production. As
sistant Treasury Secretary Murray Weiden
ba.um. wonders whether they can ever con
tribute much to a civilian economy. In a 
paper written just before he Joined the Ad
ministration, Weidenbaum observed: "The 
Defense Department has slowly taken over 
many of the decision-making functions 
which are normally the prerogative of busi
ness management: the choice of products to 
produce, the source of capital funds , the 
internal operations of the fl.rm ." As a con
sequence, these firms have drifted far from 
the marketing realities of a civilian economy. 
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Most of the federally sponsored research 

in the last deeade has focused on space and 
defense and has had limited practical use. 
"The supposed technological fallout from 
the NASA program has been more of a drip
out," says Physicist Ralph Lapp. He charac
terizes the saturn F-1 moon rocket as a 
typical example of "techno-giantism," which 
involves enormous effort and expense to per
form an exquisitely specialized task, but so 
far has almost no application for a civilian 
market. 

Abraham Morganstern, research director 
of the Electrical Workers Union, believes 
American workers have become overly de
pendent on war work. He predicts that the 
transition t-0 a peacetime economy, which 
President Nixon has talked much about 
lately, wlll be more difficult than is generally 
realized. For one thing, says Morganstern, 
the backlogged demand for consumer goods is 
far less than it was Just after World War II 
and the Korean War. Certainly there will be 
other demand.s--for pollution control, school 
construction, mass transit, urban develop
ment. Work on some of these problems has 
been delayed by the war, but the needs will 
be met only if peace brings a reordering of 
priorities and a redirection of the nation's 
resources. 

DR. THOMAS B. SYMONS, AGRICUL
TURIST AND EDUCATOR 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, it is 
with deep sadness that I noted the re
cent death of a distinguished Maryland
er, Dr. Thomas B. Symons, agriculturist, 
educator, and bank executive. 

Dr. Symons was connected with the 
University of Maryland for 72 years in 
various capacities and played a major 
role in it.s rise from an agricultural col
lege to the institution of higher learning 
it is today. Among the tasks he per
formed so ably were State entomologist, 
head of the Maryland entomology de
partment, dean of the School of Agricul
ture, director of the school's extension 
service, president pro tempore of the 
University and member of the board of 
regents. 

As chairman of the State soil conser
vation committee, he championed the 
program of draining Maryland's flat 
coastal plains and conserving her top
soil. 

Following his retirement from the uni
versity, Dr. Symons joined the Suburban 
Trust Company as director of public re
lations. He remained an honorary direc
tor of the bank after his retirement. 

Maryland and the Nation mourn the 
loss of this distinguished citizen. I ask 
unanimous consent that his obituary, 
published in the Washington Post of 
July 5 and the New York Times of July 
6, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DR. THOMAS B. SYMONS IS DEAD; AGRICULTUR• 

IST AND EDUCATOR, 89 
WASHINGTON, July 4.-Dr. Thomas B. Sy

mons, agriculturist and educator, died Satur
day at Prince George's General Hospital in 
Cheverly, Md. He was 89 years old and lived 
at College Park, Md. 

Dr. Symons had been associated with the 
University of Maryland for 72 years--as stu
dent, teacher and administrator-and had 
retired last month after 16 years as a member 
of the State Board of Agriculture and the 
Board of Regents of the university. 

He was often called "Mr. Agriculture in 

Maryland" and was affectionately known as 
"Dr. Sy." 

He worked his way through the four-year 
course at the Maryland Agricultural College 
in three years and graduated in 1902. After 
a year of work at Cornell University, he re
turned to Maryland and was appointed as
sistant entomologist. 

By 1905 he had earned his master's degree 
and was appointed state entomologist and 
head of the entomology department--a posi
tion he held until 1914. In the meantime he 
became dean of the School of Horticulture 
at what was then Maryland State College, 
and in 1914 he became director of the newly 
organized Maryland Extension Service, where 
he remained as its head for 36 years. 

The University of Maryland awarded him 
the honorary degree of Doctor of Science in 
1918. 

In 1937 Dr. Symons was named dean of ag
riculture while continuing as director of ex
tension. Following his retirement in 1950, he 
was called back by the university in 1954 to 
serve as president pro tem. 

Upon his retirement from the university in 
1950, Dr. Symons Joined the Suburban Trust 
Company as director of public relations. He 
retired from the position in 1964 but con
tinued as an honorary director of the com
pany. 

He is survived by three daughters, Mrs. 
Helen R. Jenkins, Mrs. Isabel La Roche God
win, and Mrs. Josephine S. Troth; seven 
grandchildren and six great-grandchildren. 

THOMAS B. SYMONS, BANK ExECUTIVE, 89 
Dr. Thomas B. Symons, 89, Maryland agri

culturist, educator and retired bank execu
tive, died yesterday at Prince George's 
General Hospital. He resided at 410 Columbia 
Ave., College Park, Md. 

Dr. Symons was associated with the Uni
versity of Maryland for 72 years as student, 
teacher and administrator. He retired last 
month after 16 years as a member of the 
State Board of Agriculture and the Board of 
Regents of the University of Maryland. 

Born on a 240-acre Talbot County farm, 
Dr. Symons worked his way through the four
year course at the Maryland Agricultural 
College--which became Maryland State Col
lege and then the university-in three years, 
gra.duating in 1902. 

After a year of gradaute work at Cornell 
University, he returned to Maryland in 1903 
and was appointed assistant state entomolo
gist. 

By 1905, Dr. Symons had earned his 
master's degree and was appointed state en
tomologist and head of the Maryland ento
mology department-a position he held until 
19H. 

Meanwhile, he was named dean of the 
school of horticulture at what was then 
Maryland State College at College Park, and 
in 1914 he became director of the newly orga
nized Maryland Extension Service, a post he 
held for 36 years. 

The University of Maryland awarded him 
an honorary degree of doctor of science in 
1918. 

In 1937, Dr. Symons was named dean of 
agriculture while continuing as director of 
the extension division. 

He retired from the university in 1950, 
but was called back in 1954 to serve as presi
dent pro tem until September of that year 
when he was appointed to the board of re
gents of the university and the State Board 
of Agriculture. 

Dr. Symons, interested in many phases of 
rural life in Maryland, helped organize the 
Maryland Horticultural Society and served 
as its secretary from 1903 to 1918. 

For six years, he served as secretary to 
the Maryland Agricultural Society. 

As chairman of the State Soil Conserva
tion Committee, he championed the program 
of saving Maryland's rolllng acres and drain-

ing the fiat coastal plains for better produc
tion. 

He was a promoter and supporter of the 
Grange and served as a member of the st.ate 
executive committee for many years. Among 
his numerous awards was the Distinguished 
Service Award from the American Farm Bu
reau Federation. 

Following his retirement from the univer
sity, Dr. Symons joined Suburban Trust 
Company as director of public relations 1964. 
After his retirement he continued as an 
honorary director of the Maryland bank. 

He is survived by three daughters, Helen 
S. Jenkins, of College Park, Isabel LaRoche 
Godwin, of Great Neck, N.Y., and Josephine 
S. Troth, of Williamsburg, Va.; seven grand
children, and six great-grand children. 

NEW ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT 
FOR EFFLUENT CHARGES 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, sev
eral weeks ago I reported that the Re
gional Water Quality Act-s. 3181-in
troduced last November by 11 other Sen
ators and myself, was continuing to gain 
support. The bill provides for a system 
of national effluent charges that would 
provide an economic incentive to cut 
back sharply on waste production. In 
addition it calls for the establishment of 
regional management associations that 
ultimately would be responsible for water 
quality management. 

Several provisions of the bill received 
indirect but strong endorsement last 
Sunday when Secretary of the Interior 
Walter Hickel, announced that he was 
promulgating new water pollution con
trol regulations that will apply under 
the Federal construction grants program. 
Among those were first, development of 
comprehensive river basin-wide pro
grams for pollution abatement; second, 
imposition of mandatory user charges on 
industrial contributors to municipal 
waste treatment plants based on the ac
tual costs of treating industrial wastes; 
and third, design of any new federally 
aided treatment plants must be approved 
in advance as economical, efficient, and 
effective under Federal Water Quality 
Administration requirements. 

I am very much pleased that the Nixon 
administration has decided to adopt 
these reforms, which are covered by S. 
3181. Implementation of those provisions 
is an important step toward recognition 
of the fact that the polluter-not the 
Government-should be made respon
sible for the cost of cleaning up polluted 
waters. Acceptance of the user charge 
concept is particularly important for, 
like effluent charges. user charges will 
provide a strong economic incentive to 
reduce the amount of waste generated 
by the polluter. Such charges make it 
profitable not to pollute. What is more, 
both user and effluent charges provide 
revenue needed to finance the construc
tion and operation of necessary waste 
treatment plants. That is particularly 
important in view of the severe funding 
shortage that is jeopardizing the success 
of clean-up efforts across the country. 

While the Secretary's announcement 
is very welcome, it is not enough if we 
are to make rapid progress in the first 
against water pollution. User charges are 
only part of the ultimate solution. In 
those areas where treatment plants are 
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lacking, or where they are under con
struction, effluent charges will motivate 
industry to reduce sharply the amount 
of waste it is dumping in the water pend
ing the completion of the treatment 
plants. Once the facilities are completed, 
user charges can be imposed which will 
provide a continuing incentive for waste 
reduction while also covering the cost of 
treatment. 

Thus the two types of charges are de
signed to complement each other. The 
passage of S. 3181 will subject all sources 
of pollution to a charge system, rather 
than merely those industrial sources that 
lead into municipal or joint treatment 
plants. 

Mr. President, the critical need for 
new approaches to the problem of water 
pollution control is obvious to everyone. 
Secretary Hickel's announcement last 
Sunday demonstrates that we are moving 
in the right direction. The passage of 
the Regional Water Quality Act will pro
vide the Secretary with the full comple
ment of charge alernatives that are 
needed to curb water pollution quickly. 

THE NEED TO REVITALIZE THE NEW 
ENGLAND FISHING INDUSTRY 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in re
cent years the fishing industry in New 
England and in the United States gen
erally has faced a serious and continuing 
decline. Until the late 1950's, for exam
ple, the United States ranked second 
among the nations of the world in fish 
landings. Today we rank sixth. 

In 1960, fish imports were 25 percent 
of total U.S. supply. Today they are over 
75 percent. 

In 1960, American fishermen ac
counted for 93 percent of the fish caught 
on the New England Continental Shelf. 
Today it is less than one-third. 

Mr. President, in my own State of 
Massachusetts all three major ports
Boston, New Bedford, and Gloucester
have been hit hard. A number of factors 
has contributed to the decline: 

The rapid rise in imports; 
Old fleets and equipment; 
Foreign government subsidies to their 

ships and fishing industry generally; 
High cost of construction and insur

ance; 
Depletion of haddock; 
Lack of vigorous, young personnel 

going into fishing; 
Misleading labeling which confuses 

purchasers who might wish to "buy 
American"; 

Fragmentation of the industry. 
These and many other problems and 

needs have crippled the industry and 
hurt thousands of citizens in Massachu
setts, New England, and other regions of 
the United States. 

Just recently the Boston Globe car
ried an excellent three-part series by 
Frank Donovan entitled: "Massachu
setts: Its Troubled Fleet." Mr. Donovan 
discusses the general decline of the in
dustry, the situation in each of the three 
major ports in Massachusetts, and the 
immediate needs if we are to revitalize 
our fisheries. 

Mr. Donovan sums up the situation 
well in one of his concluding paragraphs 
when he points out: 

The ports of Boston and Gloucester are 
dying, and in New Bedford, where the out
look for the future is brightest, there is too 
much dependence on one species-flounder. 
Although part of the blame for the fisher
men's plight is internal, he has long been 
sacrificed by the government for other 
industries. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RECORD this excel
lent series of articles by Mr. Frank 
Donovan of the Boston Globe. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MASSACHUSETTS: ITS TROUBLED FLEET-1: 
DEPRESSION, DESPAm MARK FISHING INDUSTRY 

(By Frank Donovan) 
Two traditional Massachusetts industries 

are shoe manufacturing and fishing. In re
cent years both have been faced with serious 
economic problems. Earlier this year, Boston 
Globe reporter Frank Donovan examined the 
shoe industry in two in-depth reports. In 
April and May, reporter Donovan took a 
similar Zook at the fishing industry in Bos
ton, Gloucester and New Bedford. Today the 
Globe publishes the first in a series of three 
reports on "Massachusetts-Its Troubled 
Fleet." 

The Massachusetts fishing industry is like 
a ship without a rudder, bobbing aimlessly on 
a stormy sea and in danger of sinking. 

As old as the landing of the Pilgrims, the 
industry is beset by nearly as many prob
lems as the number of years it has been in 
existence. 

Engaged in a battle for survival against 
foreign competition, the domestic fisherman 
finds himself undersold in his own markets 
and outfished in his own waters. 

He has already lost the frozen fish indus
try to the foreign market and each year he 
slips a little further behind in the fresh fish 
segment of the business. 

If this isn't enough, overfishing is jeopard
izing the ocean's fish resources. Huge for
eign fishing fleets with a colonial attitude to
ward fishing off the US coast are largely to 
blame. 

In 1938, the United States ranked second 
to Japan in the amount of fish caught. Now 
it is in fourth place, behind Russia, which has 
tripled her catch, Japan and Communist 
China. 

The United States imported 426 million 
pounds of groundfish last year and this rep
resented some 80 percent of all groundfish 
consumed in the country. Fish imports are 
up 21 percent for the first quarter of 1970. 
A decade ago, 155.6 milllon pounds of ground
fish were imported. 

As the world grows smaller with better 
and faster transportation, so does the domes
tic fisherman's corner of the fresh fish mar
ket. Some 75 percent of all fresh fish sold 1n 
the US is caught by domestic fisherman. Only 
a few years ago it was 85 percent. 

The Massachusetts fisherman has turned 
his weatherbeaten face toward Washington 
for help many times, but the mechanics of 
government move slowly and big promises 
slip through his net like the fish th·at got 
away. 

The administration has promised relief for 
the industry, but has cut $7.5 million from 
the Bureau of. Commercial Fisheries' 19'71 
budget. 

A commercial fishing research vessel, to be 
based in New Bedford, was launched at a 
cost of $600,000 by private enterprise, but, at 
the same time, the Bureau of Commercial 

Fisheries announced that the $2 million re
search vessel Albatross IV, based at Woods 
Hole, will be taken from service to save 
money. 

But while the fishermen have made many 
demands of Washington and their cry has 
been long and loud, they have done little to 
improve their own position. 

Few industries are as fragmented as the 
Massachusetts fishing industry. Each fisher
man is a small businessman in competition 
with his neighbor and foreign fleets. Against 
subsidizing foreign competition, the fight of 
the domestic fisherman is similar to that of 
the corner grocery store against the super
market. The outcome will be the same. 

THREE PORTS 

It is unfair to consider all fishermen as 
one or to lump the state's major commercial 
fishing ports of Gloucester, New Bedford and 
Boston into one category. 

On a good vessel, fishermen can expect to 
make between $12,000 and $20,000 a year. 
Those sitting back waiting for the govern
ment to bail them out, under $10,000 a year. 

Of the ports, New Bedford is the most 
progressive and its fishing fleet of 200 vessels 
ls larger than Boston (35) and Gloucester 
(105) combined. 

If any part of the industry ls unified, it is 
in New Bedford. Yet, New Bedford has little 
to do with Boston and Gloucester. And, the 
only link between Boston and Gloucester is 
Boston's Fish Pier. 

RUSS€ll T. Norris, director of the North 
Atlantic Region of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
has proposed a 5-step program he feels is 
necessary to stabilize the New England fish
ing fleet. 

This includes investment of private capital, 
a Federal subsidy, quality improvement of 
the product, a reduction in costs and proper 
access to the source. 

Norris, 53, a Newburyport native, accepted 
the directorship of the 13-state region from 
Maine to Virginia last September. He is con
cerned about the mounting competition of 
foreign vessels and the declining condition of 
the New England fleet. 

In the past 10 years, 119 New England ves
sels have been lost at sea. 

"We have a subsidy program that pays up 
to 50 percent of the cost for construction of 
new boats," Norris said. A 1792 law, however, 
prohibits the construction of American boots 
in foreign ports and domestic built vessels 
cost twice as much. 

In an attempt to compete with the huge 
foreign fleets, and especially their factory 
vessels, the U.S. built a similar boat, the At
lantic Seafreeze. American fishermen, how
ever, are unaccustomed to being at sea for 
long periods of time and the program has 
only been a moderate success. 

VANISHING HADDOCK 

· The American fishing fleet ruled Georges 
Bank in 1961 and brought in a catch of 112 
million pounds of groundfish. 

A year later, the US fleet of New England 
was joined by a small foreign fleet. Both the 
haddock and foreign ships were plentiful in 
1963, but things haven't been the same since. 

Nearly 950 million pounds of haddock were 
caught during 1965-66 by Russian, Canadian 
and US vessels. This was nearly double the 
average annual landings by all nations in 
previous years. As many as 300 foreign vessels 
have been counted on the banks. 

Overfishing by this huge foreign fleet com
bined with natural causes has reduced the 
haddock stocks to a very low level and 
scientists estimate it will take years for them 
to replenish. 

To preserve the species, 15 nations of the 
International Commission for the North 
Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF) met in Warsaw 
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Poland, in June 1969 and established catch 
quotas on haddock, and closed sections of 
Georges and Brown's Banks during March 
and April of this year, the time when the 
fish spawn. The regulations become effective 
Jan. 7 and a-re for a three-year period. 

The haddock disaster motivated the Fed
eral government to appropriate about $500,-
000 for research of pollock fisheries off the 
Northeast coast. 

Kevin Allen of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries' Boston office said the money was 
used for research to subsidize the fishermen 
and to educate the American consumer to the 
advantages of eating pollock. 

People began eating pollock and liking it, 
Allen said. As the market was created, the 
price of the fish rose from under 10 cents a 
pound to a high of 29 cents a pound at the 
dock. 

But no sooner was the market created 
than fresh pollock from Canada began ar
riving at 6 cents to 8 cents a pound and 
has undercut the domestic fisherman, Allen 
said. 

Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.), made 
a whirlwind, fact-finding tour of the Massa
chusetts fishing ports in February to obtain 
information on industry problems at first 
hand. 

The senator spent the day listening and 
learning and what he heard were stories of 
depression and despair. How imported fish, 
large foreign fleets, high insurance rates, old 
domestic vessels and government apathy had 
the Massachusetts fishing industry on the 
rocks. 

Kennedy explained his bill, Senate 2825, 
which he filed for the second straight year 
in an effort to help the domestic :fishing in
dustry. The bill, lle said, would expand the 
fishing vessel subsidy program from $10 to 
$20 million. 

The fishing industry represents more than 
$100 million a year to Massachusetts. The 
state ranked fifth in the nation last year in 
volume of catch with 280 million pounds of 
fish valued at $4.19 million. The record catch 
for · the state set in 1948 is 649 million 
pounds. 

Boston is more than just an industry, it 
is the home of the Cod. 

John J. O'Brien, regional coordinator of 
the BCF's office of market news, said there 
has been a constant decline in Boston's fish
ing industry since 1950, two years after the 
record catch. 

The industry represents $30 million a year 
to Boston and last year 45 million pounds 
of fish were landed, he said. This is, however, 
15 million pounds less fish than the previous 
year. 

Boston houses the New England Fish Ex
change, founded Oct. 9, 1908 to guarantee 
the :fisherman the money he is to receive 
from dealers for his catch. Other than the 
New Bedford fish auction, there isn't any
thing else quite like it in the world. 
• It was on Apr. 23, 1934 that the exchange 
handled its largest volume-4.1 million 
pounds of fish were landed and sold in 45 
minutes. Since 1941, when 3.09 million 
pounds of fish valued at $11.6 million were 
sold the volume of fish has been decreasing 
while the cash value has been increasing. 

BOSTON'S FLEET 
The Booton fishing fleet is comprised of 

eight large trawlers in the 130-foot class and 
another 25 smaller boats in what is known 
as the Italian fleet. About 400 men sail the 
vessels. 

The biggest boat owner is Thomas Fulham 
of the Boston Fish Market Assn. who oper
ates four large modern trawlers and has a 
fifth under construction. 

The most modern vessel in Fulham's fleet 
is the Old Colony, a 131-foot steel stern ramp 
trawler that was put inte operation last year 
at a cost of nearly $1 million. A sister ship, 
the Tremont, is under construction in Stur
geon Bay, Wis. 

Fulham formed the Boston Fishing Boat 
Co. nine years ago to help renovate the Bos
ton fleet, which at that time had not had a 
new boat in 14 years. The first boat was the_ 
Massachusetts. All of the vessels have been 
built under a FederaJ. subsidy program. 

Now that he has developed a successful 
method of building and managing boats, 
Fulham is "fearful for the fish source." 

Unless it comes under conservation, we 
will be in trouble. Haddock has been fished 
down to an absolute minimum, he said. 

Prior to the huge foreign fleets things 
were all right, but now they put so much 
concentrated fishing power on areas that 
there must be protection of the species, Ful
ham said. 

Fulham envisions international controls 
under which the coastal country would be 
responsible for :fishing over the continental 
shelf. 

"The attitude of the national government 
rp.ust change. Nowhere does it declare that 
the fishing business 1s of any value, nor does 
it consider the fish off our ooast as part of 
our national wealth," Fulham said. 

There have been many changes in the :fish
ing industry in recent years, he continued. 
Fish has become popular as a food and more 
people are eating it now than ever before. 
"It is no longer a poor man's food. 

"The :fishing banks, however, don't get 
any bigger while the population is growing. 
Nations have been slow to realize that the 
ocean source could diminish." 

Fishermen aboard the Old Colony have 
made more money in the first quarter of 
1970 than they have in history. Each man 
has already earned nearly $10,000. 

The industry is unique in many ways, Ful
ham said. Where else, he said would you take 
a million dollar investment, turn it over to a 
man with about a seventh grade education 
and let him take your investment to sea and 
make all the decisions. 

"Our captains are well paid and they de
serve to be. They make more decisions than 
any corporation executive on a similar pay 
scale," he added. 

At the far end of the Fish Pier, in the same 
brick building that houses the Fish Ex
change, Hugh F. O'Rourke, executive secre
tary of the Boston Fisheries Assn., Inc., main
tains his office. 

In the nine years he has been watching the 
boats land their catch, he has seen Boston's 
fish industry decline by 50 percent. 

O'Rourke likes to compare the fishermen 
to the farmer who was trying to scratch out a 
living in the Dust Bowl of the Midwest. 

"It wasn't until the Federal government 
stepped in and showed the farmer how to 
operate his business that he became a suc
cess. 

"The same thing applies here. The govern
ment must teach the fisherman the econom
ics of his business and provide the funds to 
help him regain his feet," O'Rourke said. 

"If the United States ls to return to a 
position of prominence in world :fisheries we 
must have government sponsorship for boat 
building, continuing research and tech
nological projects and marketing develop
ment programs that would increase and 
maintain consumer interest." 

Although the promotion of pollock on the 
domestic market has helped, O'Rourke said 
the :fishermen failed to catch the amount of 
pollock that was needed to fill the demand 
created. 

The pollack were more plentiful off the 
coast of Canada and they migrated from our 
grounds to Georges and Brown's Banks which 
were closed, he continued. 

"We suffered a loss of 50-60 percent of 
our haddock supply and pollock only made 
up 15 percent of it," O'Rourke said. 

O'Rourke said there are some 16 fish proc
essing firms located on the pier that employ 
about 250 workers. "There~ were 21 firms on 
the pier in 1967, but you have to remember 

that 32 million pounds less fish has been 
landed in Boston in the past two years with 
the reduction in income of about $3 million 
in 1969," he said. 

A large part of the industry's problem is 
internal, O'Rourke said, because of a lack 
of cooperation. "Every man who owns a boat 
is on his own and in competition. He won't 
be part of a cooperative venture, he said. 

"We have to be the biggest fish market in 
the world-70 percent of all the fish we eat 
is imported. However, there is no private in
vestment in the industry. 

"There is no replacement for money. If 
we had more boats we could catch more 
fish. Once we supply the fish we can meet 
the foreign market. If we are subsidized as 
well as other countries, we can do as well 
as other countries," O'Rourke said. 

"The government must get into the fish
ing business. How long do you think Rte. 
128 would last if the government wasn't buy
ing its products? Why should we be any 
different?" 

MASSACHUSETTS: ITS TROUBLED FLEET-I!: 
GLOUCESTER'S PARADOX-BUSINESS IS Goon, 
BUT FISHING ISN'T 

( By Frank Donovan) 
The Massachusetts fisherman finds him· 

self undersold in his own markets and out
fished in his own waters in his struggle 
against foreign competition. Meanwhile, the 
government fails to offer substantial aid to 
the domestic fisherman and is apparently 
willing to sacrifice him for other interests. 

In part one of this series the overall prob
lems of the Massachusetts fishing industry, 
and, especially Boston, were examined_. 

GLOUCESTER.-Capt. Salvatore Militello 
tends bar and manages the St. Peter's Club, 
biding his time until he can get another 
boat. 

Militello was captain and one-half owner 
of the 91-foot dragger John F. Kennedy out 
of Glouooster that burned and sank Dec. 6, 
1969, 10 miles off Cape Cod. 

When the vessel sank it took with it a 
little piece of Militello. "There will never 
be another boat like her," he said. 

The JFK was only 8 Y:z years old and one 
of the newer boats in the Gloucester fleet. 
The sinking just about wiped out Militello 
and Joseph Ciolino, his partner. 

"We were doing good when the boat was 
operating,'' Militello said. "We were making 
$10.000 to $12,000 a share as fishermen. 

"I didn't see my five kids much while I 
was fishing. They are grown up before they 
know you. My kids fishermen? Never hap
pen ... it's a lousy life. 

"I started as a little kid to be a fisherman. 
What the hell do I know about anything 
else," Militello concluded. 

Fishing in Gloucester is a family business. 
Change comes slowly and is reluctantly ac
cepted. The rivalry is as strong among neigh
bors as it is with foreign competition. 

PROCESSING IS THE BUSINESS 
Gloucester is full of paradoxes. While it is 

the home of the second largest fishing fleet 
in Massachusetts, one-third of all the frozen 
ground:fish imported to this country is proc
essed here. 

In 1950 there were 196 vessels-nearly twice 
as many as there are now-and 1643 crew
men. Yet today there are more people em
ployed in the fishing industry in Gloucester 
than at any previous time. 

Fish processing plants have taken up the 
slack and provided a major boost to the 
city's economy. Gloucester has 14 of these 
plants and they employ some 1500 workers. 

John Silva, business agent for Local 15, 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher 
Workmen of America, AFL-CIO, explained 
that the fish ls imported to the country and 
comes to Gloucester in frozen blocks, weigh
ing up to 50 pounds: 

The blocks, he said, are cut while frozen 



23786 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 10, 1970 

into portions, breaded, cooked, packaged and 
quick frozen again. The entire process takes 
less than 15 minutes, he said. 

"The domestic fishing fleet can't even be
gin to supply the amount of fish needed to 
keep these plants in operation," Silva said. 

He said the present tarifr of 15 percent on 
imparted cooked and breaded products has 
been the salvation of his industry. "If it 
dropped, then it would be cheaper to process 
the fish outside the country and import it," 
he added. 

Silva believes the domestic fisherman 
should have protection against the importa
tion of fresh fish. "I think the government 
should help these fishermen build new 
boats." 

The frozen food process employed in these 
plants was developed in Gloucester by 
Chester Birdseye in the 1930s. The process 
was heralded as the salvation of the fishing 
fleet, but subsidized foreign competition un
dercut and eliminated domestic fish from the 
frozen market. 

Like everyone else in Gloucester, Salva
tore J. Favazza, executive secretary of the 
Gloucester Fisheries Commission, wants to 
help the local fisherman, but not at the 
expense of the city's frozen imported fl.sh 
processing plan ts. 

"If we could stop all imports our fleets 
could not supply what the country needs. 
Ninety percent of all frozen groundfish prod· 
ucts are imported. If 25 years ago steps were 
taken things may have been different, but 
they weren't. 

"The foreigners have the frozen fish 
field . . . we are losing our grasp on the 70 
to 75 percent of the fresh groundfish market 
that we now control. 

"Let's not try to do the impossible. Let's 
leave the frozen market alone and try and 
save the fresh fish market,'' Favazza said. 

Gloucester's fleet landed 68.2 million 
pounds of fish valued a,t $6.5 million last 
year, he sa.ld. There were sharp declines in 
the landings of haddock and whiting by 
Gloucester fishermen, but prices were con
siderably higher. 

With the decline of first the redfish and 
now the haddock, Gloucester fishermen have 
turned to pollack and shrimp fishing. 
Gloucester fishermen increased their shrimp 
catch from 114,000 pounds in 1968 to 3.9 
million pounds last year, Favazza said. 

To determine the potential of the shrimp 
industry, Favazza said a fisheries extension 
service is needed. "All of the leading fishing 
nations except the United States have na
tionWide, government-operated fisheries ex
tension services. Without such a service 
much valuable research and information lies 
dormant in the filing cabinets of the :fisheries 
agencies." 

As this country develops new markets for 
fl.sh, Favazza said, it must also protect them 
from imports. He said that the "Canadian 
exports to the U.S. of fresh pollack in 1969 
were three times that of 1968." 

There are some, however, who blame the 
Gloucester fishermen for not taking full ad
vantage of the pollack market and allowing 
imports from Canada. to get a foothold. 

They claim, and no one wants to be identi
fied, thait the Gloucester fishermen refused 
to believe that a market could be created for 
pollack and did not catch the fish under the 
subsidy program. When the demand was 
created and outgrew the supply, the im
porters sewed up the markets, such as up
state New York, with Canadian-caught fish. 
Now these dealers have a Canadian source, 
and are stocking with it. 

WYVES ARE PUSHXNG 
The United Fishermen's Wives Organiza

tion of Gloucester, which was founded last 
year, is devoted to protecting interests of 
the fishermen while they are at sea. 

The wives have been quick to recognize the 
strength in unity, and are trying to get their 
independent-thinkin~ husbands to organize. 

Still attired in their pollack cooking aprons, 
the Wives are trying to promote formation of 
the Fishing Dynamics Corp. to improve and 
rebuild the fishing industry. 

The corporation would be comprized of 
shareholders, who would elect a board of di
rectors which would appoint a manager to 
run the business. The manager would pur
chase food, fuel and equipment in bulk and 
the savings would be passed on to the fisher
men. 

Grace Parsons, 28, the organization found
er. said the fishermen are accepting the pro
posal, which includes a training program for 
young fishermen. 

Meanwhile, the women are continuing to 
distribute pro-fish propaganda to the Ameri
can housewife and to take their husband's 
problems to Washington. 

FEDERAL AID OR ELSE 
Michael Orlando, president of the Atlantic 

Fishermen's Union With 1000 members in 
Gloucester, Boston, and New York, claims 
the average boat in Gloucester, Boston and 
New York, is 20-years-old. 

He says Federal aid is needed to modernize 
the fleet. "The government is sacrificing us 
for other industries. All we get is lip service 
and empty promises from Washington," he 
said. 

"Canada subsidizes its fishermen to the 
hilt, while our government has kicked us in 
the teeth. The government is throwing us 
an anchor when we need a life preserver." 

The 50 percent federal boat building sub
sidy had too many strings attached to be of 
any benefit to the fisherman, Orlando con
tinued. "It cost between $8000 and $10,000 
just for lawyer's fees and blueprints," he said. 

Orlando admits that the fishermen are 
also to blame for the poor condition of the 
industry, but the real fault still lies with the 
government. 

"When the fishermen were having good 
years the boats were in goOd shape,'' he said. 
"On the lean years the boats slipped further 
and further behind. New vessels are so ex
pensive fishermen can't afford them. 

"Cheap Canadian fl.sh, both fresh and 
frozen has killed this country's ground
flsh industry," Orlando said. 

He doesn't believe the story about the 
Gloucester fishermen not catching pollack. 
"It was Canadian pollock undercutting our 
prices that took the market away from 
us," he said. 

FISH EXCHANGE NECESSARY 
He said there were several Boston fresh 

fish processing firms interested in moving to 
Gloucester, but would not do so until they 
established a fl.sh exchange where dealers 
could bid for fish on a competitive basis. 

The five firms that now buy fresh fish from 
the Gloucester fishermen rely on prices es
tablished in Boston, Orlando said. Without 
a fish exchange, newcomers to Gloucester are 
afraid they would get the scraps after these 
five firms purchased what they wanted, he 
added. 

Orlando feels that only the ability of the 
fishermen has kept the industry going, but 
that things have finally declined to a point 
where "Without help there Will be a lot less 
fishermen and boats in the near future." 

MASSACHUSETTS: IT'S TROUBLED FLEET-3: 
NEW BEDFORD FISHERMEN OPTIMISTIC ABOUT 
F'uTURE 

(By Frank Donovan) 
NEW BEDFORD.-ROdney Avila comes from 

a long line of New Bedford fishermen of Por
tuguese descent. He has nine uncles who are 
fishermen. 

At age 26, Avila is captain and one-third 
owner of the 76-foot otter trawler Trident, 
and fishing is good. 

"I've been fishing for about 10 years and 
I wouldn't trade it. Sure fishing has 1t.s ups 
and downs, but it's a good clean life even l!t 
it ts hard." 

Avila takes his boat out for six or seven 
days at a time and spends three days in port 
between trips. The long hours, days at sea 
and hard work earn him $15,000 a year as the 
skipper. 

"How much you make depends on how 
good you are as a fisherman," he said. 

Flounder and scallops make up the prin
cipal part of the New Bedford fishing in
dustry, but like other Massachusetts ports it 
also deals in groundflsh, lobster, etc. 

The outlook for the future of the fishing 
industry in New Bedford ts optimistic and 
the community gets upset when lumped 
into the same category as Gloucester and 
Boston. 

Landings at New Bedford last year reached 
107.8 million pounds of fish valued at $17.4 
million, tops in all respects in Massachusetts. 

In the first quarter of 1970, the New Bed
ford office of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries said 22.1 million pounds of fish 
were landed, less than a year ago when there 
were 23.0 million pounds. Value ex! the fish 
this year, however, is $4.8 million, while last 
year the larger catch sold for $8.1 million. 

The fishing industry is worth $50 million 
a year to New Bedford and employs 2500 
workers. 

One of the biggest boosters of the New 
Bedford fishing industry is Howard w. Nick
erson, executive director of the Seafood 
Dealers Assn. 

MAKING MONEY 

One of the biggest complaints is "pessi
mistic stories about the industry out of 
Gloucester and Boston that make it difficult 
for us to get financing." 

Nickerson represents 13 dealers who last 
year purchased $13 million worth of fish 
at the New Bedford Fish Auction. They em
ploy 500 workers. 

"The boats and the fishermen are making 
money in New Bedford," Nickerson said, "but 
there has been some complaint from the 
com;umer over high prices." 

The New Bedford Seafood dealers need 
400,000 pounds of fresh fish five days a week 
to operate under ideal conditions. When they 
are not supplied with enough domestic fresh 
fl.sh to maintain this operation, Nickerson 
said, imported fresh fish is used to make up 
the difference. 

What Nickerson feels the government can 
do to aid the New Bedford fishing industry 
at the present time is pass laws governing 
the labeling of fish products. 

For example, he says, the houseWife is apt 
to see fresh flounder from New Bedford in 
the fish market at 79 cents a pound. Next 
to it could be Greenland turbot at 59 cents 
a pound. Both fishes look alike and without 
labeling, Nickerson said, the houseWife 
doesn't know what she ts buying. "I believe 
the housewlfe should be given the choice of 
buying fresh domestic fl.sh or cheaper frozen 
imported fl.sh. 

"We are not organized domestically and 
we don't have the money to do the advertis
ing on our own. 

"Boston and Gloucester have done nothing 
in the past 20 years to improve the industry,'' 
Nickerson said. "They have been too busy 
trying to make a living to worry a.bout the 
industry as a whole. 

"The fishermen feel the boat owners are 
cheating them and the boat owner feels the 
processor is doing the same. 

"The boat owner, processor and fisherman 
must learn to work together," Nickerson !aid. 

Nickerson said New Bedford Will overcome 
the problems Within the industry because 
"we have young executives in every plant. We 
have seven dealers planning new plants With
in the city's urban renewal project. They are 
putting their money where their mouth is. 

"If the government becomes tough on 
quality, New Bedford is in good shape. The 
labeling act will let the housewife choose .... 
There are a lot of frozen products sold as 
fresh in this country and the law isn't strong 
enough to s~op this," Nickerson said. 
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As Nickerson sees it, "The biggest single 

problem the domestic fish industry faces is 
imports, followed closely by the lack of nat
ural resources, increasing vessel operating 
costs, a lack of a protected market for our 
quality seafood products and an in
sufficient number of trained seafood workers. 

"Congress should spell out our national 
objectives in regard to the fishing industry 
and should implement those objectives with 
ground rules which would not be circum
vented by political expediency," Nickerson 
said. 

Nickerson said he would like to see the 
government purchase older domestic fishing 
vessels at a fair market value and then de
stroy these old boats. Although he doesn't 
believe in tariffs, he would like to see quotas 
established on imported fish at 1966 levels. 

Austin Skinner, secretary-treasurer of the 
New Bedford Fishermen's Union, AFL-CIO, 
represents 1000 men or 90 percent of the 
New Bedford fishermen. 

"Until recently our biggest problem has 
been getting experienced men. The past 
couple of years a lot of men have come 
down from Gloucester and there have been 
many Portuguese immigrants. We have fi
nally reached a point where help is stable." 

The lot of the New Bed!ord fisherman is 
good according to Skinner, he works long 
hours and is at sea a week at a time, but he 
is no worse off' than any other fisherman and 
his pay ls good. 

"The average pay of a crewman aboard a 
trawler is $15,000 while a scalloper's is $11,-
500. We had a skipper draw $27,000 last year. 
All of the men had five or six weeks off," 
he said. 

SCALLOP INDUSTRY 

The New Bedford scallop industry ls an ex
cellent example of how the community 
learned to live with foreign competition. 

"We started advertising the New Bedford 
sea scallops as a local product in the late 
1950's," Skinner said. "We were getting 21 
cents a pound at the dock for scallop and 
had a. fleet of 80 scallop boats. 

"The boat owner and dealers contributed 
some $80,000 into advertising scallops and 
did one hell of a job," he said. 

Then Canada. built an entire scallop fleet 
to take advantage of the American market 
created by New Bedford advertising. "As 
their fleet grew, ours diminished," Skinner 
said. 

Rather than complain about the Canadian 
moving in on the US scallop market, Skin
ner said, "we approached them and asked 
them to contribute to the advertising pro
gram. They donated $20,000." 

The combined market for scallops in the 
US and Canooa reached 45 million pounds in 
1962-63, which has also been the peak period 
of production. The present price of soallops 
ls about $1.40 per pound at the dock in New 
Bedford and $1.10 in Canada. 

Skinner was a member of the Internal 
Commission for the North Atlantic Fisheries 
(IONAF), which established regulations on 
fishing at Georges and Brownes Banks, and 
feels that foreign fleets did their damage a 
few years back, but that it wm be felt for the 
next 10 years. 

The New Bedford Fish Auction has been in 
operation for 23 years, Skinner said, and 
helps keep the price of fish up. It also helps 
raise the price of fish, especially when fish 
are scarce, he said. 

It operates much the same as the New Eng
land Fish Exchange in Boston where dealers 
bid for fish as they are landed at the dock. 

Part of Boston's problem, Skinner feels, is 
the large size of its trawlers. "They are so 
expensive to operate that no one wants to 
go out." 

The US government must adopt a national 
policy toward fisheries and approve a boat 
subsidy bill that will benefit the boat owner, 
not the ship builder, Skinner said. 

Both Nickerson and Skinner agree with 
Leonard T. Healy, general manager of the 
Seafood Producers' Assn., who represents 
the N.B. boat owners, that a 200 mile limit 
off the US coast for foreign vessels would 
help solve this country's fishing problems. 

After the deleted fishing stocks off' the 
US coast, Hea.ly's complaint is the cost of in
surance to boat owners. Insurance costs h,a ve 
increased. 10 times in 20 yea.rs, he said. 

"In 1950 insurance cost $125 per man and 
now it is over $1000 a year per man," he said. 
He admitted, however, that claims are sub
stantial each year. Conditions are similar in 
Boston and Gloucester. 

The ability of fishing to continue as a 
major industry in the state will depend large
ly on the Fedeml government's attitude and 
policy in the future. 

The fishermen complain that the govern
ment never has adopted a policy toward their 
industry. 

High labor and operating costs make it im
possible for the domestic fisherman to com
pete aga.inst foreign fishermen, whose govern
ment's have been willing to subsidize all 
phases of their industry for the sake of em
ployment. 

The ports of Boston and Gloucester are 
dying, and in New Bedford, where the out
look for the future is brightest, there is too 
much dependence on one species-flounder. 
Although part of the blame for the fisher
men's plight is internal, he has long been 
sacrificed by the government for other in
dustries. 

To help the domestic fishermen the gov
ernment should increase its boat builcllng 
subsidy program and eliminate some of the 
red tape an uneducated fishermen must cut 
to take advantage of it; initiate a Federal in
surance program to help cut high premiums 
and adopt and enforce a strong labeling code 
that would give the housewife the choice of 
buying domestic or imported fish. 

ADEQUATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
HEALTH MANPOWER 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, Dr. 
George James, president of the Mount 
Sinai Medical Center in New York and 
dean of the medical school recently tes
tified before the Appropriations Sub
committee for the Departments of La
bor, and Health, Education, and Wel
fare. 

His testimony shows that the medical 
schools of our country are anxious to 
help solve the health manpower crisis, 
but are prevented from doing their best 
because sufficient funds have not been 
appropriated. 

He has also analyzed the difficulties 
facing medical students, especially in 
the crucial area of student loans. 

I commend his testimony to the atten
tion of Senators and ask unanimous 
consent that the full text of Dr. James 
testimony be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am George James, Presi
dent of the Mount Sinai Medical Center in 
New York and Dean of the Mount Sinai 
Medical School. I appreciate the opportunity 
you have given me to testify in regard to 
appropriations for health, particularly those 
appropriations dealing with health man
power. 

To say that National Health care is in a 
crisis situation is to state the obvious. We 
know that we need over 52,000 doctors right 
now; we know that we need 140,000 nurses 

right now, we know that we need enormous 
numbers of allied health workers, but for 
some reason the Congress seems unable to 
furnish the sums of money required to per
mit the schools to produce the needed man
power. We know that Mecllcare-Medicaid was 
badly planned in relation to hospitals and 
medical schools and that they have strained 
the health manpower pool severely. We also 
know that there is a strong and swelling tide 
for some form of national health insurance-
and we know further that if we do have such 
an insurance scheme added to Medicare
Medicaid, without additional manpower, 
there will be total chaos in our health deliv
ery system. Yet it will take years to get the 
schools into a situation where they can pro
duce more medical personnel-and the Gov
ernment seems to be asking the schools to 
increase the number of graduates at the 
same time that they are cutting back on 
promised funds. 

As a head of a major medical institution, 
and as a former city he~lth official myself, 
I find few things more frustrating than the 
warnings and promises of Congress in the 
Health Manpower Act of 1968, and the lack 
of the delivery of appropriations to back up 
the promises. 

We deans of medical schools feel let down
we worked hard to do what the Government 
asked of us in 1968, only to find that the 
schools and students will not obtain needed 
institutional funds, loans and scholarships. 

In my testimony, I would like to treat 
these areas of concern: NIH funding, institu
tional aid to schools of the health profes
sions, and loans and scholarships for stu
dents. 

The Research Institutes of the National 
Institutes of Health constitute the primary 
health research arm of the Federal Govern
ment and the largest single source of funds 
for health research in the world. In-house 
research is conducted by government scien
tists located chiefly on the Nm grounds in 
Bethesda, Maryland. The great majority of 
research support, however, is financed 
through grants to public and private, non
profit institutions throughout the Nation 
and is conducted by outstanding researchers 
on the staffs of these institutions. 

Almost every advance in mecllcal research 
in this country during the past decade has 
depended to a certain extent on research sup
ported by the National Institutes of Health. 
This research has completely changed the 
practice of mecllcine in recent years through 
the prescription of more effective drugs, the 
application of new surgical techniques, and 
the use of mechanical assistance devices such 
as the pacemaker and the artificial kidney. 
The list of life-saving achievements in the 
area of applied medical research would be 
almost unlimited. 

Americans have come to appreciate these 
"wonders of medical research" financed by 
NIH, but more importantly, they have come 
to expect equally exciting and beneficial ad
vances in the future. The average citizen 
commonly refers to the time in the near fu
ture "when they find a cure for cancer" or 
"when they lick the common cold" or "when 
they can replace our worn-out organs with 
artificial ones". However, funds for research 
programs have not kept up with needs or op
portunities. In regard to cancer research, for 
example, the following is 1lluminating-out 
of every incllvidual's taxes la.st year the fol
lowing amounts were spent in selected cate
gories: 
National Defense _________________ $410. oo 
Vietnam war ______________________ 125,00 

Space research-------------------- 19.50 
Foreign aid----------------------- 19. 00 
National Institute of Health______ 7. 00 
Cancer Research------------------ . 89 

I do not want to argue against any of the 
categories, but simply want to place cancer 
research expenditures in proper perspective. 
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Appropriations for NIB research programs 

rose rapidly during the early 1960's and then 
leveled off beginning in Fiscal Year 1967. 
Appropriations for the past eleven years 
have been as follows: 

Fiscal year 1960-----------
Fiscal year 1961-------------
Fiscal year 1962 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1963 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1964 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1965 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1966 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1967 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1968 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1969 ____________ _ 
Fiscal year 1970 ____________ _ 

$331,910,000 
459,100,000 
629,459,000 
737,201,000 
736,326,000 
787,099,000 
896,720,000 

1,022,168,000 
1,084,610,000 
l, 100, 092, 000 
1,028,541,500 

For FY 1971, the administration is re
questing an appropriation of $1,032,884,000 
for the research institutes, thus keeping the 
level of funding at virtually the same level 
as for the previous four years. 

The apparent leveling off of Nm research 
funds actually represents a serious reduction 
in the amount of health research being fi
nanced by Nm. This 1s due to the rapidly 
increasing cost of conducting health re-

Research institutes 

search-ten percent per year ls generally 
considered a conservative estimate of this 
inflation factor. The net result of this fund
ing trend has been a sharp decrease in re
cent years in the actual amount of life-sav
ing research conducted. 

It should be understood that this is a rea
sonable request for funds. If we took an in
flation figure of 10 % per year, we would find 
that from 1966 until now, the total of $1,280,-
000,000 for FY 1971 would be required just 
to keep us at the same level of work being 
done in 1966-in fact, we are doing about 
40 % less work than in 1966 because of the 
FY 1970 appropriations and the FY 1971 re
quests. The effect on the schools, on the re
searchers, and on the assembly of research 
teams has been ca.ta.strophic-all this at a 
time when the Federal Government is urg
ing the medical schools to turn out more 
graduates-this is an impossible situation 
for us. 

It is my recommendation that the appro
priations committee increase the appropria
tions at least 10% over the Nixon Adminis
tration recommendation. 

The table below represents what such an 
increase would be: 

Fiscal year 1971 
budget request+ 

10 percent 
amendment= Appropriation 

Biologics Standards _____________________________________ ----------- __ $8, 640, 000 
202, 383, 300 
171, 747, 000 
34, 563, 000 

132, 152, 000 
96, 972, 000 
99, 219, 000 

$864, 000 
20, 238, 300 
17, 174, 700 
3, 456, 300 

13, 215, 200 
9, 697, 200 
9, 921, 900 

$9, 504,000 
222, 621, 300 
188, 921, 700 

National Cancer Institute .. ___ ... ____ -------- -- _________ --- -----------
National Heart and Lung lnstitute·- ------ ---- --- ----------------------
National Institute of Dental Research· ------------------ ---------------
National Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Diseases._------------------
National Institute of Neurological Diseases and Stroke ___________________ _ 

38, 019, 300 
145, 367, 200 
106, 669, 200 
109, 140, 900 
163, 213, 600 
102, 633, 300 

National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases _____________________ _ 
National Institute of General Medical Sciences ________ __________________ _ 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. _____________ _ 

148, 376, 000 
93, 303, 000 
25, 686, 000 
19, 843, 000 

14, 837, 600 
9, 330, 300 
2, 568,600 
l, 984, 300 

National Eye Institute ..... __________________ -------------------------
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences _____________________ _ 28, 254, 600 

21, 827, 300 

TotaL •••. ------------------------------------------·--------- 1, 032, 884, 000 103, 288, 400 1, 136, 172, 400 

I tum now to support for institutions. 
Attached are figures for institutional sup

port and for construction support. As can 
be seen, since 1969, appropriations have fallen 
seriously behind authori21a.tions. (Attach
ment A) 

The severe shortage of doctors in this 
country can only be alleviated by helping 
schools of the health professions to improve 
their educational programs and to expand 
their facilities. For this reason, programs of 
assistance to such schools were established 
by Congress in the mid-1960's. Formula and 
project grants are awarded to schools of 
medicine, dentistry, etc., to improve their 
quality and to increase their output. Grants 
are also awarded to health professions schools 
for the construction of new teaching facil
ities and for the replacement or rehabilita
tion of existing facilities. 

Due to a shortage of funds, several health 
professions schools are in grave danger of 
being forced to close their doors, thus re
ducing the supply of trained health profes
sionals. Many medical schools are operating 
at a loss and are either going into debt or 
using endowment funds to continue opera
tions. Other medical schools are getting by 
only through the use of outmoded equip
ment, by conducting excessively large classes 
to keep faculty salary costs down, and by 
otherwise cutting back on the quality of 
their educational programs. The Health Man
power Act of 1968, passed in recognition of 
these needs, authorized an appropriation of 
$168,000,000 in FY 1971 for formula and proj
ect grants. The Administration, however, is 
requesting only $113,650,000 of this amount. 

Applications for construction grants total
ling nearly $400,000,000 have been received 
by the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare and have been approved for funding 
in FY 1971 subject to availability of funds. 
In addition, another $248,000,000 worth of 
project applications had been received and 
were being reviewed by the Department as 

of April, 1970. Despite this enormous back
log of applications for construotion funds-, 
the Administration is requesting $118,100,-
000--a small fraction of the need. The Health 
Manpower Act of 1968 authorized almost 
twice this amount--$225 million-to be ap
propriated in FY 1971. 

Now let us deal with problems of student 
aid. To meet the need for the required addi
tional manpower, a program of direct loans 
to students of the health professions was es
tablished by Congress, taking effect in 1965. 
Grants are made to the schools of the health 
professions who then loan the money to the 
students most in need. Students of the fol
lowing professions are eligible: medicine, 
dentistry, osteopathy, optometry, podiatry, 
pharmacy, and veterinary medicine. A similar 
program exists for nursing students. 

Despite the students• demonstrated need 
for and dependence on these loan funds, the 
Administration is requesting only $12,000,000 
in FY 1971 for students of medicine, dentis
try, etc., and only $9,610,000 for nursing stu
dents. These figures are far below the 
a.mounts authorized by Congress under the 
Health Manpower Act of 1968, as can be seen 
by the following table: 

Loan funds for students of 
medicine, dentistry, etc.: 

Fiscal year 1971 authoriza
tion---------------------- $35,000,000 

Fiscal year 1971 administra-
tion, budget_______________ 12, 000, 000 

Loan funds for students of 
nursing: 

Fiscal year 1971 authoriza-
tion --------------------- 21, 000, 000 

Fiscal year 1971 administra-
tive budget_______________ 9, 610, 000 

There ls absolutely no question as to the 
need for these loan funds. The table below 
compares the amount of funds requested by 
the health professions schools with the 

amount propooed to be spent by the Ad
ministration: 

Loan funds for students of 

Fiscal year 
1971 funds 
requested 

by schools 

medicine, dentistry etc...... $43, 381, 803 
Loan funds for students of 

nursing____________________ 27, 900, 929 

Fiscal year 
1971 ad

ministration 
budget 

$12, 000, 000 

9, 610, 000 

Also attached ls a table prepared by the 
NIH Bureau of Health Manpower, and made 
public recently. As can be seen, there are 
several important and very ominous trends 
taking place in both the loan and scholar
ship programs for the schools of the health 
professions. (Attachment B) 

In student loans, for example, the num
ber of students assisted is at an all-time 
low--even below the first year of the pro
gram in 1965. Only 5,191 students will be 
assisted, 1,801 less than last year, and im
portantly, the percentage of students aided 
has dropped precipitately to 14%, 9% less 
than the first year of the program, and down 
23 % from FY 1968. This, at a time when the 
Government is pushing the medical schools 
to enroll more, and poorer students! 

In terms of student scholarships, the 
trend is the same. In the medical schools, 
only 7,484 students will receive scholarships, 
down 500 from the present year. Addition
ally, the percentage of students assisted has 
been drifting steadily downward since 1968. 

I would like now to turn to another area: 
training in public health. If the situation is 
bad in the other areas I have described, it 
is worse in public health. 

The Administration request for schools of 
public health formula and project grants is 
down $400,000 from FY 1970, and for public 
health traineeships the request is down 
$600,000. 

This drop in funding should be measured 
against the severe shortage in public health 
manpower. We know, for example, that the 
severe vacancy rate of 11 % in unfilled but 
vitally needed posts is essentially unchanged 
since 1966. We know th'at to keep up with 
increased population, the number of budg
eted poslitions has increased, and the same 
vacancy ralte insures that there are more 
unfilled posts in public health administra
tion than in 1966. 

Further, we know that in some key areas 
the problem has beoome stunningly severe. 
Studies have shown thalt in ,public health, 
the vacancy rate among physical ther'apists 
was 24% in 1966--the rate has increased to 
over 30 % in 1969. In other categories, the 
situation has either increased since 1966 or 
remained the same. There has been no im
provement in any area since 1966. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1967 I was privileged to 
chair the 3rd Public Health Conference to 
study the public health problems of this 
Nation. At that time, the problems were 
quite clear, especially as to manpower. Our 
proceedings spelled out what could be done. 
However, we know now that little has been 
done to alleviate a very bad situation. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I ask the 
Committee, the Congress, and the Admin
istration particularly, just what do you rec
ommend we do? We are pus.bed by the Gov
ernment to increase the quality of education, 
to enroll more students, to increase gradu
ates, to improve research, to improve teach
ing facilities at our schools, and as one Dean, 
I must tell you that the public feels as the 
Government does about more graduates and 
improvement, but the public does not under
stand how the Government has not lived up 
to its own promises. 

The medical schools of this country stand 
willing to do their very best to improve a.nd 
increase health manpower, but we must have 
the promised Government funds to do so. 
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Item 

Health Manpower: 
Institutional support: 

Medical dental, related ___ --------------------------- -- ---- -- -- -- --- --- ---
Nursing ___________ -- - __ - - --- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- --- - -- -- - ----- -- -
Public health ____ ------ _________ --------------- __ ---- __ -- -- ---- __ -------
Allied health professions ______ ------------------ -- ------ ---- -- -- ---- ---- -

Construction: 
Medical, dental, related_----- _________ ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ------ -- -- ---

~~f;~n~ealtC== =: :: : : =: = = =:: = == :: == :: == == == = = == ==: =: = == == : : ====== == = = == = =: 
Medical libraries ___________________ ---- -- -- _ - -- ---- - --- -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -
Health research facilities ______ ------------ -- -- ------- ------------------- ---- -

1 Legislation pending. 

Fiscal year 1969 Fiscal year 1970 Fiscal year 1971 

Authorization Appropriation Authorization Appropriation Authorization 
Requested 

appropriation 

$80, 000, 000 
14, 000, 000 
15, 000, 000 
20, 000, 000 

$66, 000, 000 
7, 000, 000 
9, 471, 000 

10, 975, 000 

160, 000, 000 75, 000, 000 
25, 000, 000 8, 000, 000 
13, 500, 000 1, 800, 000 
10, 000, 000 ----------------
93, 300, 000 8, 400, 000 

$117, 000, 000 
35, 000, 000 
15, 500, 000 
24, 500, 000 

$105, 000, 000 
8, 400, 000 

10, 071, 000 
11, 587, 000 

170, 000, 000 118, 100, 000 
25, 000, 000 8, 000, 000 
10, 000, 000 ----------------
10, 000, 000 ----------------
20, 000, 000 ----------------

$168, 000, 000 
40, 000, 000 
23, 000, 000 

(1) 

$113, 650 000 
11, 000, 000 
9, 071, 000 

14, 245, 000 

225, 000, 000 118, 100, 000 
35, 000, 000 8, 000, 000 

11, ooo, ob~ _______________ _ 
30, 000, 000 --- ---- ---- -=.----

HEALTH PROFESSIONS STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM 

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS ENROLLMENT OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS 

Fiscal year- Fiscal year-

Type of school 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 Type of school 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 

Medical_ __ ------------------ -- 87 87 88 93 98 100 102 Medical_ ______________________ 31, 416 32, 040 32, 883 33,609 35, 117 36, 814 
Dental_ __ _____ ____ --- ___ -- - - -- 46 46 46 47 50 52 52 Dental_ _______________________ 12, 954 13,434 13, 720 14,271 14, 833 15, 708 
Osteopathy __ ------------------ 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 Osteopathy ____________________ 1,651 1, 710 1, 781 1, 819 1, 876 1, 959 

~g!~~=~~t:==========~======= 
9 9 10 10 10 11 11 Optometry _____________________ 1,409 l, 489 2, 016 2, 031 2,243 2,536 

(1) (1) 45 48 51 53 60 Pharmacy _____________________ (1) (1) 8, 139 10, 025 10, 907 13, 021 Podiatry _______________________ (1) (1) 2 2 3 3 4 Podiatry _______________________ (1) (1) 335 425 643 722 Veterinary medicine ____________ (1) (1) (1) 12 14 18 18 Veterinary medicine ___ --------- (1) (1) (1) 2, 561 3, 774 4,895 
TotaL ___________________ 147 147 196 217 231 243 253 Total_ ___________________ 47, 430 48,673 58, 874 64, 741 69,393 75, 655 

1 Not eligible to apply. 

HEALTH PROFESSIONS SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS ASSISTED 

Fiscal year-
Fiscal year-

1971 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1967 1968 1969 1970 

Medical_----- __ --------------_ 7, 186 9,475 11, 303 12, 484 12, 808 6,980 5, 191 Medical_ _________________________ ' __ 
2 8, 754 a 17, 514 4 27, 604 37, 583 DentaL _ ----- -- ------ --------- 3, 367 4,472 5, 530 5, 944 6, 375 2,910 2, 163 

g~\~:::~1-== = = = = = = = == = = == == = = = 
614 726 937 977 l, 050 425 287 

DentaL _______________ • ------ ------- 3,824 7, 785 12, 023 16, 121 
387 564 656 745 853 480 359 

~H::it========================= 

469 971 1,445 I, 959 
Pharmacy ____ ----------------- (1) (l) 1, 584 2, 105 2, 541 2, 325 1, 789 695 1,363 I, 970 2, 536 
Podiatry __________ ----- ________ (1) (1) 158 211 303 150 113 5, 373 10, 642 15, 500 18, 832 
Veterinary medicine ____________ (1) (1) (1) 797 l, 075 785 600 

Podiatry ______________ ---- ___________ 288 597 800 l, 133 
Veterinary medicin_ ------- --- -------- (l) (1) (1) 4, 895 

Tota'-------------------- 11, 554 15, 237 20, 168 23, 263 25, 005 14, 055 10, 502 Total_ ________ ------ __ --------- 19,403 38, 872 59, 351 83, 059 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ASSISTED 

Medical ________ ------ _________ 23 30 34 37 36 19 14 
Medical_ _______ ·-------------- · _____ DentaL __ ---- ------ -- - ------ - - 26 33 40 42 43 19 14 21,635 3 3,810 46, 018 6 7,924 

Osteopathy _____ ---~-- _________ 37 42 53 54 56 22 14 DentaL __ ----- ___ ------ ______ ------ _ 799 1,869 3, 135 3, 694 Optometry __________ : ____ --- ___ 27 38 33 37 38 19 14 Osteopathy __________________________ 147 316 564 632 Pharmacy ________ -------- _____ (1) (1) 19 21 23 18 12 Optometry ________ ------- ___ ------ --- 144 362 609 636 Podiatry _______________________ (1) (1) 47 50 47 21 12 Pharmacy ___ ------------- ___________ 1, 040 2,326 3,608 4,028 Veterinary medicine ____________ (1) (1) (1) 31 28 16 12 Podiatry _______________ -------------- 59 137 218 246 
Veterinary medicine ______ ------------ (1) (1) (1) 988 

Total_ ____ -- ---- - --- -- - - - 24 31 34 36 36 
TotaL ____________ - • --------- 3,824 8,820 14, 152 18, 148 

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ASSISTED 
Fiscal year-

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 MedicaL _____ • ----------- - --------- 18 22 22 21 DentaL __________________ ----------- 20 24 26 23 Osteopathy _______ ------ --- -- _ ---- ___ 31 33 39 32 Medica L _. __________________________ 88 95 99 101 102 Optometry ___________________________ 23 27 31 25 DentaL ____________________ --------- 49 50 52 53 53 Pharmacy ________ ------------------- 19 22 23 22 
Osteopathy _______ ---------- -- -- - ---- 5 5 5 6 6 Podiatry _____ _________________ ----- __ 21 23 27 22 
Optometry ______ ------ __ ---- --- ------ ~ 10 10 10 11 11 Veterinary medicine _____ ------------_ (1) (1) (1) 20 Pharmacy ____________ ---- _______ • ____ 70 73 73 74 74 
Podiatry __________ -- __ - __ - -- - - -- _ - -- _ 5 5 5 5 5 19 23 24 22 
Veterinary medicine ___ --------------_ (l) (1) (1) 18 18 

1 Not eligible to apply. 
2 First year students eligible. 

1971 

38, 240 
15, 980 
2, 025 
2,600 

14, 700 
960 

5,015 

78,920 

1971 

38, 240 
16, 320 
2, 025 
2,600 

18, 650 
I, 150 

"5, 015 

84, 000 

7,484 
3,406 

583 
587 

4,410 
222 
974 

17,666 

20 
21 
29 
23 
24 
19 
19 

21 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

further-morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JULY 13, 1970 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, is there further morning busi
ness? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

President, what is the pending business? 
The - PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business is the legislative branch 
appropriations, 1971, H.R. 16915. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, if there be no further business 
to come before the Senate, I move, in 
accordance with the previous order, that 
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the Senate stand in adjournment until 
12 noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 2 
o'clock and 53 minutes p.mJ the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, July 13, 1970, 
at 12 noon. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 10, 1970: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Louis M. Rousselot, of New Jersey, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Defense. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The following officer to be placed on the 

retired list in the grade indicated under the 
provisions of section 8962, title 10 of the 
United States Code: 

In the grade of lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Sam Maddux, Jr., 444-40-8603FR 

(major general, Regular Afr Force) U.S. Air 
Force. 

The following named officer to be assigned 
to positions of importance and responsibility 
designated by the President in the grade 
indicated, under the provisions of section 
8066, title 10, United States Code: 

In the grade of lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Eugene B. LeBailly, 720-09-

3738FR, Regular Air Force. 

The following officers for appointment as 
Reserve commissioned officers in the U.S. Air 
Force to the grade indicated, under the pro
visions of sections 8218, 8351, R363, and 8392, 
title 10 of the United States Code: 

To be major general 
Lt. Gen. (retired) David Wade, 433-58-

0908FG, Louisiana Air National Guard. 
Brig Gen. Edwin Warfield III, 220-26-

5606FG, Maryland Air National Guard. 

To be brigadier general · 
Col. Clinton M. Miller, 478-16-9463FG, 

Iowa Afr National Guard. 

IN THE NAVY 
The following-named officers of the Navy 

for temporary promotion to the grade of 
rear admiral in the staff -corps indicated 
subject to qualification therefor as provided 
bylaw: 

MEDICAL CORPS 
William C. Turville 
Oscar Gray, Jr. 
Charles L. Waite 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Charles Becker 
Philip Crosby 
Kenneth L. Woodfin 

CIVIL ENGINEEB CORPS 
Foster M. Lalor, Jr. 

DENTAL CORPS 
Vernon L. Anderson 
Rear Adm. Sam H. Moore, U.S. Navy, for 

appointment as Director of Budget and Re
ports in the Department of the Navy for a 
term of 3 years. 

The following-named officers for perma
nent promotion to the grade of captain in 
the Navy in accordance with article II, sec
tion 2, clause 2 of the Constitution: 

Comdr. John W. Young, U.S. Navy. 
Comdr. Eugene A. Cernan, U.S. Navy. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The nominations beginning Edward J . Ains

ley, to be colonel, and ending Ralph F. 
Thompson, to be colonel, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 24, 1970. 

IN THE ARMY 
The nominations beginning Thomas Aber

crombie, to be captain, and ending Linwood 
J. Thomes, to be captain, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 22 1970• 
and · ' ' 

The nominations beginning Daniel A. Ad
diss, to be major, and ending Dennis Szy
manski, to be 2d lieutenant, which nomina
t ions were received by the Senate and ap
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 
26.1970. 

HOUSE OF RE.PRE.SE·NTATIVES-Friday, July 10, 1970 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 3215 
Pursuant to an order of the House on 

Thursday, July 9, 1970, the conference 
report on the bill (S. 3215) to amend the 
National Foundation on the Arts and 
the Humanities Act of 1965, is herewith 
printed, as follows: 

[Submitted by Mr. PERKINS] 
CONFERENCE REPORT {H. REPT. No. 91-1292) 

ASSISTANCE RELATING TO THE DISTB.mUTION OF 
WORKS OF ART AND WORK IN RESIDENCE BY 
ARTISTS 
SEC. 4. Clause (3) of subsection (c) of sec

tion 5 of the National Foundation on the Arts 
and the Humanities Act of 1965 ls amended 
by inserting after "enable them" the follow
ing: "to achieve wider distribution of their 
works, to work in residence at an educa
tional or cultural institution, or". 

CONSOLIDATION OF LAWS RELATING TO THE 
The coinmittee of conference on the dis- NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 3215) SEC. 6. (a) (1) Subsection (b) of section 5 
to amend the National Foundation on the of the National Foundation on the Arts and 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, and the Humanities Act of 1966 ls amended to 
for other purposes, having met, after full read as follows: 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- "(b) (1) The Endowment shall be headed 
mend and do recommend to their r~pectlve by a chairman, to be known as the Chairman 
Houses as follows: of the National Endowment for the Arts, 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- who shall be appointed by the President, by 
ment to the amendment of the House and and with the advice and consent of the Sen
agree to the same with an amendment as ate. 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to "(2) The term of office of the Chairman 
be inserted by the House amendment in- shall be four years and the Chairman shall be 
sert the following: eligible for reappointment. The provisions of 

Tha.t this Act may be cited as "The Na- this subsection shall apply to any person 
tional Foundation on the Arts and tl1e Hu- appointed to fill a vacancy in the office of 
manltles Amendments of 1970". Chairman. Upon expiration of his term of of
AMENDMENT WITH RESPECT TO THE DECLARATION flee the Chairman shall serve untu his suc-

OF PURPOSE cessor shall have been appointed and shall 
have qualified." 

SEC. 2. Clause (2) of section 2 of the Na- (2) Such section 5 is further amended by 
tlonal Foundation on the Arts and Human!- strlklng out subsection (d) and by redes
ties Act of 1966 is amended by inserting be- igna.ting subsections (e), (f). (g), (h), (1), 
fore the semicolon at the end thereof the (j). (k), and (1), and all references thereto, 
following: "in order to achieve a better un- as subsections (d). (e), {f), (g), {h). (1). 
derstanding of the past, a better analysis (j) , and (k) , respectively. 
of the present, and a better view of the (3) Clause (2) of subsection (a) of sec-
future". tion 10 as such Act ls amended by striking 

ADDITION TO DEFINTrION OF HUMANITIES - out all that follows "sections 5(c) and 7(c)" 
SEc. 3. Subsection (a) of section 3 of the and inserting 1n lieu thereof a semicolon. 

National Foundation on the Arts and Hu- (4) Section ll(a) of such Act ls a.mended 
manlties Act of 1965 ls amended by inserting by striking out "and the functions trans
"comparative religion; ethics;" after "ar- !erred by section 6(a) of this Act,". 
cheology;", and by inserting before the pe- (b) Section 6 of such Act ls amended to 
riod at the end thereof the following: "with read as follows: 
particular attention to the relevance of the "NATIONAL COUNCIL oN THE AB.Ts 
humanities to the current conditions of na- "SEC. 6. (a) There shall be, within the 
tlonal life". National Endowment for the Arts, a National 

Council on the Arts {hereinafter in this sec
t ion referred to as the 'Council' ). 

" (b) The Council shall be composed of 
the Chairman of the National Endowment 
for the Arts, who shall be Chairman of the 
Council, and twenty-six other members ap
pointed by the President who shall be se
lected-

" {l) from among private citizens of the 
United States who are widely recognized for 
their broad knowledge of, or expertise in, or 
for their profound interest in, the arts; 

"(2) so as to include practicing artists, 
civic cultural leaders, members of the mu
seum profession, and others who are profes
sionally engaged in the arts; and 

"(3) so as collectively to provide an appro
priate distribution of membership among the 
major art fields. 
The President is requested, in the making 
of such appointments, to give consideration 
to such recommendations as may, from time 
to time, be submitted to him by leading na
tional organizations in these fields. 

" ( c) Each member shall hold office for a 
term of six years, and the terms of office 
shall be staggered. No member shall be eli
gible for reappointment during the two-year 
period following the expiration of his term. 
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy shall 
serve for the remainder of the term for which 
his predecessor was appointed. 

" (d) The Council shall meet at the call 
of the Chairman but not less often than 
twice during each calendar year. Fourteen 
members of the Council shall constitute a 
quorum. 

" ( e) Members shall receive compensation 
at a rate to be fixed by the Chairman but 
not to exceed the per diem equivalent of the 
rate authorized for grade 08-18 by section 
5332 of title 5 of the United States Code and 
be allowed travel expenses including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law 
(5 U.S.C. 5703) for persons in the Govern
ment service employed intermittently. 

"(f) The Councll shall (1) advise the 
Chairman with respect to policies, programs, 
and procedures for carrying out his func
tions, duties, or responsibilities under this 
Act, and (2) review applications for financial 
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assistance under this Act and make recom
mendations thereon to the Chairman. The 
Chairman shall not approve or disapprove any 
such application until he has received the 
recommendation of the Council on such ap
plication, unless the Council fails to make a 
recommendation thereon within a reasonable 
time. In the case of an application involv
ing $10,000, or less, the Chairman may ap
prove or disapprove such request if such ac
tion is taken pursuant to the terms of a 
delegation -of authority from the Council to 
the Chairman, and provided that each such 
action by the Chairman shall be reviewed by 
the Council." 

( c) Subsection ( e) of section 8 of such 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

" ( e) Members shall receive compensation 
at a rate to be fixed by the Chairman but not 
to exceed the per diem equivalent of the rate 
authorized for grade GS-18 by section 5332 
of title 5 of the United States Code and be 
allowed travel expenses including per diem in 
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law ( 5 
U.S.C. 5703) for persons in the Government 
service employed intermittently." 

( d) ( 1) The National Council on the Arts 
established under section 6 of the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
Act of 1965, as amended by subsection (b) , 
sha.11, for any purpose determined to be nec
essary by the Chairman of the National En
dowment for the Arts, be deemed to be a 
continuation of the National Oouncil on the 
Arts established under the National Arts and 
Cultural Development Act of 1964, Public 
Law 88-579, without interruption. 

(2) Members appointed to the National 
Council on the Arts pursuant to section 5 
of the National Arts and Cultural Devel
opment Act of 1964 shall be deemed to have 
been appointed as members of the National 
Council on the Arts established under sec
tion 6 of the National Foundation on the Arts 
and the Humanities Act of 1965, with such 
terms of office as may be remaining under the 
prior appointment on the effective date of 
the amendments made by subsection (b). 

(3) (A) The amendments made by subsec
tions (a) and (b) shall be effective after 
June 30, 1970. 

(B) Etfeotive July l, 1970, the National 
Arts and Cultural Development Act of 1964, 
Public Law 88-579, is repealed. 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

SEC. 6. Clause (A) o: paragraph (2) of sub
section (g) of section 5 of the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
Act of 1965 is amended by inserting after 
"Recreation Boa.rd" a com:::na. and the fol
lowing: "or any successor designated for the 
purpose of this Act by the Commissioner of 
the District of Columbia,'•. 

ALLOTMENTS OF FUNDS TO STATES 

SEc. 7. Paragraph ~3) of subsection (g) 
of section 5 of the National Foundation on 
the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 ls 
amended to rea.d as follows: 

"(3) From the sums appropriated to carry 
out the purposes of this subsection for any 
fiscal year, not less than $65,000 shall be al
lotted to ea.ch State. That part of such sums 
as may remain after such allotment shall l...e 
allotted among the States in eq~al amounts, 
except that for the purposes of this sentence 
the term 'State' shall not include Guam 
and American Samoa. If the sums appro
priated for any fiscal year to carry out the 
purposes of this subsection are insufficient 
to satisfy allotments under the first sentence 
of this paragraph, such sums shall be allotted 
among the States in equal amounts.". 
AMENDMENTS WITH RESPECT TO THE NATIONAL 

ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITJES 

SEC. 8. (a) Clause (2) of subsection (b) 
of section 7 of the National Foundation on 
the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 

ts amended. by adding at the end thereof 
the following: "Upon expiration of his term 
of office the Chairman shall serve until his 
successor shall ·have been appointed and 
shall have qualified." 

(b) Clause (2) of subsection (c) of such 
section ls amended to read as follows: 

"(2) Initiate and support research and 
programs to strengthen the research and 
teaching potential of the United States in 
the humanities by making arrangements (in
cluding contracts, grants, loans, and other 
forms of asststance) with individuals or 
groups to support such activities.'• 

(c) Clause (5) of subsection (c) of such 
section ls amended by inserting after 
"groups," the following: "education, and". 
INCLUSION OF THE ARCHIVIST OF THE UNITED 

STATES AS A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL COUN
CIL ON THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES 

SEc. 9. Subsection (b) of section 9 of the 
National Founda.l. .. on on the Arts and the 
Humanities Act of 1965 1s amended by in
serting after "the Chairman of the Commis
sion of Fine Arts" a comm.a and the follow
ing: "the Archivist of the United States•' 

METHOD OF MAKING PAYMENTS 

SEC. 10. The first sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 10 of the National Foundation on 
the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 is 
a.mended by redesignating clauses (6) and 
(7), and all re'ferences thereto, as clauses (7) 
and (8) and by inserting after clause (5) the 
following new clause: 

"(6) to make advance, progress, and other 
payments without regard to the provisions of 
section 3648 of the Revised Statutes (31 
u.s.c. 529) ." 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 

SEC. 11. Subsection (a) of section 10 of the 
National Foundation on the Arts and Hu
manities Act of 1965 is amended-

(1) in clause (3) by inserting "to" before 
"appoint"; 

(2) in clause (4) by inserting "to" before 
"utilize"; 

(3) in clause (5) by Inserting "to" before 
"accept"; 

(4) In clause (7) by inserting "to" before 
"rent"; 

(5) In clause (8) by Inserting "to" before 
"make". 

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 12. (a) Subsection (a) of section 11 of 
the National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities Act of 1965 is amended by-

( 1) striking out "and $6,500,000 for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1970" in the first 
sentence of such section and Inserting in lieu 
thereof the 'following: "$6,500,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, $12,875,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, $21,-
000,000 for the fl.seal year ending June 30, 
1972, and $28,625,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973"; 

(2) striking out "and $9,000,000 for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1970" in the first 
sentence of such section and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "$9,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, $17,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, $26,-
500,000 for the fl.seal year ending June 30, 
1972, and $35,500,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973"; and 

(3) striking out "and $2,500,000 for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1970" in the second 
sentence of such section and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: "$2,500,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, $4,125,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, 
$5,500,000 Ior the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1972, and $6,875,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1973". 

(b) The first sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 11 of such Act is amended by in
serting immediately before the period at the 
end thereof a comma and the following: "and 

the amount so appropriated for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 19'11, shall not exceed $6,-
000,000, the amount so appropriated for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, shall not 
exceed $7,000,000, and the amount so appro
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973, shall not exceed $9,000,000". 

And the House agree to the same. 
CARL D. PERKINS, 
FRANK THOMPSON, JR., 
JOHN BRADEMAS, 
OGDEN REID, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
CLAIBORNE PELL, 
GAYLORD NELSON, 
ALAN CRANSTON, 
JACOB JAVITS, 
GEORGE MURPHY, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill S 3215 to amend the National 
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Act 
of 1965, and for other purposes, submit the 
following statement in explanation of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommend the accompanying conference 
report: 

The House Amendment struck out all of 
the Senate Bill after the enacting clause and 
inserted a new text. The House recedes from 
its disagreement to the Senate Blll with an 
amendment which is a substitute for both 
the Senate blll and the House Amendment. 

Except for minor clarifying, conforming 
provisions this statement explains the action 
of the managers on the Part of the House. 

The Senate Blll provided that this Act may 
be cited as "The National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities Amendments of 
1970.'' The House Amendment contained no 
short title. The Conference Report adopts the 
provision of the Senate Bill. 

The House Amendment added additional 
language to clause 2 of the Declaration of 
Purpose contained in section 2 of the Nation
al Foundation on the Arts and the Human
ities Act of 1965. The Senate blll had no com
parable provision. The Conference Report 
adopts the provision of the House Amend
ment. 

The House Amendment amended the defi-
, nltion of humanities to include "compara
tive religion" and "ethics" and by requiring 
that particular attention be paid to the rele
vance of the humanities to current condi
tions of national life. The Senate Bill con
tained no comparable provision. The Confer
ence Report adopts the provision of the House 
Amendment. 

The Senate Bill incorporated the substan
tive provisions of the National Arts and Cul
tural Development Act into section 6 of the 
National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities Act of 1965 deleting the inde
pendent study· authority of the National 
Council on the Arts. The House Amendment 
contained no comparable provisions. The 
Conference Report adopts in substance the 
provisions of the Senate Bill. 

The House Amendment authorized the es
tablishment of an Executive Council within 
the National Council on the Arts. The Sen
ate Bill contained no comparable provision. 
The Conference Report does not contain au
thority for such an Executive Council. 

The Senate Bill contained a technical 
amendment providing for a successor to the 
Recreation Board of the District of Colum
bia to carry out the functions of a State 
Ar ts Councll under section 5(h) of the Act. 
The House Amendment did not contain a 
comparable provision. The Con!erence Re
port adopts the provision of the Senate B1ll. 

The Senate Bill limited the allotment of 
section 5(:h) funds to Guam and American 
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Samoa to $50,000. The House Amendment 
did not contain such a. limitation. The Con
ference Report adopts this provision of the 
Senate Bill. 

The House Amendment a.mended section 
-5(h) (3) of the National Foundation on the 
Arts a.nd the Humanities Act of 1965 to pro
vide that no State should receive less than 
$75,000 for any fiscal year from funds allo
cated to carry out the purposes of that sub
section. The Senate Bill in authorizing sepa
rate appropriations for the purpose of para.
graph (3) of subsection (h) of section 5 pro
vided that $50,000 should be a.Hotted to each 
State a.nd that any funds remaining after 
such an allotment would be distributed 
among the States in equal a.mounts. The 
Conference Report provides that from the 
sums appropriated to carry out the purposes 
of the subsection for any fiscal year not less 
than $65,000 shall be a.Hotted to ea.ch State. 

The House Amendment but not the Senate 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Bill authorized the National Council on the 
Humanities to initiate and support research 
and programs to strengthen teaching po
tential in the humanities. The Conference 
Report contains the provision of the House 
Amendment in this respect. 

The House Amendment authorized the 
National Council to foster education in the 
humanities. The Senate Amendment con
tained no comparable provision. The Con
ference Report adopts the provision o! the 
House Amendment. 

The House Amendment authorized the 
establishment of an Executive Committee 
on the National Council of the Humanities. 
The Senate Bill contained no comparable 
provision. The Conference Report does not 
contain this provision. 

The Senate Bill, unlike the House Amend
ment, amended section 9 of the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
Act of 1965 to include the Archivist of the 

July 10, 1970 
United States as a member of the Council. 
The Conference Report contains the pro
visions of the Senate Bill. 

The Senate Bill contains separate authori
zations of appropriations to each Endow
ment for the various activities under the 
Foundation while the House Amendment 
consolidated the authorization of appropri
ations into a single sum to be appropriated 
to the Foundation. In addition, the House 
Amendment placed no limit on appropria
tions for fiscal yea.rs 1972 and 1973. The 
Senate Bill placed overall limitations on ap
propriations of $60 million for fiscal year 
1972 and $80 million for fiscal year 1973. 
The Conference Report adopts the provi
sions of the Senate Bill in these respects. 

CARL D. PERKINS, 
FRANK THOMPSON, JR., 
JOHN BRADEMAS, 
OGDEN REID, 

Managers on the Part oJ the House. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
WORLD OXYGEN SUPPLY IS SAFE 

HON. MILTON R. YOUNG 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, July 10, 1970 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, one of the best editorials I 
have read with reference to our environ
mental problems appeared in the Forum, 
North Dakota's largest newspaper, pub
lished at Fargo, on July 6, 1970. 

There has been so much exaggeration 
and misinformation on this subj_ect that 
it is refreshing to read a commonsense 
down-to-earth appraisal of this question. 

Mr. President, I believe that the edi
torial will attract widespread interest. I 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REPORT THAT WORLD OXYGEN SuPPLY SAFE 

OVERSHADOWED BY DOOMSDAY PREDICTIONS 

With the continuing uproar about the 
danger which modern civilization represents 
to the world's ecology or physical environ
ment, a.11 the pessimistic theories about the 
harmful effects that modern civilization has 
on the earth and its atmosphere get prime 
attention in most news media, from news
papers to television to magazines. Even the 
most fantastic theories a.bout the deteriora
tion of the natural environment are accepted 
a.s proven fa.ct and not as far-fetched theories. 

Not long ago some scientists said the earth 
is in danger of over-heating because of the 
tremendous a.mount of air pollution gen
erated by the fumes of factories, refineries 
and power plants throughout the world. The 
claim was that all of these man-made fires 
were using up the oxygen in the air faster 
than it could be regenerated by green plants 
and trees which a.re nature's system of con
verting carbon dioxide back to oxygen a.nd 
carbon. The doomsday scienrtists predicted 
that within the next half century there 
would be a layer of carbon dioxide sur
rounding the earth that would drastically 
reduce the amount of sunlight reaching the 
earth's plantllfe, and thereby reduce the 
amount of oxygen released by the plants. 

Last week the U.S. Weather Bureau re
ported that there ha.s been no discernible 
change in the world's oxygen supply for the 

la.st 69 yea.rs, substantiated by a study con
duoted by two scientists in the U.S. Depart
ment of Commerce. 

Dr. Lester Ma.chta. of the Environmental 
Science Services Administration a.nd Ernest 
Hughes of the National Bureau of Standards 
have also concluded that if all the known 
recoverable reserves of fossil fuels ( coal, oil 
and wood) were ultimately burned, there 
would be no significant effect of oxygen re
duotion on human breathing. 

But this report that our oxygen supply is 
safe receives scant attention compared to the 
headlines over the doomsday predictions 
mentioned earlier. :I'he fact that our oxygen 
supply is safe, though, doesn't mean that we 
ca.n pollute the air with impunity. Certainly 
the citizens Of a. city or a.n industrial commu
nity can call for safeguards against locally 
thick layers of dirty smoke which choke the 
air with soot, irritating smells and irritaiting 
chemical gases. But there seems to be no rea
son why a. controlled a.mount of burning in 
city dumps shouldn't be permitted, if the 
smoke doesn't adversely affect the neighbor
hood, for instance. 

The same is true about industry. Perhaps 
one, two or three smoke stacks would be 
acceptable within the community, but 10 
would not be. In some areas, surrounded by 
hills, the disturbing effects of smog are 
much more noticeable than they would be 
in the flat country which permits no con
centrations of smoke. 

All of the concern about the pollution of 
our environment is understandable when 
people generally, and the politicians in par
ticular, fail to note the offsetting evidence 
that makes some of the doomsday predictions 
suspect. Throughout the history of the world, 
volcanoes and forest fires have produced in 
some areas as much smoke as all the fac
tories of the world produce today, yet the 
earth ha.s continued to exist. The workings of 
nature have a. remarkable facility for over
coming the pollution of a.ny period. Burned
over forests become green again. The swamps 
of prehistoric areas become the oil and coa.l 
thait we need for fuel in our modern civiliza
tions. The dump grounds of pa.st years be
come the a.rcheological history of the world. 

Every civilization produces its own brand 
o! pollution. We are now embarked on a 
program to reduce the injurious effects of 
water pollution and air pollution as much 
as possible, but it should be heartening to 
realize that we a.re in no danger of running 
out of oxygen, and that the reduction of the 
great pile of garbage and refuse that accu
mulates in modern cities can continue to be 
destroyed by fire without endangering our 
ability to breathe. 

MICHIGAN WEEK WINNING ESSAYS 

HON. GARRY BROWN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak.
er, I would like to share with our col
leagues the views of young residents of 
Michigan's Third District relating to the 
state of our Union. James Rice, son of Mr. 
and Mrs. Arnold A. Rice; Renee Story, 
daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Thomas B. 
Shaw; Glenda Nolan, daughter of Mr. 
and Mrs. Lewis L. Nolan; and Sally Long, 
daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Kenneth Long, 
were my guests on capitol Hill during the 
first week of June. Each authored an 
award-winning essay on "What I Would 
Do If I Were Presidenrt.'' 

In Michigan each year, we celebrate 
Michigan Week. On~ day is set aside des
ignated ,as Government Day. Among the 
Government Day activities are essay con
tests open to young people of school age 
and relating to our Governmen,t. These 
four outstanding, young Americans from 
Battle Creek were judged winners this 
year. 

I commend James Rice, Renee Story, 
Glenda Nolan, and Sally Long for their 
work and commend to our colleagues the 
substance of their views. These essays 
manifest a broad grasp of the problems 
facing contemporary America and know
ing that the generation which follows 
ours is so knowledgeable reinforces my 
faith in the future we seek to serve here. 

This thought offered by a sixth grader 
might well serve as a maxim for each 
of us: 

I would do everything in my power to 
make the United States and the world a. 
cleaner, healthier, prettier and all around 
nicer place to live in. 

The winning essays follow: 
WHAT I WOULD Do IF I WERE PRESIDENT 

(By Renee Story) 
I! I became president I would try to solve 

some of today's major problems. I would 
attempt to cure some of the ailments of soci
ety before my four years o! office were fin
ished. 
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I would try to master the problem of pol

lution. I believe there would be a way of put
ting a stop to the pollution of our country. 
The rivers, streams, lakes, and oceans we use 
are being contaminated. The air we breathe 
is also impure, due to all of the factories and 
other industries in this country. Auto
mobiles, trucks, and other machines are con
tributing to this. 

r feel if I were president I would do every
thing in my power to provide jobs for all 
the people. If people can work and take care 
of their own families it would save our gov
ernment a lot of money in welfare aid. Many 
people in our country are dying of hunger 
and disease. Something must be done about 
this or many more will die. 

Another big problem in the United States 
is drugs. I, with the help of others, would 
build clinics and hospitals for the s'ick, on 
drugs. I would tighten down on the raising 
and selling of drugs. 

Also, being president I would try to control 
the war and the disagreements in our own 
country. There must be some way to bring 
peace and understanding between the United 
States and other nations. 

If I were president I would also try to save 
our wonderful parks, forests, lakes and other 
nature areas. Many things are being done to 
save this but still it is a problem. 

The president has many things to worry 
about. I feel he deserves the support and 
respect of all the American people to fulfill 
his work in office. 

As being president I would try to keep the 
world and national facts open to the public. 
Many people do not think we tell them every
thing that is happening around us. I feel 
that it is an important factor to keep the 
news open to the people. 

If I were president I would try to help or 
to solve some of todays many problems. I 
have not covered even a fraction of them on 
this paper. I would do everything in my 
power to make the United States and the 
world a cleaner, healthier, prettier and all 
around nicer place to live in. 

WHAT I WoULD Do IF I WERE PRESIDENT 

(By Sally Long) 
If I were president I would see to it that 

everybody has equal rights. No matter what 
race or color. 

I would try to find a solution to end the 
Viet Nam war in ways of peace. 

As president I would fight pollution to 
preserve our beautiful lakes, streams, sky
way, and grounds. 

I would try to find ways to stop crime but 
do it in ways that would go along with the 
people. 

As president, I'd try to make more coun
tries welfare countries. 

I would encourage physical education so 
that people would stay healthy. 

I'd do something about the terrible disease, 
cancer. 

I would help or try to help the ghetto peo
ple by building more government owned 
houses and apartments. 

As president I would see to it that no one 
was disfranchised. 

I would also try to help the under privil
edged ones who are not fortunate enough to 
have the proper education. 

Also I would try new ways to help the 
country's budget and yet go exploring into 
outerspace and other unknown places. 

I'd do something for the people in foreign 
countries who need help. 

I would have some research done on the 
problem of mentally retarded people. 

If I were president I would give the retired 
and handicapped people more chances at the 
world. 

I would try to control demonstrations so 
that things won't get out of hand. 

If I were president I would do something 
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about the drug problem, so that people could 
use drugs under prescriptions only. 

There is one line in Lincoln's Gettysburg 
Address that has a lot to do with people 
which is the main subject of this essay; 
"Tb.at this Nation under God shall have a 
new birth of freedom--and that government 
of the people, by the people, for the people, 
shall not perish from the earth." 

WHAT I WOULD Do IF I WERE PRESIDENT 

(By Glenda Nolan) 
Can't you just see the headlines all across 

the country? First woman elected Pre6'1dent! 
or Glenda gains goal! 

I know, the idea of me, Glenda Nolan, as 
President of these United States may seem 
quite hilarious to many! but so many changes 
have taken place in the world in recent years, 
both good and bad, that the election of a 
woman to this highest office is not, totally, an 
impossibility! Because of it's being a First, 
however, it would mean that I would have to 
make every effort to prove that the electors 
had not been wrong in their choice--tha.t 
this is not, completely, "a ma.n's world!" 

In trying to analyze just wha.rt I would do, 
I realized immediately the country's popu
lation blames the president for all . . . of 
America's problems. Especially these ma.in 
ones: 

A. The Vietnam War. 
B. Health: 
1. Drug. 
2. Pollution. 
3. Ghetto Areas. 
C. Race Discrimination. 
Let me, then, as president first discuss the 

Vietnam war. Personally, I am totally against 
it. Mostly because of lives lost, but also be
cause It seems so completely unnecessary. It 
appears to have done nothing for the Ameri
can people except weaken their faith in their 
government and elected officials who run it. 
If I were president I would try to end the 
war immed:iately .... If not by peace talks, 
then by force. 

On the subject of our country's health, I 
would first llke to consider the problem of 
drugs. Lately, they seem to have become 
"contagious!" ... Everyday more and more 
people "turn on." They claim to get their 
supply from "friends." But are they really 
your friends if they help you destroy your
self, physically and mentally? Stricter laws 
and punishments should help to control the 
drug scene in America. We need the help of 
everyone on locating, apprehending, and 
rehabilitating of the pushers and users of 
drugs. Maybe with the majority o! the Ameri
can people on the "side" of the law, especially 
the youth, we would be able to conquer this 
very serious problem. 

Pollution is a world-wide problem, but 
taking care of It in America would help. We 
need the help and cooperation of everyone, 
young and old. As president I would urge 
rallies, committees, seminars and a great 
deal of publlcity on the prevention of pollu
tion. I feel with enough people becoming 
involved and caring about the world they live 
in, we would soon be breathing easier! ... 

The Ghetto Areas are a major concern. 
With all the groups such as Vista and the 
Peace Corps we should be able to have a 
group of volunteers working for the benefit 
of our country. As president, I would try to 
form such a group. If we could clean up the 
Ghetto Areas it would, no doubt, help in the 
case of drugs, pollution, and also race 
discrimination. 

Race Discrimination is a very touchy sub
ject, because everyone seems to feel that 
everyone else is prejudiced! Very llttle can 
be accomplished with these views. I would 
hope that the people could be convinced that 
we're all members of the human race, that 
there are equal rights and opportunities for 
all. Then if people didn't take advantage of 

23793 
these rights, but made the best of the op
portunities available in this greatest country 
o! the world, "race discrimination" would be 
a forgotten phrase! 

I feel that these are our major problems. 
I realize that If I were actually President of 
these United States, my views would probably 
change a bit. I'm sure I would be more and 
better Informed, as well as more involved 
in the problems. 

I appreciate that I am free to write my 
thoughts and views on this topic. There are 
probably many people, my age, elsewhere in 
the world who would say this "could only 
happen in the United States!" 

WHAT I WOULD Do IF I WERE PRESIDENT 

( By Jim Rice) 
There are many problems In the United 

States today. If we don't learn how to cope 
with these problems, it may lead to the 
downfall of our country. One of the most im
portant problems facing our country today 
is pollution. Smoke from factories and means 
of transportation such as cars, trucks, etc., 
are filling the air which we breathe. Human 
wastes and ,all sorts of trash and junk occupy 
our lakes and streams and rivers which we 
swim and fl.sh in. Beer cans and garbage and 
all sorts of litter lay on our roads and high
ways. If I were president I would start a na
tional campaign to clean up our lakes and 
cities and the air. Too much money is being 
spent for space exploration. All this money 
and more could be spent to clean up our en
vironment. The government is spending a 
little money for this problem, but not nearly 
enough. 

Another problem facing our country today 
is the problem between the races. It seems 
silly that people of different colored skins can 
not live together in the same city without 
fighting and bickering. If I were president I 
would hear the problems of the people and 
try to find out why they can't get along with 
each other. I would try to unite the people 
because a united country is a strong country. 
If the people still can't get along with each 
other, let them take their problems and 
themselves to another country. 

The health problems of our country are 
unbelievable. There are a number of small 
communities that do not have even one doc
tor in their town. They have to travel many 
miles to get medical help. If an emergency 
arises it may be too late to travel for help. 
As president, I would get help in these com
munities until they had sufficient medical 
help. Most of the people in these towns are 
poor and poverty stricken. Many people living 
in places like these are living in poor hous
ing conditions. But this problem is also af
fecting people in the larger urban areas. If 
I were president I would spend more money 
to help poor people living in our country and 
better housing conditions. This will take a 
lot of money, but it would be worth it. 

Crime in our country today ls outrageous. 
Our big cities are being robbed blind. People 
are being mugged on the streets. Everyone 
makes fun of our policemen and call them 
names because they can't solve every crime 
right away. I think that the police forces of 
the United States are doing an excellent Job, 
despite the poor support from the people that 
they are protecting. People can not be out 
after dark without the fear of being attacked 
and robbed. Girls and young women can not 
be out alone without the fear of being kid
napped and molested. If I were president I 
would start really punishing lawbreakers and 
enforce every law. Another problem that has 
the United States in an uproar is the war in 
Viet Nam. 

Moot people don't realize the American 
armed forces a.re in Viet Nam to stop the 
spread of Communism. They a.re ignorant of 
the fa.ct that Communism ls a dangerous 
threat to all the people in the world. It can 
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spread to all parts of the world if it ls not 
stopped. A lot of people protest the war and 
they have every right to beoa..use thousands 
of our brave young men are being killed 
each year a.nd it ls not even our war. The 
number of deaths in the war is terrible, but 
that ls our fault because we became involved 
too late. If I were president I would get our 
troops out of Viet Nam and Cambodia. as 
soon as possible because it ls not our war. 

The drug and narcotics problem in the 
United States is aJso a. serious problem. There 
are present laws concerning this problem, 
and they a.re enforced pretty good. If I were 
president I would enforce these laws and 
punish the lawbreakers in much the same 
way they are doing it today, but I would set 
up rehab111tation centers all ovett' the coun
try and try to rid the drug addicts of the 
terrible habit which they have wrongly 
ta.ken up. I would have all illegal druga 
destroyed whioh a.re not needed in medical 
centers and research. The alcoholic problem 
is as big or bigger than the drug problem 
because it involves people of a.11 ages and 
mostly young people are involved in addic
tive drugs. There a.re places all over the 
country which anyone with an alcoholic 
problem can get help. If I were president I 
would give money to places llke this so any
one with a. drinklng problem can get all 
the help they need to quit drinking. Smoking 
1s another problem endangering the health 
of many people in our country. I would ban 
a.11 cigarette commercia.ls from t .v. and radio 
because thousands and thousands of people 
are dying ea.ch year from cigarettes or some 
other form of smoking. I wouldn't make it 
a federal offense to smoke, because most 
smokers are so much in the habit of smoking 
that they can't quit right a.way. 

These a.re Just a few of the problems facing 
the people of the United States today. If I 
were President I would spend much more 
money for these problems than spend >bllllons 
of dolalrs ea.ch year for something many 
miles awa.y. 

CITIZEN COMMITMENT NEEDED TO 
CLEANidNESS-AMERICAN BUSI
NESS EXECUTIVE SEES NO L1'ITER 
IN RUSSIA 

· HON .. JENNINGS RANDOLPH 
OJ' WEST vmGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 10, 1970 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, earlier 
this year the Subcommittee on Air and 
Water Pollution of the Committee on 
Public Works conducted hearings on 
solid waste disposal problems. We heard 
testimony that an average of 5.3 pounds 
of solid wastes per person is produced 
every day in the United States. 

This waste output is steadily growing 
and partially aceounts for the sometimes 
cluttered appearance of our cities and 
roadsides,. 

The Government can and must take 
strong, effective action to encourage and 
assist in coping with this most serious 
problem. 

But we cannot do it alone. We can 
pass laws every week and provide all the 
money necessary, but we cannot have a 
clean America without a determination 
by the people that they want it. Such a 
determination must be followed by the 
resolve by all citizens and public officials 
to do their part. 

That the cities and the countryside 
can be kept clean and neat is shown in 
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the examples set in other nations. A 
prime example of the progress that is be
ing made is seen in the Soviet Union. 

On July 8, Herbert S. Richey, chair
man of the Natural Resources Committee 
of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and 
president of the Valley Camp Coal Co., 
reported before a group of Senators and 
staff members on his recent trip t.o 
Russia. 

Mr. Richey was one of a number of coal 
company executives who went t.o the So
viet Union t.o examine mining methods 
in that country. He was impressed, how
ever, by many other things he saw there. 

Particularly impressive, he told us, was 
the cleanliness and concern about their 
surroundings by the Russian people, Mr. 
Richey said even large cities are virtu
ally devoid of litter, and in a nation 
where many people smoke, cigarette butts 
were not seen lying on the streets and 
sidewalks. 

Russian parks are immaculate, Mr. 
Richey said, and all parts of the country 
that he visited showed a public commit
ment t.o cleanliness. 

That kind of apparent commitment is 
needed in this country, too, if we are t.o 
create and maintain the kind of sur
roundings we desire. Unfortunately, it is 
apparent that we have not developed it. 
There continues t.o be a disregard re
flected by the trash and litter we see 
daily and the absence of determination 
by the authorities to enforce existing 
laws. , 

This problem was vividly described on 
July 8 in an article published in the 
Washington Daily News. There are, how
ever, encouraging signs that there are 
many citizens of the United States who 
are willing to shoulder their share of the 
burden. One such example was described 
in the Charleston, W. Va., Gazette, of 
June 8, 1970. It is a story of people con
tributing their time and labor t.o cleaning 
a stream. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that both articles be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Daily News, 
July 8, 1970] 

LETTER OF Otra LITTER LAWS LITERALLY IGNORED 

(By Columbus Smith) 
Anti-litterlng laws in the Washington 

area are seldom enforced and often ignored. 
Area officials think litter laws are inef

fective. Some officials think the public 
wouldn't tolerate strict enforcement of ex
isting area Utter laws, which range upward 
to a maximum penalty of a $1,000 fine and 
a year in Jall. 

In the first four months this year state 
police made only three littering arrests in 
Montgomery County, 12 in Prince Georges, 
10 in Fairfax County and none in Arlington. 
Only three Uttering arrests were made in 
Arlington by state police during 1969. 

COSTLY CLEANUP 

The Virginia Department of Highways 
spent $96,272 last fiscal year cleaning up the 
roadsides of Fairfax e.nd Arlington counties. 

In Montgomery County the cost for one 
year of cleaning trash from the streets was 
$92,430. In Prlnce Georges County the esti
mate is $200,000 a year. In the District it Is 
$3 million a year. 

The District prosecuted 56 Utter cases last 
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year. A District Court official said most of 
the cases were resolved with the forfeiture 
of $10 in collateral. 

"Under normal conditions we don't make 
an arrest for littering," said Deputy Chief 
of the District Patrol Di vision Tilmon B. 
O'Bryant. He said citations were issued when 
a clear case of littering was noted. The maxi
mum penalty for littering in the District 
is $300 and 10 days in jail. 

SUGGEST SPECIAL COURT 

W. F. Roeder, chief of the District San1-
tation Department, said, "If they (Utter 
cases) were handled by a special court it 
might have more impact." 

He said a Judge faced with a docketful 
of really serious crimes "doesn't want to be 
bothered with these minor cases of littering.'' 

He said District police "know if they take 
it into court they may not get a convic
tion-I think they bypass it." Mr. Roeder 
was not critical of the police who he says 
are concentrating on cutting down more 
serious crimes. 

Acting Police Chief Leslie C. Saunders 
of Alexandria said, "If you threw a gum 
wrapper on the pavement I'm not sure I'd 
want my officer to enforce the law." 

He said enforcement to the letter of the 
city law would be "almost unacceptable with 
the public." The maximum fine in Alexan
dria is $600 or six months in Jail. 

A police officer in Alexandria said he 
couldn't remember when a citizen had la.St 
been arrested for littering. "You stop the 
car and make a fuss and you have seven 
days of rioting because someone dropped a 
hamburger wrapping," the officer said. 

Jerome Stanburry, city attorney for Hy
attsville, a city of 30,000 said, "I've never 
heard of police stopping someone for throw
ing a beer can ·out the window." He said at
tractive trashcans, conven1ently placed, were 
needed. 

"I don't think we make a dozen cases a 
year," said Fairfax City Police Chief Murray 
Kutner. 

Police Chief Lee Baker of Seat Pleasant 
said, "I don't think there's been one charge 
of littering" since he ha.s been chief. It's more 
effective, the chief said "to apprehend some
one in the act and make them clean it up." 

La.Rue Van Meter, city attorney for Falls 
Church where the ma.xim.um penalty is a 
$1,000 fine and a year in Jail, said there ha.a 
been "nothing in the way of arrests for.litter
ing by common citizens. Nobody has been 
concerned enough to make an issue of it." 

"I've never seen one," said Jeff Werner, 
assistant state's attorney for Montgomery 
County. 

"I don't know what happens. I've been in 
Peoples Court for the la.st year and I've never 
seen one." 

Tom Ferguson, town adm1nistrator for 
Cheverly, said "I've been here two years and 
we've never enforced it ..• It's so damn 
tough to catch the offenders." 

They feel that Uttering ls now part of the 
American makeup and will take more than 
laws to correct. Almost every official con
tacted felt tha..t only thru constant news cov
erage of the problem would Americans save 
Utter for the trash can rather than toss it on 
streets and sidewalks. 

"Look at the parks and tell by the la.ck of 
it (utter) the stability of the people who use 
the parks," said Grant Wright, chief of the 
U:S. Park Police. 

"I don't think policemen arresting people 
who throw trash on the ground wlll have 
much effect on it (the Utter)" said Chief 
Wrlght. 

Many officials think industry could ease 
some of the burden by changing marketing 
and design habits. 

Arlington Pollce Chief Wlll1am Fawver says 
Utter might be cut by a third if cigaret- packs 
were made from one piece of material instead 
of several. 
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A high ranking pol1ce officer in the Prince 

Georges force said: 
"As long a.s you advertise non-returnable 

"throw away" bottles that's wh&t he (the 
citizen) will do--throw it right on the road." 

Chief Fawver said, "Even for three or four 
cents people have an incentive to return their 
bottles whereas now they don't have any 
incentive.•• 

Police Chief Murray Kutner of Fairfax City 
says that items like a siX-pack of beer, soft 
drinks or Kleenex could have a plastic Utter 
bag attached. 

"If a. bag was available in your car you 
would be more a.pt to use it," said Chief 
Kutner. 

Cars also aren't designed with litter in 
mind. "They ( auto makers) build an auto
mobile and give you a.n ash tray that w1U 
hold three (cigaret) butts," said Chief 
Kutner. 

[From the Charleston Gazette, June 8, 1970) 
GARBAGE FLOWS LIKE WATER-OUT OF 

BOONE STREAM 

(By William Canterbury) 
Led by a young biology teacher, 18 boys in 

the Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) 
splashed into the Big Coal River deep in the 
valley floor below Whitesville. 

As they worked their way downstream they 
stopped every few feet to bend over and pick 
up some trash from the riverbed or along the 
banks. 

In the first half hour they filled seven 20-
gallon garbage cans. 

It was their first day on the job of the 
"Clean Streams" campaign, Boone County's 
slogan for the statewide Scenic Rivers cam
paign. 

Pointing to a pile of refuse the youths had 
dumped alongside W. Va. 8 above the river 
bank just outside Whitesville, the group's 
supervisor John Hathaway said: 

"The state told us we'd have to walk a long 
way before we'd find much and we've just 
started, and look at this." 

The group will work all summer from 
Wh1tesv111e to Emmons on the Big Coal 
River-an estimated distance of 80 miles. 

After five hours of plying the river Monday 
the boys had extracted a. truckful of Junk dis
carded by fellow countians. Among the items: 
Fences, bed springs, watermelon rinds, and, 
the most common sight, cans, cans and more 
cans, all tossed off bridges fording streams or 
dumped over the banks by residents. 

Hathaway, who joined in wading with the 
boys up to his knees as they worked, said he 
was discouraged by the program at first. Dur
ing a recent training program for supervisors, 
he said, "a man called over to us: 'Hey, when 
you get it all picked up, dump it right over 
the creek bank over here-that's where we 
dump'." The man was not just being a 
heckler, Hathaway said. "He meant it." 

Lawrence Lyon, chairman of "Clean 
streams,'' said the program's backers realize 
"it's not the final answer." But the program 
aims to help teenaged boys by giving them 
steady jobs with regular hours for the sum
mer. At the same time it is hoped they will 
get some deep-felt satisfaction from improv
ing their environment. 

There are 45 boys, mostly 14 and 15 years 
of age, signed up in Boone County. A total 
of 1,400 jobs for the Scenic Rivers program 
was allocated by the State Department of 
Natural Resourees, which is oosponsorlng the 
program with the county courts. 

The money to pay the youths, who make 
$1.45 an hour for a 82-hour week on the river 
work, and the supervisors, who get $2.50 an 
hour for 40 holU'S, comes from the U.S. De
partment of Labor. The multicounty effort ls 
coordinated by the State Office O'f Economic 
Opportunity under Gov. Moore. 

'The program was expanded this summer 
from.r one volunteer cleanup project along 
w,ha,t is now proudly bllled as "Scenic Hiigh-
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way" 4, along the Elk River. The idea caught 
on to employ teenagers from poverty-level 
famllies to carry on the work at the county 
level. 

The youths seem to find value in the work, 
even though the program was slow to at
tract workers until the eligible age was low
ered from 16 to 14. Older youths were at
tr&eted by other NYC projects and jobs with 
the Stait.e De:pal"tment of Higlhways--jobs 
which held the promise of steady work after 
school. Lyon said his commtttee views the 
river cleanup as "temporary," but necessary 
before other river channellz6tion projects 
can be launched in future summers. 

THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGOT 

HON. PAUL G. ROGERS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
a grim, ever-present reminder of the 
dark side of America's heritage is the 
depressing state of life of the American 
Indian. 

The plight of these original Americans 
is becoming increasingly a matter of pub
lice concern and justly so, but what is 
really needed is not rhetoric, but rather 
action, not only by the Congress and the 
executive offices of the Federal Govern
ment, but by the States and concerned 
citizens as well. We must endeavor to 
right previous wrongs but above all we 
must preserve the Indian culture while 
at the same time assisting the Ameriean 
Indian to adjust to our society. 

The Seminole and Miccosukee Indians 
of Florida are a prime example of the 
situation which exists among American 
Indians and their pllght was graphically 
documented in a recent seven-part 
series appearing in the Palm Beach Post 
entitled "The People America Forgot," 
written by Kent Pollock. I would like to 
insert the series at this point in the 
RECORD for the benefit of my colleagues: 
THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGO'l'-I: THE SEMI· 

NOLE: A FOREIGNER IN AMERICA 

(By Kent Pollock) 
Bonnie Billie sat down one afternoon and 

listened attentively to her teacher a.t 
Ahfachkee Day School tell the fable of the 
tortoise and the hare. 

Bonnie thought carefully, then wrote her 
own rendition. Unllke the original story, 
there was no moral that persistence ends in 
success. 

It was instead the tale heard through the 
ears of a youngster much different from 
o~her Americans. 

Bonnie ls a 10-year-old Seminole Indian. 
Her story goes like this: 

"The rabbit and the turtle were going for 
a walk. They sat on the grass to rest. And 
then they went to sleep. They didn't have a 
blan~et and a p111ow. · 

"The turtle ate grass and the rabbit .ate 
carrots. They did not have a television to 
watch and they got up and walked and 
walked and walked. 

"They ran to the forest. They stopped run
ning and settled down and rested forever." 

And that's the end to Bonnie's story. It's 
indicative of one of many differences be· 
tween Seminoles and other Americans. From 
childhood to death, the Seminole thinks, 
acts and llves in terms foreign to other 
Americans. 

Like Bonnie, Seminoles even Interpret the 
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same stories differently than other Ameri
cans. 

Bonnie's ls a confused culture caught be
tween the necessity to assimilate to American 
life and the desire. to be an Indian, a Semi· 
nole Indian. 

It ls a story of assimilation for survival. 
Bonnie's people have been running to the 

forest looking for a place to stop a.nd settle 
down for as long as they can remember. 

Today, some 1,400 Seminoles live on three 
government reservations in Florida trying to 
adapt to a. way of life they don't really 
understand. 

They are survivors of a tribe whittled down 
to less than 150 by a U.S. government policy 
of killing or moving all Indians out of 
Florida. 

There were many massacres in which 
thousands of people died before the Semi
nole Indian wars ended in 1858. 

The Seminole was a. capable warrior. It is 
estimated that for every Seminole either 
killed or moved from Florida, the govern
ment spent $10,000 and lost one soldier. 

About 8,000 Seminoles moved to Indian 
Territory which later became Oklahoma. 

As the Indians who stayed in Florida con
tinued to fight the government, they re
treated almost wilUngly to the south, trying 
to escape what was then-as it is now-a 
confusing way of life. 

The Indians who &tayed split into two 
groups. Many went further south than the 
others and later organized as the Miccosukee 
Indians of the Tamiami Trail. 

But the battles the Seminole fought then 
were easier than the struggle he fights now. 

If the Seminole War of 100 years past was 
to retain land, the Seminole War of 1970 1a 
one to retain culture, pride and tradition 
while learning to live in a. white society. 

The fight he faces now is paradoxical in 
that each victory over poverty, discrimina
tion or' education might represent a defeat 
in the battle to regain culture. 

The American Indian has always been set 
aside. Although he was a resident of the 
United States before other Americans, he 
didn't even become a citizen until 1924 when 
Congress passed the Wheeler-Howard Act. 

John Cypress is a living example of the 
confusion shared by most members of his 
race. He lives on Big Cypress Reservation 
about 60 miles west of Fort Lauderdale. 

He leaned on a dilapidated bed with a 
children's reader at his side. He ls 70, can't 
read and apologizes for not understanding 
English. 

He smiles in embarrassment and giggles 
nervously. "Sometimes I understand right. 
Sometimes yes, sometimes no--I think 
there's one word I no get." 

That John should apologize for not under
standing a puzzllng language, foreign to his 
mind, ls sad. He speaks Micco~ukee fluently. 

But it's true that some members of his 
tribe feel embarrassed because they don't 
fully understand English. 

John and his relatives were born into a so
ciety foreign to that of other Americans. 

The Seminoles life on Big Cypress Reserva
tion, Brighton Reservation, 86 miles north
west of Moore Haven, or Hollywood Reserva
tion near U.S. 441 in Hollywood, ls difficult 
to comprehend. 

His life ls full of anachronisms common 
to any cultural struggle. 

It is common to see young Seminoles liv
ing in modern trailers next to their elders 
living in open chickees-thatched roof shacks 
built with dead cypress and palmetto fronds. 

Or to see a family like the Bucks of Brigh
ton Reservation living in a house with mod
ern conveniences but stlll raising their chil
dren in the old way. 

In the back room of the Buck residence, 
"Princess" Emma Jane, a. newborn child, 
swings in a hammock strung between two 
walls with rope as she would be strung to 
two trees in years past. 
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Emma Jane has beads on her wrists and 

her ears are already pierced. She wears a 
dime on her right wrist, held by a piece of 
rawhide. 

She will be raised in a world which will 
hopefully accept her better than her older 
relatives have been accepted. 

But it is a small hope. 
The change from Seminole to white cul

ture will be difficult for Emma Jane. She and 
her friends are children of nature. 

Their very name, Seminole, means "wild" 
like a deer is wild and free. But it is difficult 
to be wild and free-to be a Seminole--in 
1970 America.. 

It is this desire to be wild and free, or to 
run to the forest to settle down forever, 
coupled with other basic differences in white 
American culture, that has put the Seminole 
Indian where he is today. 

He suffers from poverty, poor health, lim
ited education and other injustices. 

The Seminole's average per capita income 
is somewhere a.round $2,200 per year, short 
of all poverty levels. He is essentially an un
educated person with only two college grad
uates and less than 150 high school graduates 
in his tribe of 1,400. 

Most Seminoles represent a curious con
trast--pride and poor self-images. 

One Seminole woman working as a. secre
tary for the tribe was asked if she ever dated 
white men. 

"No," she said. "I never wanted to get in
volved with a. white man." 

Why? 
"I could never marry a. white man because 

I could never keep a house the way he would 
expect me to. I don't know his ways." 

Most Seminoles don't. 
John Cypress, for example, lives for today. 

His income comes from welfare and Social 
Security. He receives $116 per month. 

He pays no rent and makes few trips to 
town. John is broke at the end of every 
month. He lost his credit at a nearby tribal 
store because he failed to pay his bills. 

Now he must travel-nearly 50 miles--to 
Immokalee or Clewiston to do his shopping. 

"I wanted to shop at tribe store over here, 
but those Indian people no treat me right. 
They call me bad Indian. Say no pay my 
bills," John says with a. trace of bitterness. 

His trips to town are his only activity. "I 
don't do nothing. Just sit down all the time." 

John is not necessarily the typical Semi
nole Indian. Younger Indians go to school 
during the day and play sports at night. 

Many live in houses with plumbing and 
electricity. They sleep in beds and eat from 
tables. 

But there a.re those still living much like 
their ancestors--no plumbing or electricity, 
wooden platforms under thatched roofs for 
sleeping, family pots without utensils for 
eating. 

They cook starchy, unhealthy meals on 
open fires. 

Health is a definite problem. One doctor 
who works with the people estimates 40 per 
cent of the Seminoles of Florida. suffer from 
intestinal para.sites or hookworms. 

Malnutrition, another crucial affliction, 
has been combatted through crash educa
tion programs for youngsters and adults and 
by providing free, balanced meals to children 
in school. 

The meals a.re possibly the best thing the 
Seminole receives in school. His academic 
achievement is perilously low-if he stays 
long enough to be tested. 

By 1968, some 67 pex cent of all Seminoles 
who entered school in 1956 had dropped out. 

Some of the troubles stem from language 
differences. Seminoles speak Creek or Mic
cosukee or a combination of both. Neither 
language can be accurately translated into 
English. 

Most Seminoles speak a. little English. Few 
have mastered it well enough to achieve suc
cess in a. school oriented to other American 
children. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
There is a belief the Seminole nation 

would be better off if it dropped its own lan
guage and learned English as a primary lan
guage. This is not necessarily true. 

The loss of their own tongue could result 
in much more than a mere loss of language. 
It could result in the loss of their culture, 
tradition and self-identity. 

And this would be a tragedy. 
The language is not a written one, so tribal 

tradition and basic cultural rule is passed 
down verbally ihrough generations, usually 
through group discussions near bedtime. 

Already many children don't fully under
stand the legends told by their parents. And 
when a legend is lost, another pa.rt of cul
ture is lost. 

Billy Cypress, one of two Seminole college 
graduates, says his people view tradition and 
culture like they do a good book. 

"You put it down because you don't have 
time for it and you promise yourself you'll 
pick it back up again. You know it's good 
for you, but you know you'll never pick it up 
and finish it." 

And because it is a culture so unknown, 
so misunderstood, so ignored, if it is to be 
saved, the Seminole must save it. 

Many attempts are under way to assist the 
Seminole with his struggle--some by the De
partment of Interior's Bureau of Indian Af
fairs, some by the tribal organization itself. 

There are government programs aimed at 
health, housing, job placement and training 
and education. 

One tribal enterprise is under way at the 
Hollywood Reservation where a tourist at
traction attempts to display the early Semi
noles' way of life. 

But the attraction is mostly a sterile facil
ity where tourists come and gawk at Semi
noles making dresses or stringing beads or 
wrestling alligators. 

It is like a zoo or a carnival where people's 
culture is displayed like wares at a fair. 

So the Seminole's world is quickly disap
pearing and its replacement isn't necessarily 
any better. 

He has accepted the white man's ways only 
to find himself treated as a second-class citi
zen or a sideshow attraction. 

He is winning and losing at the same time. 
This is not new. 

The Seminole consistenly beat the U.S. 
government at war but lost his prime land 
in the prooess--migrating in a calculated 
path towards the worst acreage in Florida. 

He once won a contract with the Depart
ment of the Interior for more land "oo pro
vide more adequately for the Seminole In
dians of Florida." only to lose what is now a 
major part of Everglades National Park in the 
process. 

He accepted strange ways of education 
and religion and employment and won the 
right to be equal, only to find confusion and 
despair and poverty. 

And now he's losing again. 
But the battle is not over and many Semi

noles intend to win. Only time can provide 
the result. 

The story can either be the sad last chapter 
in a. book of painful assimilation or the first 
chapter in a book of revived identity, of 
awareness of pride. 

For the Seminole Indian, time ls running 
out. The life he has pursued for years-the 
white American way-is rapidly approaching 
maturity. 

For Bonnie Billie and John Cypress and 
"Princess" Emma. Jane Buck and all other 
Seminoles, the future is now. 
. The tortoise can rest forever In the forest 
or he_ can persist and hope for success. 
THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGOT: I!-AsSIMILATE 

To SURVIVE 

(By Kent Pollock) 
For fifty cents a Seminole Indian can show 

his pride and self-identity. 
It comes in the form of a. red-and-black 
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reflectorized bumper sticker sold at the 
tribal grocery store: 

"Indians Discovered America.." 
Besides light, the sign reflects the plight 

of a forgotten society reaching out to be 
noticed. 

The Seminole Indian lives in a world that 
demands he conform or die. It is a. world 
much different from his own of yea.rs past. 

In the old days the Seminole's life was one 
of hard work, but simple in motivation and 
reward. 

He hunted plentiful game during the day
time so he could eat and enjoy himself at 
night. 

He chose high, fertile ground for his village 
where he planted corn and peas and sweet 
potatoes; pumpkins, watermelons and beans. 

When he grew tired of one location he 
moved to another. It was a. difficult nomadic 
way of life, but its freedom was satisfying. 

This was before the United States bought 
Florida. from Spain in 1819. Before the 
Seminole had to retreat to the swampy, once 
considered uninhabitable land to the south. 

It was before the Seminole was forced to 
live in a way much different from his own
forced to assimilate to survive. 

The Seminole was happier then than he ls 
now. He tells you so by his reluctance to 
change. 

Some say so verbally. 
"Lot of changes over years. Too many peo

ple and ditches and canals. Everything dif
ferent now . . . better before change, looks 
that way," John Cypress says. 

This isn't hard to understand. The Semi
nole's life has changed drastically. 

Hunting on the three government reserva
tions is a futile exercise. Much of the land 
is unfit for farming. 

The Seminole has become a captive of 
a cultural clash. He ls unable to cope with 
American society, and American society ls 
unwilling to accept him as a full member. 

So he suffers the humility of living in a 
country where he counts for nothing. 

And he avoids change when possible. 
His people's reluctance to move into mod

ern homes provided by government self-help 
housing ~ojects is an example of this refusal 
to change. 

Walter Tommy sa.t on a. wooden platform 
where a chlckee used to stand and talked 
about his feelings towards modern housing. 

"If they're going to build me houses they're 
going to have to build them the way I want. 
I grew up in the swamp so I must like it, 
huh?" 

Pigs and chickens roam freely as he talks, 
and some of his friends gather to listen. 
Walter says he wants more room, more open 
spa,ce and less contact with other people 
than the housing project provides. 

"This is the way I've been living all my life. 
A house doesn't make me happy as I know 
of it." 

Walter lives both in Fart Pierce where he 
drives a tractor and on Brighton Reserva
tion where he "rests up a. bit." 

He lives in this camp because he has a 
child here. He doesn't know the child's age. 
Similarly, he can't remember when he went 
to school or for how long. 

Time means little. 
Unlike Walter, there a.re some Seminoles 

who enjoy living in modern houses. Some 
helped build their own homes, working on 
them nearly 600 hours for a down-payment. 

But even they sometimes miss the open 
air of a chickee. 

Seminoles living on Hollywood Reserva
tion are forbidden by tribal law to build 
chickees. They live in 60 houses built under 
tribal and government housing programs. 

At least 86 families--or about 410 Indians-
reside in the 60 dwellings. Some estimates 
are higher. 

Despite its overcrowded atmosphere, Hol
lywood is a popular reservation. It provides 
housing near employment, unlike Big Cy-
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press and Brighton Reservations which lie 
in relative wilderness. 

The government provides money to repair 
Indian homes under a Home Improvement 
Program. Up to $4,500 per family is aV8llable. 

But repairing an open-sided, thatched 
roof chickee is difficult. 

The Seminole Tribal H.ousing Authority 
built 20 homes with modern conveniences at 
Brighton Reservation where a.bout 350 In
dians live. 

Sixteen homes have been constructed a.t 
Big Cypress Reservation where about 435 
Seminoles live. None have indoor tollets
the government decided to construct out
houses instead. 

"They wouldn't use inside facUities any
way and these priVies are well built," a Bu
reau official said. 

But statistics which show housing per
ilously behind demand are somewhat mis
leading. 
· Fred and Wanda Tommy live in a camp 
consisting of three chickees about a mile 
off the ma.in road through Brighton Reserva
tion. They live there because they say they 
want to. 

There is a sleeping chickee, a cooking 
chickee and an eating chickee. Electricity 
and gas provide power for a stove, refrigera
tor and radio. 

A brisk wind rustles the thatched roof's 
palmetto fronds and a radio blares rock music 
as Wanda Tommy talks reluctantly about her 
life and her six children. 

She doesn't want to be int.erviewed. 
Her sixth child, seven-day-old Edna., sleeps 

in a separat.e chickee during the conversa
tion. A chicken jumps on the structure's edge 
while Edna relaxes inside. 

Where wm Fred and Wanda move when 
the chickees decay with age? 

"I think other chickee, yes sir." Her voice 
is barely audible as she speaks with her head 
hung low in distrust. 

Would she like a modern home? 
"No. I don't think so." 
Why? 
There is no answer. She turns her back

an act considered a serious insult-then faces 
forward again after a few moments of silence. 

What does she want for her children? For 
Freddy and Leotta and Alice and Leoma and 
Ph1llip and Edna? 

"They got enough. We got enough." Wanda 
is giggling because she knows how absurd 
her statement must sound to a white man. 

But to her it ls true. 
Her husband was away making money, 

cutting palmetto fronds for 90 cents per 
bundle. Her older children were nearby play
ing, and her newborn child was sleeping well. 

Wandy Tommy is closer to her old way of 
life than many Seminoles she knows. So she 
is content. 

Unfortunately, it is not as easy for many of 
Wanda's friends. 

Much has been done to reverse this trend 
of increased confusion among Seminoles. 

The Department of Interior's Bureau of 
Indian Affairs has several programs in health, 
housing, education and job training aimed at 
erasing the problems of being a Seminole In
dian. 

South Florida Rural Legal Services, an or
ganization aimed at providing legal advise to 
the poor, is attempting to expand its opera
tion to the Indian reservations. 

The Indians themselves organized as The 
Seminole Tribe of Florida, Inc., in 1957, to 
conduct their own business affairs. 

The tribe has both a tribal council looking 
at social affairs and a board of directors regu
lating business activities. 

Successful business, until very recent 
times, has been a stranger to the Seminole. 

The tribe still owes the Bureau nearly $2 
million in unpaid loans made to start tribal 
businesses. Government officials were pleased 
two years ago when tribal enterpises lost 
"only $50,000." 

Lucrative land leases coupled with a sue-
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cessful cattle-raising program and the sale 
of oil and gas exploration rights are help
ing the Seminole rise from the economic gut
ter he occupied for years. 

The tribe progressed well enough finan
cially to decl:are $100 dividends to each 
member of the tribe last year. 

Still, the individual Seminole suffers from 
poverty. The average income per family is 
around $2,200 per year and many Indians' 
incomes fall short of the average. 

Even though he pays no rent and incurs 
few of the expenses common to other Amer
icans, the Seminole is poor. 

While the Seminole tribe finds itself pro
gressing financially, the individual Semi
nole•s social habits have not caught up
so he spends his money quickly and is 
sometimes the victim of exploitation. 

It is a. life of dilemmas. 
Lottie Baxley, a Seminole widow who mar

rl.ed a white man, explained the confusion. 
She, too, was perplexed while he-:- husband 
was alive because tribal law forced her to 
leave the reservation for marrying a white 
man. 

Indian men, on the contrary, are allowed 
to marry whites and still live on reserva
tions. 

Lottie says, "There are lots of changes in 
the Seminole world with (tribal} organiza
tion and all. They aren't used to the new 
ways . . . they used to go out in the woods 
and k111 deer or whatever they wanted to 
eat. It was their whole life . . . now there 
ain't no woods." 

Tribal chief Betty Mae Jumper says her 
people have trouble understanding white 
ways which are good and bad at the same 
time. She uses education, something foreign 
to early Seminoles, as an example. 

"In a way education hurts us and in a. way 
we need it. We need that education if we're 
going to live like anybody else. But then it 
hurts us real bad and confuses my people 
because all that trouble is coming in." 

The trouble she speaks of is juvenile de
linquency, aloohollsm, criminal activity and 
many other afflctions of poor America. once 
unknown to the Seminole. 

She blames it all on a loss of tradition. 
"Some of the old Indian ways are good ways 

and I think we should keep them." 
There is evidence that some of the Sem!

nole•s identity and pride and culture has 
already been lost. 

Tribal leaders, however, feel the battle is 
being won. Many don•t agree. Some don•t 
realize there•s a battle being fought. 

It•s all part of a story of change. 
The people aren•t sure who they are or 

where they belong in America. 
Until they know, they'll keep buying 

bumper stickers. 

THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGOT: III-THE 
PROBLEM: EDUCATING THOSE WHO Do NOT 
UNDERSTAND 

(By Kent Pollock} 
Frank Charlie has been a craftsman all his 

life. 
He is 70 and stm practices his trade 13 

hours a day, six days a week. And he plans 
on doing it un tn he dies. 

Frank carves canoes out of cypress trees. 
He works in a secluded tree stand at Big 

Cypress Reservation-with only an ax, a rasp, 
a hatchet and a saw. There are no power 
tools in the swamp. 

It takes Frank four months to complet.e 
one 24-foot canoe. For this, he receives $400. 

Frank is like lots of other Seminole In
dians. He works very hard for very little. He 
doesn't know the value of his own skills. He 
is ,essentially an uneduoated person. 

For young Seminoles who don't want to 
spend their lives like Frank working for 
$100 per month, education is vital. 

But they have received little of it. 
There are only two college graduates and 

fewer than 150 high school graduates among 
Florida's Seminole Indians 
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The government provides $600 per year for 

each Seminole oollege student, and other 
scholarships a.re available, but only four Sem
inoles are currently enrolled in colleges. 

It wasn't until 1957 that the first Seminole 
was graduated from a Florida high school. 
And in 1963 the first Big Cypress Reserva
tion Indian was graduated. 

Unlike other Americans, education to the 
Seminole has never been a part of life. 

But most have finally accepted the con
cept of education. Now the problem is for 
teachers to offer quality, relevant education. 

The problems are vast . Poverty, poor 
health, undernourishment, inadequate hous
ing-the Seminole's life doesn't lend itself to 
easy learning. 

There are two basic sides to Seminole ed
ucation-both are bad. 

One side shows children living in Holly
wood and Brighton Reservation going to pub
lic schools. They fall far below average 
achievement levels. Many drop out. 

The other side includes children at Big 
Cypress Reservation attending a government 
school for four years before entering public 
school. They a.re mostly unprepared to com
pete. 

One hundred and fifteen Seminoles attend 
public schools in Clewiston; 97 are enrolled 
in Moore Haven schools. 

Seminole students who have problems at 
home are sent to boarding schools in Okla
homa and other states. There are 46 attend
ing such schools. 

By 1968, 67 per .cent of all Seminoles who 
entered school in 1956 had dropped out. The 
national dropout average for Indians was 50 
per cent in compartson to a D.81tional aver
age for other Americans of 21 per cent. 

In Palm Beach County where thousands 
of migrant children drop out yearly, the 
average is 41 per cent. 

Seminoles in public schools tend to isolate 
themselves. 

And isolation makes assimilation into a 
different culture more difficult. 

Offlci-als say isolaltion stems from either 
discrimination by fellow students or lack of 
self-confidence by Seminoles. It is probably a 
combination of both, coupled with the fact 
white students sha.re nothing culture.lly with 
Seminoles. 

One teacher at a Clewiston school said, 
"I don't believe they (Seminoles} are in
terested. ... some of them show more spark 
than others, but the majority don't ca.re for 
what we have to offer." 

What the public school system has to offer 
is much different from the Seminole way of 
life. 

It is also much different from the educa
tion offered Seminoles at Big Cypress Reser
vation. Children there attend school until 
the fifth grade at a government-operated In
<Man school. 

Government officials say the sohool is nec
essary because younger children would be 
harmed by the 45-mlle bus trip to Clewis
ton's public schools. 

The sign outside the government school 
says Ahfachkee Day school. It means Happy 
Day school in Miccosukee, the reservation's 
primary language. 

But the sign doesn't represent what ha.p
ens inside. 

The school which 47 children attend is a 
failure. A Florida Atlantic University pro
fessor, Dr. Harry Kersey, calls the school "au 
experiment in successive regression." 

When children leave Ahfachkee Day SChool 
to attend fifth grade in a public school they 
are ill-prepared to compete with other Amer

- loans their own age. 
Only 11 Seminoles of all Indians living on 

Big Cypress Reservation attending Ahfach
kee Day School have ever graduated from 
high school. 

Tests show that children attending Ah
fachkee Day Schoof for four years achieve 
very littl~ beyond the first grade. 

A quick tour of the · school explains why. 
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The school consists o! three classrooms and 

,a kitchen. Children are divided by age. 
They wander around during classroom 

hours without discipline, lea.rn.1ng very little 
in the process. 

It's not necessarily bad behavior or rebel
llon--1.t's more a habit. 

If the children are disciplined too harshly 
they probably won't come back. 

And attendance laws either don't compel 
children on federal reservations to attend 
school or they go unenforced. Nobody seems 
to know which for sure-not even officials. 

While some children wander and play, 
others work. 

A fourth grade boy at the blackboard mul
tiplies three times twelve and gets 17. 

How can three times twelve be only 17? 
"I don't know," the young man answers 

and returns to his seat. He is not ashamed 
because he is not different from his class
mates. 

The school recently tested its children to 
determine achievement. The results were 
perilously low. 

When the two present teachers arrived last 
year, children didn't know how old they were 
or what grade they belonged in. 

Many couldn't write their own names. 
There were no curriculum folders, no 

achievement levels, nothing to show for their 
years in school. 

Dr. Kersey described the situation as "a 
school flying blindly towards nowhere." 

He said problems in educating Seminoles 
lie in an infinite combination of d.itferences 
between Seminoles and other Americans. 

He tested the children last year. He tested 
them again this year. Results show the 
children regress. 

"We thought at first they suffered !rom 
extreme bra.in damage or hearing and sight 
deficiencies because their achievement levels 
were so low," Dr. Kersey said. 

But this was not the case. 
Kersey decided education was simply ir

relevant to Seminole children. 
A program was initiated whereby Seminole 

students were told to write stories they en
joyed. With the help o! teachers, the stories 
were printed and lllustrated by their authors. 

When the work was completed, it was ex
changed among children. 

Here's one example o! a Seminole book. It 
was written by a 10-yea.r-old Lupe Osceola: 

BOWS AND ARROWS 

"The bow broke when I shot at a bird. It 
was a robin. I have a different bow now. I 
went and got Manda and we went hunting. 
I shot a duck with my B-B gun. Mando ate 
it. Then we rode bicycles and fell in the 
mud." 

For the first time, education became in
teresting to the Seminole Indian. And he 
began learning to read. 

But even this program isn't enough. 
Children st111 are progressing too slowly to 
keep up with others their age. 

Much school time is devoted to personal 
services. 

Children are bathed once a week. By the 
time they all shower in the small !ac1llty, 
most of the day ls spent. They are fed hot 
meals and they brush their teeth afterwards. 
They learn to ea.t with knives a.nd forks a.nd 
how to use napkins. 

It's all pa.rt of the catching-up Seminole 
children must do. 

Many programs are aimed a.t accomplish
ing just that--helping the Seminole through 
his first hard years o! education. But stlll 
the total effort ls falling. 

Twice each week, FAU students fly to Ah
fachkee Day School to assist teachers. The 
students are knowledgeable in new concepts 
o! motivating culturally different children. 

The tribe began a Head Start program to 
begin Seminole education earlier than kin
dergarten. The centers are mostly utilized 
as baby-sitting services for children 2-4 
years old. 

Although a major part of Head Start 18 
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aimed at language development, children 
learn very little English. At the Big Cypress 
Head Start center, Miccosukee was. spoken 
almost exclusively until recently. 

An adult education program was intiated 
at Brighton Reservation with hopes of 
teaching adults enough to help their chil
dren. 

The adults gather one night each week at 
a recreation center. They sit in rickety old 
surplus desks and try to learn the skills their 
children are learning. They are a generation 
of learning behind their youngsters. 

So they too come here to catch up-partly 
for their children's sake, partly for them
selves. 

A similar program at Big Cypress Reserva
tion failed for lack of interest. Officials even 
served free meals to attract adults, but that 
didn't help. 

The adults are learning, but progress is 
slow. A second, more advanced class will 
open soon for those ahead of their class
mates. 

Dr. Kersey says more money is needed to 
upgrade Indian education. He says new pro
grams and needed expansion of present ones 
like the texts being written by Seminoles 
are being held back by inadequate funding. 

"Now it's a question of how much money 
the federal government and other private 
foundations are w1111ng to pay to salvage the 
education of these children. We think we 
know how to do It, but we need more funds 
to proceed." 

It's all part of a. perplexing problem of 
how to educate a person who doesn't un
derstand. 

And the Seminole doesn't understand. 
He doesn't understand standard motiva

tion; he doesn't understand teaching meth
ods; he doesn't understand why he must 
learn. 

He doesn't understand white American 
culture. 

Until he doe~r until he ls understood
he will Ukely continue on his present path. 

His economic Ufe can change, his health 
can improve, his housing might become 
modern. 

But in the end, he must have education. 
The Seminole who neglects learning in his 

youth gains nothing for his future and loses 
his past. 

If current trends don't change, Seminoles 
will have to be content with working in fields 
or selling trinkets or wrestling alllgators. 

Or carving canoes like Frank Charlie-13 
hours a day, six days a week-at age 70. 

For $100 per month. 
INDIAN EDUCATION-A NATIONAL TRAGEDY 

"Indian Education: A National Tragedy-
A National Challenge." 

That's the title of the U.S. Senate Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare's special 
subcommittee on Indian education's report 
issued In November 1969. 

Here is a synopsis of that report's sum
mary: 

"For more than two years the members o! 
this subcommittee have been gauging how 
well American Indians are educated. We have 
traveled to all parts of the country; we have 
listened to Indians in their homes and in 
their schools ... we have looked closely into 
every aspect o! the Indian education program 
this Nation offers its Indian citizens .... 

"We are shocked at what we discovered. 
Others before us were shocked. They rec
ommended and ma.de changes. others after 
us will likely be shocked, too--desplte our 
recommendations and efforts at reform. 

"For there ls so much to do--wrongs to 
right, omissions to fill, untruths to correct-
that our own recommendations, concerned a.s 
they are with education alone, need supple
mentation across the whole board of Indian 
life. 

We have developed page after page o! 
statistics. These cold figures mark a stain on 
our national conscience, a stain which has 
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spread slowly !or hundreds of years. They tell 
a story to be sure. 

"But they cannot tell the whole story. They 
cannot for example, tell of the despair. the 
frustration, the hopelessness, the poignancy, 
of children who want to learn but are not 
taught; of adults who try to read but have 
no one to teach them; o! families which want 
to stay together but a.re forced apart; or of 
9-year-old children who want neighborhood 
schools but are sent thousands of miles a.way 
to remote and alien boarding schools. 

"We have seen what these conditions do 
to Indian children and Indian famllles. The 
sights a.re not pleasant. 

"We have concluded that our national 
policy for educating American Indians are a 
failure o! major proportions. They have not 
offered Indian chlldren--either in yea.rs past 
or today-an educational opportunity any
where near equal to that offered the great 
bulk of American children .... 

"Decent education has been denied Indians 
In the past, and they have fallen far short 
of matching their promise with performance. 
But this need not always be so. Creative, 
imaginative, and above all, relevant educa
tional experiences can blot the stain on our 
national conscience . . . 

"What concerned us most deeply, as we 
carried out our mandate, wa.s the low quality 
of virtually every aspect of the schooling 
avallable to Indian children. The school 
buildings themselves; the course materials 
and books; the attitude o! teachers and ad
ministrative personnel; the accesslb111ty of 
school buildings-all these are of shocking 
quaUty. 

"A few of the statistics we developed: 
"The average educational level !or all 

Indians under supervision is five school years. 
More tha.n one out of every five Indian 

men have less than five years of schooling. 
Dropout rates for Indians are twice the na
tional average . . . the average age of top
level Bureau of Indian Affairs education ad
ministrators is 58 years .... 

"Only 18 percent of the students in fed
eral Indian schools go on to college; the 
national average ls 32 per cent. The Bureau 
of Indian Affairs spends only $18 per year per 
child on textbooks and supplies compared to 
a national average of $40. Only one of every 
100 Indian college graduates wm receive a 
master's degree ... 

"These are only a few of the statistics 
which tell the story of how poor the quallty 
of education ls that American Indians have 
available to them . . . one theme running 
through all our recommendations ls increased 
Indian participation and control of their 
own education programs. 

"For far too long, the nation has paid only 
token heed to the notion that Indians should 
have a strong voice in their own destiny •.•. 

"-The scope of this subcommittee's work 
was limited by Its authorizing resolution to 
education. But as we traveled, and listened, 
and saw, we learned that education cannot be 
Isolated from other aspects of Indian life. 
These aspects, too, have much room for Im
provement ... 

"In conclusion, it ls sufficient to restate 
our basic finding: that our nation's policies 
and programs for educating American Indians 
are a national tragedy." 

THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGETS IV-IT Is Hilo 
To GET MONEY ••• You GOTTA HAVB MONEY 

(By Kent Pollock) 
Joseph Jumper has been putting new 

atop a rickety chickee, jousting with exhaus
tion in a sweltering South Florida sun. 

He nailed palmetto fronds to the two cy
press logs he straddled as sweat poured down 
his pounding arm. 

Joseph Jumper has been putting new 
roofs on chickees for a.bout two years. He 
once worked !or the government, but quit. 
He once repaired ca.rs at Big Cypress Reser
vation, but quit. 
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He has never been able to find a job he 

really likes. 
Joseph doesn't know what it's like to drive 

a nice car to work on a freeway every morn
ing. He doesn't know how to punch a time
clock or take a IO-minute coffee break. 

Joseph doesn't know about cost-of-living 
raises or overtime or vacations. 

Joseph is a Seminole Indian. 
He has difficulty learning to work along

side other Americans because he is different. 
Joseph's ethnic group is an isolated one-

not only by the distance from Seminole 
reservations to urban employment centers, 
but by culture. 

The white American employment atmos
phere is a perplexing thing. 

But Seminoles must attain skills and atti
tudes foreign to their old ways to survive in 
1970 America. 

It isn't easy: 
The American Indian finds it 10 times as 

hard to find a job as other Americans. 
Less than 30 percent of all Florida Sem

inoles able to work are permanently em
ployed. The average per capita income of 
those who work is about $2,200 per year. 

Ninety per cent of all Seminoles earn less 
than $4,500 per year. Fifty per cent earn less 
than $1,000 and 25 per cent earn less than 
$500. 

Most Seminoles prefer to work on reser
vations performing menial tasks rather than 
seeking employment on the outside. 

If they want to work in the city, they must 
find transportation for the lengthy round 
trip. Brighton Reservation is 35 miles from 
the nearest small town. Big Cypress Reser
vation's nearest employment cent-er is 45 
miles away. 

So Seminoles work in bean fields or they 
harvest watermelon and other crops. Some 
work in citrus orchards. 

Only 25 Seminoles of the 1,400 in the tribe 
work oft' reservations--men in construction, 
women as filing clerks or secretaries. 

One job admired by most Seminoles ls 
that of the cowboy. 

Indians with cattle herds are among the 
wealthier Seminole families. But even these 
families make less than $2,600 per year. 

Indians purchase cattle from a tribal herd. 
They usually obt.ain low-interest loans to 
pay for the animals. 

The 22 Indian cowboys raising cattle on 
Big Cypress Reservation earned an average of 
$2,290 per year from 1966 to 1969. Indian cat
tlemen at Brighton Reservation earned $2,092. 

Seminoles round up their cattle four times 
per year. An expert in cattle management 
paid by the Bureau of Indian Affairs teaches 
Indians techniques. 

Cattle are separated by brands. Then they 
are "doctored" for possible disease before they 
are turned loose. 

Reservation pasture land ls leased to In
dians oy the tribe at a low cost. Profits from 
pasture leasing help maintain the tribal herd 
to perpetuate the project. 

So far, none of the Seminole oowboys has 
risen from debt. When the debts are erased, 
a well-managed herd could bring as much 
as $10,000 per year. 

Many Seminoles struggle so their children 
can leave the cycle of poverty. 

Mary Francis Johns wants her children 
to obtain the best possible education so they 
won't suffer the sa.me problems she has en
countered. 

She drives a school bus from Brighton Res
ervation into Moore Haven each day. She 
recently began working as a Janitor at the 
school to make extra money. 

Once trained, Seminoles are said to be hard 
workers. 

The Bureau is the largest employer of Sem
inoles. About 50 Indians work in clerical po
sl tions for the Bureau, but none have reached 
supervisory positions. Their average Bureau 
salary is $3,500 per year. 

The Seminole tribal corporation also hires 
40 Indians. They earn an average of $3,857 
per year. 
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The tribe employs Indians to operate gro

cery stores at each reservation and to help 
in clerical positions at tribal offices in Holly
wood. 

The tribe's Indian Village in Hollywood em
ploys 14 Seminoles, but there is an atmos
phere of condescension, and Chief Betty Mae 
Jumper says some Indians won't work there. 

They dislike the carnival atmosphere of 
stringing beads, making dresses, carving wood 
or wrestling alligators for tourists. 

But most Seminoles work when they can, 
where they can-planting grass, picking to
matoes or beans, cutting cabbage buds. It is 
mostly seasonal, undependable, difficult 
work. 

Walter Tommy says he makes $4()-$50 per 
day cutting cabbage buds at Brighton Res
ervation. But the season lasts only about five 
weeks. Then he's out of work. 

"I go to Fort Pierce and drive a tractor 
when I can't cut buds. But there's not much 
work . . . it's ha.rd to get money. You gotta 
have money." 

Unlike many other Seminoles, Walter re
ceives no financial assistance from the 
government. 

Seminoles don't receive special money from 
the government. They must qualify for finan
cial assistance like other Americans. 

About 10 per cent of all Seminole families 
receive some form of financial aid. 

Nineteen families draw aid to dependent 
children from the state of Florida. But more 
than half the reservation families are with
out a working male. 

The women of these families are unable to 
get other than low-paying Jobs. If their chil
dren are too young for Head Start programs, 
they can't afford babysitting services while 
they work. 

None a.re available on the reservations any
way. So women who work must count on 
friends or leave their children alone. 

This might not always be ihe case. 
The Seminoles' economic picture is chang

ing. The tribe ls rapidly paying old debts and 
leasing land at substantial profits. 

Bureau officials estimated the tribe might 
gross as much as $500,000 per year wtthin the 
next five years through a number of exciting 
new enterprises. 

For years, the tribe lost hundreds of thou
sands of dollars. It went further and further 
in debt to the Buree.u. 

Their newfound success stems from a 
change in both tribal and Bureau leadership 
and a new outlook on land leasing. 

Land is the Seminole's major resource. 
Leased properly, land can make the tribe 
rich. 

Hollywood Reservation provides the bright
est economic base. It ls located near U.S. 441 
in one of Broward County's fastest growing 
industrial areas. 

But the tribe must be careful in signing its 
leases. Past experience indicates the Seminole 
must move with prudence in cooperating 
with industry. 

If he doesn't, he might lose--and has al
ready lost too much. 

He has lost with his lease between the tribe 
and Amphinol Electronics, a coupling device 
manufacturer. 

The 65-year-lease covers 10 acres of prime 
industrial land leased at $2 per year for the 
first five years. The price progresses each 
year to $200 per year after nine years. 

Land nearby recently leased for as much 
as $15,000 per acre per year. 

The tribe signed the Amphinol lease so 
Seminoles would have a place to work. The 
company said it would use "every reasonable 
effort to employ and train (Seminoles) ... 
to the extent that their skllls and ab1litles 
oan be profitably utilized." 

Since the lease was signed in 1966, few 
Seminoles have been employed successfully. 
Only 18 Indians work at the plant today, 
and only one Indian was hired last year. 

Government officials say Amphinol told 
them Indian labor was being used as much 
as profitably possible. 
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The Amphinol lease continues. It and two 

other tribal leases earned the tribe a gross 
income in 1967 of only $30,00Q-$80,000 short 
of the year's debt. 

But things are changing. 
Last year's gross tribal income from four 

new leases alone was $250,000. 
The new leases are for a mobile home fac

tory, two mobile home parks and a section 
of businesss locations along U.S. 441. 

The 120-acre mobile home factory was 
leased for $150,000 per year, plus 10 per cent 
of the factory's gross annual income. Front
age land for the business enterprises was 
leased for $15,000 per acre per year. 

All the new leases carry clauses so Sem
inoles get first chance at employment. 

But Hollywood Reservation doesn't repre
sent the only land value to the Seminole. The 
tribe plans to begin recreational develop
ments at both Brighton and Big Cypress 
Reservations. 

Brighton Reservation's fac111ty probably 
will include a marina with easy access to 
fishing in Lake Okeechobee. 

The tribe received $230,000 last year for 
on and gas exploration rights to 29,000 acres 
of Big Cypress Reservation. Mobil Oil Corp. 
also owes the tribe one-eighth of gross 
profits 1f oil is discovered. 

The Seminole tribe recently was awarded 
$12.3 million by the Indian Claims Commis
sion for land the government took from them 
in the 1800s. 

The award was for some 29.7 milllon acres 
of land and fell far short of the $47 m1111on 
the Seminoles sought. 

But the $12.3 million must be offset by 
about $6 milllon worth of land the govern
ment figures it has already given the Semi
noles in Oklahoma and Florida. 

The remaining money will be divided by 
8,700 Seminoles in Oklahoma and the 1,400 
in the Florida tribe. 

But it ls doubtful individual Seminoles 
in Florida will share the income. Their tribe 
wlll probably pay some old debts with the 
money. 

To help Seminoles find employment, the 
Bureau operates an employment assistance 
program. More than 1,000 Job training 
courses are available to Seminoles, but few 
take advantage of the opportunity. 

Only about 15 Indians from Florida attend 
job training schools each year. 

But wealth won't help the Seminole any
way, unless he learns to cope with his af
fluence. 

And there always will be those willing to 
exploit him. 

But if all goes well, the Seminole could be 
the first tribe of Indians ever to win at the 
American game of capitalism. 

If all goes well. 

THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGOT: V-MEDICINE 
MEN AND M.D.s 

(By Kent Pollock) 
Quickly, but with the delicacy of loving re

spect, Dr. Alfredo Mendez wrapped Elizabeth 
Billie's chubby lef.t arm with a smooth gray 
band. 

He pumped air into the armband, then 
stared in dismay at a throbbing round gauge 
measuring her blood pressure. He didn't like 
what he saw. 

"I want yott to lose about 60 pounds. You 
look young when you do this. You feel bet
ter." 

Elizabeth Billie smiled, nodding her head in 
agreement. The 258-pound Seminole woman 
had been told before to loee weight. 

Obesity is prevalent among Seminole In
dians. It is one of many health problems af
fecting them. 

Poor health is relatively new to Florida 
Seminoles. 

In 1956, an author who studied them wrote 
of their good health and warned his readers 
against changing Indie.ns lives because of 
health hazards. 

"People concerned with the welfare of 



23800 
American Indians should take careful note 
tha.t Florida Seminoles who live in the old 
wa.ys are far healthier than other Indians 
who are forced into a manner of llfe to which 
they are not well adapted," the author said. 

At that time, he said, Florida Seminoles 
had only two poor hes.Ith problems-hook
worms and occasional malaria. 

Now, things are different. 
The Seminole suffers many of the same 

misfortunes of modern America and reaps 
few of the benefits. 

Health ls no exception. 
Cases of intestinal parasites, diabetes, ane

mia, malnutrition, alcoholism and vitamin 
deficiency--once strangers to the Seminole
are now common. 

Dr. Mendez and another physician staff 
health clinics a.t Brighton and Big Cypress 
Reservations. 

"Disease can be a serious problem for these 
people if things get out of hand . . . the 
population is so small that when diseases 
strike we look at the seriousness as a mat
ter of time rather than in terms of number 
of cases," Dr. Mendez said. 

The Seminole's small, mostly closed society 
adds to the seriousness of some diseases such 
as diabetes, a hereditary disorder. 

The clinics open twice each week. In addi
tion to the doctors, there is a registered nurse 
and a clinical aide. 

Dr. Mendez sits in his small examination 
room on those days waiting for an Indian to 
enter. He dresses casually. 

Ida Cypress ls the first patient. She wheezes 
in futile attempts to draw deep breaths. 

Like many Seminoles who come to the 
clinic, Ida suffers from a cold. She is given 
a shot and some pills, then told to rest as 
much as possible. 

Dr. Mendez conducts complete physicals on 
each Indian to determine whether less ap
parent disorders are present. 

Margaret Johns enters the room as Ida 
leaves. She wears a soiled-but-colorful dress 
and no shoes. 

"What's the trouble today, Margaret?" 
"Have cold." She points to her nose. "And 

can't hear in ear." 
Margaret, too, is given a shot. Her blood 

pressure is checked; then she is given vita
mins .and told to lose weight. 

For several hours, the stream continues. 
Dr. Mendez talks between patients. 

"Most of their problems come from the 
way they live. They keep untidy homes and 
drink water from canals-and they cook with 
it, too-and this is not necessarily clean 
water. 

"They don't like to wear shoes so they catch 
the larvae of hookworms through their feet. 
These worms and other intestinal parasites 
present the biggest problem." 

Many Seminoles visit a medicine man after 
seeing Dr. Mendez. This fact doesn't bother 
the doctor, however. 

"I know they have medicine men, but that 
doesn't bother me. In the whole world every
one is a medicine man. Even my wife prac
tices medicine on me sometimes." 

Josie Billie, the medicine man at Big Cy
press Reservation, says people don't come 
to him as often as they used to. 

"Indians see me sometimes. Not too often. 
They like white man medicine. White man 
medicine good. It keep." 

Josie even has a first-aid cabinet on the 
wall of his small living room. Inside are ban
dages and other modern medical items. 

"I don't keep medicine here. Medicine in 
woods. Grows there. Make medicine with 
plants . . . this good medicine." He points to 
his first-aid cabinet. 

But Seminoles continue to see Josie when 
they are sick. So he still practices some of 
his old tricks. One ls to draw blood from his 
patients and show them a roach or other 
insect he says was inside their bodies attack
ing them. 

Sometimes he makes medicine from plant 
roots which, indeed, have some medicinal 
purpose. 
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But Josie won't give his secrets to the 

white men. One of Josie's friends tells a story 
of his selling a formula for a tranquilizer to 
a Miami drug firm. 

When the formula failed, Josie told the firm 
he knew white men couldn't duplicate In
dian medicine. "White men no know the 
songs to put power in medicine," Josie is said 
to have told the firm's officials. 

Josie's life has changed considerably over 
the years. He used to be an all-powerful man. 
Early Seminole religion didn't provide for a 
separation between religion and medicine. 

Josie and other medicine men had the 
power of life or death over their people. 

But now most Seminoles practice Chris
tianity. Each reservation has a Southern 
Baptist and Independent Baptist Church. 

Edward Leader ls the Baptist missionary 
at Brighton Reservation's Baptist Church. 

"Christianity and education work side by 
side. Where one is, the other will soon be. 
I don't care how educated you are; if your 
body doesn't cooperate you don't get no
where." 

Edward Leader and Josie Billie work to
gether. Jooie once preached at the Ba.ptist 
churches. 

But even Josie goes to white doctors when 
he gets sick. 

A major problem is one of poor eating and 
living habits. Seminoles eat starchy, greasy 
meals. 

Children eat well-balanced meals at school. 
But sometimes they don't finish everything. 

A young girl named Leoma sat at her 
school desk eating the free meal. On her plate 
were pork steak, spinach, carrots, pears, milk, 
bread and butter. 

When she findshed, the pears, spinach, car-
rots and part of the milk rem9.ined. 

Why didn't Leoma finish her meal? 
She didn't answer. She didn't have to. 
Leoma is like other Seminoles. She isn't 

used to eating vegetables, so she rarely tries 
them. Her parents don't like vegetables 
either, so they don't serve them at home. 

A favorite dish is pumpkin or fried bread. 
A favorite drink ls sofkee. 

Fried bread is ma.de with self-rising flour, 
sugar and water. The ingredients are made 
into dough, then fried in lard. 

Sofkee ls made of crushed corn meal. It is 
bolled in water and sometimes sugared. 
Drinking sofkee is like drinking grits. 

A Seminole family is not likely to sit down 
together to eat except for breakfast when 
togetherness is handy. otherwise, the Indians 
eat when they are hungry. 

Wanda Tommy says she keeps a pot of sof
kee on the stove all the time in case she 
gets hungry. 

Beoause of a lack of hot water for washing, 
meals a.re often served in dirty pots or on 
unsanitary dishes. Many families eat from a 
single pot by passing a wooden ladle. 

Seminoles eat lots of meat. They prefer 
their meat stewed. Chicken stew, beef stew 
and pork or turtle stew are not uncommon 
on their table. 

Indians .are constantly reminded of the 
importance of nutritional diets by govern
ment health agents and schoolteachers. 

A sign at Big Cypress Reservation's Ahfach
kee Day School reminds youngsters to eat 
well. "Exercise makes you strong. A good 
breakfast makes you healthy. Eat bacon, eggs, 
cereal, juice, milk, toast." 

Ohildren attending Head start centers 
also are reIQ.inded to eat balanoed diets. 
They are fed breakfast, lunch .and a snack 
during school. 

But a recent funding cutback from $128,-
000 to $106,000 for reservation Head. Start 
programs resulted in a cutback of food. 

Children at the ceruters eat less now. They 
drink powdered instead of fresh milk. 

The lack of fresh milll .adds to dental prob
lem.s which are prevalent. Gum diseases and 
tooth cavities stem from a combination of 
poor dental hygiene and excessive amounts 
of sweets. · 

Many Seminoles subst!tute soft drinks for 
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waiter or milk because they don't like mllk
and canal water tastes horrible. 

Total dental program funding under the 
U.S. Public Health Service for Indians liv
ing on the Hollywood Reservation is $1,500. 
Brighton and Big Cypress dental programs 
are funded with only $500 each. 

Yet 60 per cent of Florida's Seminoles live 
on Brighton and Big Cypress Reservations. 

Under the dental programs, children 
younger than 19 can go to dentists for help. 
But when the funding is expended, dental 
care is no longer available. 

Horst Ora.obs, director of OEO programs 
for the tribe, obtained three surplus dental 
chairs from the government with hopes of 
finding volunteer dentists to staff regular 
reservation dental clinics. 

When Seminoles get seriously 111 they can 
go to hospitals. But they can•t pay their bills 
easily, and some Indians complain of rough 
treatment. 

Once in a hospital, the Seminole receives 
treatment limited to his communication 
ability. 

And most Seminoles can't communicate 
well in English. 

So they remain isolated--suffering from 
disorders they probably caught from white 
men, forced to speak a foreign language for 
help. 

THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGOT: VII-A 
MESSAGE FOR AMERICA 

(By Kent Pollock) 
A group of Indians living in the swampy 

Everglades west of Miami has a message for 
America: 

Just because we don't adopt your ways, we 
are not backward. 

Just because we prefer our own language, 
we are not ignorant. 

Just ,because we e.re different, we are not 
wrong. 

These are the Miccosukee Indians of the 
Tamiami Tra.11. 

They simply don't believe they must change 
their ways to survive in modern America. 

About 280 Miccosukees belong to a tribe 
led by Chief Buffalo Tiger. He lives in Hia
leah. 

"We want to learn both Indian and white 
man culture and language. But we want to 
keep everything we know to be Indian," the 
chief said. 

His people experience the same problems 
most American Indians experience--poverty, 
poor health, lack of relevant education. 

But the chief says his people are happier 
than most other Indians because they have 
retained their culture and tradition. 

"In the beglnnlng the people thought it 
might be good to be like white man. But they 
learn soon new ways are not all good. To In
dian, Indian way ls better life. He happier 
Indian." 

While most In~ans negotiated with the 
United States government in Florida, the 
rebellious Misccosukees fought and retreated 
to the south to a.void further conflict with 
white America. 

Tribal leaders decided years ago never to 
negotiate with the United States. Older Mic
cosukees still consider the decision valid. 

So the older Indians obviously were un
happy in 1962 when the tribe organized 
under a constitution and began receiving 
assistance from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

But Buffa.lo Tiger says his tribe doesn't 
accept any assistance if it might mean a com
promise in culture or tradition. 

About half the Ta.mis.mi Trail Miccosukees 
live in modern houses built by the Bureau. 
Half still prefer to live in open-side thatched
roof chlckees. 

About six families live far into the Ever
glades on land belonging to the state. Mic
cosukees have been given permission-in a 
roundabout way-to live on the land. 

The 26 houses built by the Bureau lie on 
a 500-feet-by-5%-mile strip of land belong-
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1ng to the Miccosukee Tribe. Six more houses 
are planned, but the chief says nine families 
are asking for modern houses. 

The tribal counoil will have to make a 
decision on what families get the houses. 

It will be a tough decision, he said, be
cause he has very few "bad Indi,ans" in his 
tribe. He sa.id all his people a.re "better In
dians" than Seminoles. 

Nannie Cypress is one of Buffalo Tiger's 
"good" Indians. She lives ,about four miles 
north of Tamiami Trail in a small chickee 
camp used often as a tourist attraction. 

She spends most of her time sewing Indian 
patchwork on dresses and blouses to sell 
to tourists. Her sewing is done on a ma.chine 
powered by a hand crank. 

An infant, Patty Cypress, swings in a ham
mock near Nannie's head. The hammock is 
strung between two of the ohickee's cypress 
poles by rope. 

There are three chdckees in the camp-one 
for cooking, sleeping and eating. 

The cooking chickee is without a wooden 
floor so an open fire built with the ends of 
cypress logs c:an be built. They call it a 
"star" fire because the lengthy cypress logs 
form a star as they burn. 

A kettle black with age and soot hangs from 
a rusty chain attached to the cooking 
chickee's roof. Nannie stirs some sofkee with 
a wooden spoon, and a. sweet smell fills the 
air. 

Like most Miccosukees living near the 
Tamdlami Trail, Nannie can spea.k a little 
Englll.sh. But she won't talk to non-Indians 
unless absolutely necessary. 

Three children play nearby. At least one 
of them is old enough to be in school. 

A la.ck of a useful education for the Mic
cosukee, like other Indians, ls a major prob
lem. 

Buff'.alo Tiger has his own ideas about edu
cation. 

He thinks children should be bused to his 
school from Miami instead of Miccosukees be
ing bused to the city. 

"We want white children to come to school 
here. That way they learn more about us, 
too." 

The chief recently proposed a study to 
determine why education affects the Indian 
differently than it does other Americans. 

"When we know what the problem ls we 
can hire teachers who understand for our 
school and in Miami." 

The Miccosukee school has two classrooms. 
Students are split into groups by age. The 
school operates almost entirely on Bureau 
funds. 

But attempts to educate the Miccosukee 
have been mostly futile. The tribe has no 
college graduates within its ranks and has 
very few high school graduates. 

Tribal income, like education, ls also mini
mal. Last year the tribe grossed under $10,-
000. The chief says he hopes to open new 
recreational developments to increase tribal 
income. 

Individual Miccosukee Indians earn their 
livings at jobs requiring unskilled labor. 
Many work in the several tourist attractions 
near the reservation. 

One Miccosukee, John Billie, drives an air
boat for $12 per day. 

Talking with Buffalo Tiger about the prob
lems of the Indian is no different than talk
ing to other Indian leaders. He speaks in 
terms of poor health, poor economy and poor 
individual money management. 

But his overall theme is one of concern for 
retaining tribal culture. 

"We have to learn how to go to school and 
make money and live in a house without 
feeling a loss of something. Indians feel sort 
of unsatisfied and kind of confused when 
they get in white man's world. 

"We have to learn to get the best of both 
cultures. There are good Indian things and 
good white man things. White man's ways 
look better, but in a way they force our peo
ple into slave jobs. It's looking like these 
ways hurt the people." 
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Buffalo Tiger was puppeting the message of 

his people. 
The Miccosukee Indians living near Tami

ami Trail want to be Indians--first, foremost, 
and always. 

The white American world doesn't impress 
them. 

THE PEOPLE AMERICA FORGOT: VII-THE 
LOSERS 

(By Kent Pollock) 
WEWOKA, OKLA.-lt doesn't matter what 

tribe he belongs to or where he lives. 
The American Indian is a loser. 
He loses not because he's apathetic and 

not because he doesn't try. 
He loses because he is an Indian. 
Seminole Indians in Oklahoma--as in Flor

ida-have been losing for a long time. 
They came here from Florida because the 

United States decided the swampy land to 
the south of Georgia was worthy of develop
ment by whites. The government told the 
Seminoles they must leave or be killed. 

Some stayed and fought, some left--both 
lost. 

Those who came here moved because their 
government told them they would be free. 
Free from battle, free from hunger and con
fusion, free from the white man. 

But the great white father lied, and the 
Indian lost. 

Between 1835 and 1858, some 3,000 8emi
noles came here to live in a land that was 
to be their own. 

It was theirs because nobody else wanted 
it. The land was desolate. 

Called Indian Territory then, the land was 
uncomfortable for human habitation. 

But it was good enough for the Indian, the 
white man said. 

Most 8eminoles settled near Wewoka, now 
known as the capital of the Seminole nation 
of Oklahoma. 

TheY' struggled and toiled against burden
some odds to survive. They worked together 
and they built a community. 

But it wasn't long before the white man 
intervened. Things were getting crowded in 
the East, so he decided the frontier to the 
west was desirable. 

And the Indian lost. 
White America flexed its dominant cul

ture's hardened muscles and swallowed the 
Oklahoma. Indian. 

The struggle in Oklahoma wasn't as violent 
as in Florida, but it was just as cruel. Semi
noles soon had no place in their own country. 

Things haven't changed much since then. 
The only thing 8eminole a.bout Wewoka 

today is the old pecan whipping tree stand
ing outside the Seminole County Courthouse. 

There are no 8eminole businesses in We
woka. The Wewoka. Bank has no 8eminole 
executives. The town's restaurant has no 
Seminole employes. 

There is no representation in Wewoka 
government. 

The town ts apparently not too proud of its 
founders. 

Even the Bureau of Indian Affairs ls hid
den-in the cellar of the Wewoka Post Office. 

Seminoles in Oklahoma, however, have 
adapted to white culture much more than 
Florida. 8eminoles. 

Some 130 Oklahoma 8eminoles will be 
graduated from ht,g,h schools this year. Less 
than 150 Indians have ever been graduated 
from high school in Florida. 

Oklahoma Seminoles speak English better 
than their Florida. counterparts, and they 
trust whites more readily. 

But the added trust hasn't helped much. 
Oklahoma. Seminoles suffer r!rom cultural 

isolation and poverty just like other Indians 
in America. 

The 3,700 Oklahoma Seminoles earned an 
average per capita income last year of less 
than $2,500. Most worked on cattle ranches 
or in a garment factory performing menial 
tasks. 
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Many suffer from malnutrition because of 

poorly planned diets, and 60 per cent of the 
population has dia.bet<;:s. 

Alcoholism and divorce rates skyrocketed 
in recent yea.rs. Some 15 per cent of the pop
ulation receives state financial aid. 

Seventy-five per cent of the Seminoles 
over 50 years old have less than a fourth 
grade education. About 65 per cent of all 
Indians entering high school drop out. 

Less than 25 per cent of the Seminoles' 
homes have toilets, and only 50 per cent 
have running water. 

In addition, the Oklahoma Seminole has 
almost lost his culture. 

"It is gone. The younger generation doesn't 
want anything to do with culture and tradi
tion. It's just gone from our people," Assist
ant Chief Floyd Harjo said. 

Things have been going downhill for a 
long time. 

Many Seminoles earned sizable incomes 
during an oil boom years ago. But because 
the Seminole doesn•t fully understand the 
value af money, his oil fortunes have disap
peared. 

Ten years ago, James Tiger received $450 
per month from five oil wells. The income, 
coupled with other wages, provided money 
to spa.re for James Tiger. 

"He used to save money, but all gone now. 
No save no money no more. No money!" 
his wife, Helen, said. 

The couple lives in a dilapidated, two-room 
shack without indoor plumbing. Water comes 
from a bucket dropped down a deep, pump
less well. 

If they want hot water for bathing or 
dishwashing, they heat it on the stove. 

Soon James and Helen Tiger will live 1n a 
new home built under a Bureau of Indian 
Affairs program. 

"We so excited we no eat yesterday. We 
busy running round and round. We no eat 
until 5 o'clock, then we have hamburgers-
one ea.ch," Helen said. 

The three-bedroom house's estimated 
value is $14,000. Some 39 other homes have 
been built for Seminoles, and another 250 
are under contract. 

The Tigers are movit:.J because they've been 
told they'll be happier in a new home. 

But they don't really know why. 
"They told us they were going to make 

house for us. They said we happier there 
and it's better place than here," Helen said. 

"But we need help other than house. We 
need help for money. We need help to pay 
for rent and butane. He don't work no more. 
That's why we don't have money." 

They also will need help learning to care 
for their new home. Formica tops and ter
razo floors are alien to people accustomed to 
dirt and wood. 

Blan Coker is another Okranoma Seuinole 
who needs help. He lives with his wife and 
seven children on 55 acres he bought with 
a low-interest loan. 

He bought the land when he was working 
as a rotary driller in oil fields. 

But times have changed. There hasn't been 
work for a. long time. 

"It just seems it takes a. lot of work to 
live any more, by gosh. Everyone has to work, 
you know. It's pretty hard finding work, but 
with a big family you gotta work . . . 
everybody's gotta do something," Blan said. 

The Bureau is helping the Cokers repair 
their home. Bia.n's family is not unhappy. 
Things are improving. Last year, Blan in
stalled indoor plumbing in his house. 

He figures he's better off than a lot of 
Florida Seminoles living in open chickees. 

"I always thought we'd go down there 
(to Florida) and see how those Indians 
live . . . it's sort of curiosity instead of 
kinship or anything like that." 

Most Oklahoma Indians are curious about 
how their distant relatives live in Florida. 

Blan was astounded to learn he couldn't 
understand a tape recording made of the 
8eminole language in Florida.· 
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In Oklahoma the native tongue is rapid

ly disappearing. Henry McGahey, superin
tend of the Wewoka Bureau office, expressed 
concern over the possible language loss. 

"I'd hate to see any tribe lose its virgin 
language and take up English all together 
... we have to come up with a formula. 
where both cultures and both languages can 
survive . . . we'll have to give a little and 
take a little, but it isn't impossible." 

Oklahoma. Seminole Chief Terry Walker 
isn't too concerned with the threat of cul
tural loss. 

"Some of the Indians feel the loss but 
those with education don't feel it badly." 

Assistant Chief Harjo was asked about the 
future of his people. 

"We really haven't given it that much 
thought." 

And so the Seminoles in Oklahoma-like 
the Seminoles in Florida and other Indians 
across the country-continue to lose. 

He has almost lost his own culture and 
can't understand its white replacement. 

He has lost his economic base and can't 
enter the business world in the city 
he founded. 

He is unhealthy and suffers from afflictions 
once unknown to his society. 

He is an Indian. 

STUDENT EDITOR SPEAKS ON 
STUDENT DISRUPTIONS 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I re
cently had the opportunity to hear a 
speech made by Mr. Lowell H. Forte be
fore the Iowa City Kiwanis Club. Mr. 
Forte was at the time, the editor of the 
Daily Iowan, which is the student news
paper at the University of Iowa. I was 
very impressed with the reasoned ap
proach taken by Mr. Forte, and want to 
share the speech with my colleagues: 
A SPEECH PRESENTED '.l'.0 THE IOWA CITY KI

WANIS CLUB BY LOWELL H. FORTE, EDITOR, 
THE DAILY IOWAN, MAY 26, 1970 
You see before you today an angry man. In 

the last several weeks I have seen students 
break windows of Iowa City businesses and 
University buildings; I have seen violence 
I have seen buildings burned. All of these 
things were done in the name of protest 
perpetrated by students on fellow students; 
against the Nixon administration and its de
cision to move troops into Cambodia. In the 
name of sympathy for those four students 
killed at Kent State, I have seen students 
create conditions conducive to producing a 
Kent State on our own campus. I have heard 
students shout for the closing of the Uni
versity as a protest against President Nixon; 
the same students who considered the so
called take-overs of Jessup Hall and Old Capi
tol viable alternatives to showing support-
either by writing letters or staging nonde
structive demonstrations--for those Sena
tors who had said they wanted to respond 
favorably to students' desires to end the 
Indochina war. As one student so naively 
shouted from the steps of Jessup Hall on the 
night of May 7 in attempting to encourage 
members Of the gathered crowd to enter the 
building: "What have you done for your 
brothers k1lled in Vietnam?" As if he thought 
Nixon was going to reel around in his chair 
upon hearing of the great Jessup Hall take
over and say, "Get Abrams on the phone, we 
have to pull those troops out of there now!" 

But these are not the people who I wish 
to talk to you about today. These are merely 
the irrational and even anti-intellectual stu
dents and nonstudents who are the hangers-
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on, the leeches and opportunists of legitimate 
dissent; those who thrive neither on the stat
ing of problems or formulating their answers, 
but on the creation of problems for the sake 
of the resulting controversy. 

Those who deserve not only to be talked 
about, but to be commended and talked and 
listened to are those who took to the streets 
and steps of Old Capitol out of total frustra
tion to what they saw as a move by the Pres
ident of the United States that constituted 
a sell-out of the American youth. A move 
that might not only end their chances at 
achieving their goals in life and career but 
spelled the expansion of a war that has to 
them needlessly killed over 40,000 fellow 
young men, generated InilUons of dollars In 
graft 'for the dubious people in power in the 
undemocratic government of South Vietnam, 
and which has taken and continues to take 
a heavy economic and social toll on this 
United States. 

Today's college seniors have seen an earnest 
Vietnam war since they were high school 
seniors. In February 1965, the Viet Cong 
attacked the U.S. outpost at Pleiku which 
brought the evacuation of U.S. dependents 
from South Vietnam. By the end of that 
month, we began bombing North Vietnam. 
And even before that, these students had 
watched the embryonic growth of the war 
since they were high school freshman. For 
eight years they have seen the war grow; for 
eight years they have seen opposition to the 
war increase; for eight years they have seen 
basically unresponsive administrations turn 
deaf ears to voiced concern over U.S. involve
ment in Southeast Asia; for eight years they 
have felt increasing frustration. 

It's understandable that these young peo
ple might turn to the streets at a time when 
their patience was bent to the breaking point. 
It's also commendable that these young peo
ple, who constituted a majority of those in 
the the streets, were restrained to the point 
that a Kent State did not happen at Iowa. 

Some of these students had never before 
participated in a protest rally; others had; 
others found such protests unnecessary be
fore because they were ineffective; others 
thought one thing; others thought another. 
But for a length of time, students of all polit
ical persuasions shared a common goal-to 
show dissatisfaction with the creation of a 
new phrase-the Indochina war. Certainly 
the means varied, but the goal was there 
nonetheless. 

But for most students the streets were not 
the last viable alternative to get things ac
complished; rather they provided an outlet 
for frustrations. Certainly, there are a few 
who have come to believe violence--even 
death-is now the logical next step. Witness 
the bombing of the Ames City Hall. But for 
many the release of frustration was all that 
was needed; for others it was only a tem
porary, and perhaps not wholly rational, 
move that was necessary to release emotions 
that would only hampei: their efforts to work 
to effect the system and the destiny of their 
country in more conventional ways. 

Already some of the students' dissatisfac
tion is being channeled into the political sys
tem. Just la.st week, CBS aired a special news 
report on students cutting their hair so 
that they could work-in a way that would 
not turn people off-for the election of those 
who would work for peace, desegregation and 
honest statesmanship in state and national 
government. Thus, the result of the protests 
here and everywhere during one of the most 
trying weeks in the history of our Republic 
may well produce the shot in the a.rm our 
political system needs-concern. 

That sounds idealistic doesn't it? It is. 
But it is an ideal that must be worked to
ward and not be allowed to die at the hands 
of apathy or skepticism. 

• 
Admittedly, I have so far painted a rather 

black and white picture, or a.t least allowed 
for only the very good, the very bad, the 
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very ugly. However, involved in many of the 
student movements ls an emotionalism that 
many times produces irrational, illogical and 
even anti-intellectual responses from stu
dents who should know better. Many times 
these responses tend to cloud if not replace 
the real issues of a problem or controversy. 
This happens when a student becomes so 
entrapped in the surface rhetoric of a move
ment that he fails to question the logic 
the reality or the motives behind the move
ment-an anomaly in these times when 
questions are even questioned. I would clas
sify these responses as neither good nor bad, 
but rather as reality. These are human re
sponses that have been going on since move
ments were invented, and I would say that 
was when man started to gather in groups 
of two or more. But these are the saddest 
responses because they should respond to 
reason but don't because w~th the adherence 
to surface rhetoric comes the closed mind, 
and with the closed mind comes the dis
tortion of values and laws-those things 
which bind men together regardless of their 
personal beliefs. In the name of individual
ity they demand that everroI.'.e must think 
like they do; in the name of freedom and 
right they attempt to deprive others of their 
freedoms and rights; in the name of re
form they destroy property because it is a 
manifestation of that which needs chang
fng. Yet, lfor the most part, they are non
violent, or at least consider themselves 
such-for one must remember that in to
day's terms of revolution, violence is that 
which takes place between men and not 
between men and property. An example: dur
ing the demonstrations, crowds of people 
went into intersections shouting such things 
as the "streets belong to the people." Yet, 
when one of those people drove up, were they 
allowed to pass through the intersection? 
Nol 

I have another example. One which is very 
close to me and one which many of you are 
no doubt very interested in-The Daily 
Iowan. The action of the Board of Student 
Publications, Inc. (SPI Boa.rd as it is usual
ly referred to) on May 10 to pOlftpone the 
traditional staff turnover because of the 
tense conditions prevailing on the campus 
at that time, and the Board's subsequent ac
tion on May 14 to dismiss the newly named 
editor because of an erosion of mutual trust, 
brought charges of political repression, cen
sorship and blatant violation of freedom of 
the press. 

Within a few hours of the decision to sus
pend the staff-designate's changeover, came 
threats against the physical plant of the 
newspaper ranging from mass sit-ins to fire
bombs. Threats against the persons of several 
staff members-including myself-were re
layed to me. Actions and statements of mem
bers of the staff-designate brought the im
minent firing on the night of May 14. 

During that tension-filled week following 
May 10, members of my old staff-both paid 
and nonpaid-stayed and worked to put out 
a newspaper that was virtually under siege. 
These students worked for a paper which 
had its newsroom locked and steel sheeting 
welded over its print shop's windows; these 
students worked for a paper which was 
guarded by special security forces who 
brought extra fire extinguishers "just in 
case"; some of these students had to have 
their families leave town, mine included, be
cause it was considered unsafe for them to 
remain at home, and their empty homes were 
guarded; these students went outside to 
cover anti-DI rallies where they were some
times physically a.ccosted by demonstrators: 
these students watched when on Friday, May 
15, near the steps of Old Capitol, over one 
thousand Daily Iowans were burned at an ob
viously anti-DI rally. Burned were thirteen 
bundles of Dis that had been stolen from 
route pick up points between 3:30 and 5:30 
a.m. that same morning. 

Why use this as an example? Because the 
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students who stayed to publish The Daily 
Iowan did so not only out of loyalty to the 
pa.per, but in the name of professional jour
nalism and the preservation of the free
dom of the press. Yet those who burned 
The Daily Iowans in front of Old Capitol did 
so in the name of freedom of the press-
or at least because they considered that free
dom violated. 

Who were the ones trapped by surface rhet
oric? Those who stayed to nonviolently pub
lish a newspaper or those who violently 
burned that same newspaper? The answer 
lies perhaps in the definitions or clarifica
tions of the terms professional journalism 
and freedom of the press. 

First, professional journalism. But perhaps 
before that we need to define journalism. 
Journalism is the generally nonscholarly 
type of writing and speaking associated with 
r adio, television, magazines and newspa
pers--a writing designed to convey informa
tion about people, events and opinions in 
which the public has some interest or should 
have some interest. This is a broad definition 
that covers all the media and all different de
grees of quality Within the media. For ex
ample, the print media, newspapers in par
ticular. For simplification let's break down 
newspapers into three basic categories: First, 
the so-called establishment press. Secondly, 
the alternative press. Thirdly, the under
ground press. By establishment press I do not 
mean that in the ideological sense but rather 
in structural terms--a newspaper that is 
based on the free-enterprize or profit motive. 
Within this classification are varying degrees 
of quality. There are the newspapers that in 
fact are mere advertising mediums with little 
meaningful editorial content, and with little 
concern over whether the editorial content 
should be anything other than something 
you use to surround ads. We then move up 
along the continuum where advertising, al
though considered very important and is 
t reated as such, it is divorced completely 
from the editorial side of the operation. This 
is a newspaper that puts an extremely heavy 
emphasis not only on what is put around the 
advertising, but also on its content and 
quality-its general relevance to the reader 
and that which effects him. 

It is here that professional journalism 
comes in; here, where the dedication of those 
in the field is not to a specific ideology or in
terest group, but to a diverse public; here, 
where its not how well you can do the job, 
but how well you strive to do the job as well 
as it can possibly be done. As Harvey Ingham 
wrote on July 1, 1902, as editor of the Des 
Moines Register and Leader: 

"The first and supreme purpose of every
one concerned ls to make a worthy news
paper in the broad and modern meaning of 
the word. This requires that the news service 
shall be ample and reliable, and maintained 
scrupulously independent of the editorial 
opinions of the paper. 

"It means that the editorial conduct must 
be dignified and unprejudiced, appealing, 
where it attempts to influence, to the judg
ment of its readers, seeking to Instruct and 
enlighten, and recognizing that the primary 
function of the paper in all its departments 
is to gather and present with fidellty to its 
suscribers the facts and considerations that 
are essential to right conclusion s. 

"The paper cannot give its influence to the 
service of individuals, or its energies to fac
tional or personal politics. It will not under
take -to make or unmake the political for
tunes of individuals. 

"This does not mean that the paper will 
never have a choice for a political position, 
but that it conceives its first responsibility 
to be to its readers, and that every choice will 
be a free one, made when the occasion arises, 
and not predetermined by factional alllances 
or considerations." 

But professional journalism is the chain; 
professional journalists are the links. The 
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really good, the really professional journal
ist comes from an open-minded element. The 
traditional, closed-minded conservative, with 
his trappings of intolerance, racism, bigotry 
and protection of the status quo, lacks the 
psychic empathy needed to fairly report and 
accurately interpret the actions, events and 
opinions of all people. 

Those who represent the extreme or radi
cal persuasions, either left or right; that is, 
anybody with predetermined convictions of 
truth, fact and accuracy, lack the qualifica
tions needed to serve the reader profession
ally. Such people would use the press not 
for the conveyance of information or inter
pretation, but as a soap box. Their service is 
for those who see the "truth" as they see it. 
They write not for the public but for those 
who think as they do. They write not to 
enlighten or educate, but to reinforce the 
convictions of those who share similar or 
identical ideologies. It ls the difference be
tween the closed mind and the open mind. 

Hopefully you now have a feeling of what 
a professional newspaper is. But what about 
the alternative press and the underground 
press. The alternative press varies in quallty 
as much as the establishment press and it 
might be best described by its name-an 
alternative to the establishment press. The 
alternative press may well take the form of 
a. new competitive newspaper or perhaps 
something similar to the Chicago Journal
ism Review, which criticizes that segment of 
the establishment press that ls not perform
ing up to professional or honest standards. 
The alternative press then may be political, 
a-political, of general interest or of special 
interest, but generally a medium designed 
to fill a need not being filled by the regular 
establlshment press. 

The typical undergroud press is wholly 
political--caught up in one or several politi
cal or ideol<,gloal movements of the time
an ideological mouthpiece. The content is 
generally opinion in form and all too often 
the concepts of fact, accuracy and fairness 
are totally abandoned. Yet the underground 
press should not be dismissed on these 
grounds, for it does represent the opinions 
and feelings of a segment of our society--a. 
segment willing to make itself heard or a,t 
least read. A distinction between the under
ground and alternative presses ls that true 
underground newspapers are just that-you 
do not know who is responsible for lits pub
lioa.tlon or much of its oonitent. 

Where does the Daily Iowan fit in? Let's 
determine this by classifying the paper. It 
ls controlled by an autonomous, incorpo
rated board of directors: five students elected 
by the student body and four faculty mem
bers eleoted by the Faculty Senate with the 
University President's affirmation. It at
tempts to make profit so that it can continu
ously improve its quality and survive. Its 
income ls from two main sources: about 
three-fourths from advertising revenue and 
alx>ut one-fourth from student fees. Each 
student at the University pays into the DI 
approximately two dollars each semester in 
student fees. The paper is ecUtorlally staffed 
by students who, in the past, have been 
working toward careers in journalism. The 
policy and philosophy of the SPI Board 
states: "By intention The Dally Iowan ls also 
very different from most 'student' news
papers. For more than thirty-five years it has 
been operated in the tradition of a quality 
professional dally newsipa.per, on the ground 
that this type of newspaper would be of 
greatest value to students, faculty and staff 
of the University ... " Another quote states: 
"An editorial in the Iowan, 111-founded in 
fact or lllogical in approach or even merely 
careless of language can do much dam.age to 
the person, persons or organizations which are 
the subjects of such an editorial." 

Hence, The Dally Iowan is dedicated to 
professional journalism and the training of 
professional journalists. A student staff does 
not by its hiring have the mandate to man-
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age the news in accordance With personal 
likes, disllkes or ideologies-as a good num
ber of other similar enterprises do. The stu
dent staff of The Daily Iowan is given heavy 
responsibilities and great freedoms to ex
ercise those responsibilities-responsibilities 
to a. total student body, a faculty, a staff, a 
community. This is a challenge that can sepa
rate the pros from the mediocre-a challenge 
gclven them not as a right but in trust. 

Has freedom of the press been violated? 
No. No one has the right to the control of 
The Daily Iowan. The first a.mew:lment pro
vides protection against governmental inter
ference with the press. That does not mean 
that even because you are hired by a news
paper you have the right to use it as you 
wish. It means that you have the right to 
to become your own editor, publisher and 
printer and to write and prinit what you 
wish. There is a very marked distinction 
here-too few have thought deep enough to 
see it. 

The SPI Board and the staff of The Daily 
Iowan believe in freedom of the press; but 
we also believe in the paper's dedication to 
professional journalism and the training of 
professional journalists. It is the SP! Board's 
responsib111ty to see that students sharing 
the same dedication have the opportunity to 
take on the challenge of becoming profes
sional. They have the duty to weed out those 
they feel would not accept this challenge, 
no matter how unpopular their decisions in 
doing so might be with certain interest 
groups. They have principles to live up to 
and may they continue to live up to them. 

Thank you for your most kind attention. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS 

HON. ROBERT PRICE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
whereas "Captive Nations Week"' for us, 
just as it is for many millions more who 
are less fortunate than us, is in actual
ity· 365 days in length, I feel that we 
should take this week, which President 
Nixon has so designated, to give this 
vital and potentially dangerous -situa
tion a greater amount of our time and 
thoughts than we would ordinarily. 

These countries and their people which 
are now being tightly held in a grasp 
of iron are frequently referred to as sub
merged nations, and as conquered na
tions. Above all, they are captured na
tions. It must be remembered that these 
nations have not willingly projected 
themselves into the Soviet orbit. They 
have not willingly asked to be incorpo
rated into this foreign union. Theirs were 
not the wishes that were heeded when 
they were brought into this one-sided 
partnership they now find them
selves to be part of. To this day 
their spirit for the natural-for 
freedom-remains whole and intact. 
It is only physically that they are 
tethered to the stake of communism. 

The people continuously call out for 
the liberty and independence that is be
ing denied them by a few. They long 
to exercise those inalienable rights which 
should not be denied anyone. They wish 
to cease being the unprivileged mem
bers of that one-third of the world 
which has fallen under the heel of Com
munist expansion and is known to all of 
the free world as the "Captive Nations.'' 
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These nations, truly our brothers, look 

to us. They seek an answer just as a 
slave would seek a smith to break the 
chain which subjugates him to the sys
tem that denies him of his human rights. 
And as a slave, if he could not find a 
smith, these nations turn to whatever 
else may exist that could off er them 
hope. Again, they turn to us. The 
United States, es the standard-bearer of 
the free world, is that hope. And we 
must continue to be their source, never 
waning. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, with the 
strong desire that our Nation may 
increase the amount of hope which we 
might inspire in the people of the cap
tive nations, I ask that we make our 
bonds of unity stronger. And by so 
strengthening our bonds we can focus 
our efforts most effectively on the prob
lem confronting us. 

THE PLIGHT OF THE U.S. FISHING 
INDUSTRY 

HON. HASTINGS KEITH 
OF MASSACHUSE'lTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, the place of 
the United States among the fishing na
tions of the world has been declining in 
recent years. Nowhere has this been 
more evident than in Massachusetts and 
particularly in my district with its great 
fishing port of New Bedford where some 
of the highest quality fish are sold daily 
for the tables of families throughout the 
Nation. 

Yet in some ways the plight of the U.S. 
fishing industry seems at times to be 
forgotten. The perils of the sea, the ever
growing imports and foreign depletion 
of U.S. fishing grounds are a constant 
threat to this vital national enterprise. 
And yet, the fishermen continue to go to 
sea in order to provide fresh fish for 
the American consumer. 

Those of us who have fought for leg
islation to improve the lot of American 
fishermen know its problems well. But 
for those not familiar with the condi
tions of this important segment of the 
American economy, I commend a three
part series recently published in the 
Boston Globe describing the state of the 
fishing industry in Massachusetts. In my 
view, these articles outline only a part 
of the problem. There is much more that 
has been and will be said-but it is a 
fairly good basis for further discussions. 

With your permission, I submit in the 
RECORD this insightful series for con
sideration by my honorable colleagues: 

DEPRESSION, DESPAm MARK FISHING 

INDUSTRY 

(By Frank Donovan) 
(NoTE.-Two traditional Massachusetts in

dustries are shoe manufacturing and fishing. 
In recent years both have been faced with 
serious economic problems. Earlier this year, 
Boston Globe reporter Frank Donovan ex
amined the shoe industry in two in-depth 
reports. In April and May, reporter Donovan 
took a similar look at the fishing industry 
in Boston, Gloucester and New Bedford. To
day the Globe publishes the first in a series 
of three reports on "Massachusetts-Its 
Troubled Fleet.") 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The Massachusetts fishing industry is like 

a ship without a rudder, bobbing aimlessly 
on a stormy sea and in danger of sinking. 

As old as the landing of the Pilgrims, the 
industry is beset by nearly as many problems 
as the number of years it has been in exist
ence. 

Engaged in a battle for survival against 
foreign competition, the domestic fisherman 
finds himself undersold in his own ma,rkets 
and outflshed in his own waters. 

He has already lost the frozen fish industry 
to the foreign market and each year he slips 
a little further behind in the fresh fish seg
ment of the business. 

If this isn't enough, overfishing is jeopard
izing the ocean's fish resources. Huge foreign 
fishing fleets with a colonial attitude toward 
fishing off the US coast are largely to blame. 

In 1938, the United States ranked second 
to Japan in the amount of fish caught. Now 
it is in fourth place, behind Russia, which 
has tripled her catch, Japan and Communist 
China. 

The United States imported 426 million 
pounds of groundfish last year and this rep
resented some 80 percent of all groundflsh 
consumed in the country. Fish imports are 
up 21 percent for the first quarter of 1970. 
A decade ago, 155.6 million pounds of 
groundfish were imported. 

As the world grows smaller with better and 
better communications, so does the domestic 
fisherman's corner of the fresh fish market. 
Some 75 percent of all fresh fish sold in the 
US is caught by domestic fishermen. Only a 
few years ago it was 85 percent. 

The Massachusetts fisherman has turned 
his weatherbeaten face toward Washington 
for help many times, but the mechanics of 
government move slowly and big promises 
slip through his net like the fish that got 
away. 

The administration has promised relief for 
the industry, but has cut $7.6 million from 
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries' 1971 
budget. 

A commercial fishing research vessel, to be 
based in New Bedford, was launched at a 
cost of $600,000 by private enterprise, but, 
at the same time, the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries announced that the $2 Inillion re
search vessel Albatross IV, based at Woods 
Hole, will be taken from service to save 
money. 

But while the fishermen have made many 
demands of Washington and their cry has 
been long and loud, they have done little to 
improve their own position. 

Few industries are as fragmented as the 
Massachusetts fishing industry. Each fisher
man is a. small businessman in competition 
with his neighbor and foreign fleets. Against 
subsidizing foreign competition, the fight of 
the domestic fisherman is similar to that of 
the corner grocery store against the super
market. The outcome will be the same. 

THREE PORTS 

It is unfair to consider all fishermen as one 
or to lump the state's major commercial fish
ing ports of Gloucester, New Bedford and 
Booton into one category. 

On a good vessel, fishermen can expect to 
make between $12,000 and $20,000 a year. 
Those sitting back waiting for the govern
ment to bail them out, under $10,000 a year. 

Of the ports, New Bedford is the most pro
gressive and its fishing fleet of 200 vessels is 
larger than Boston (36) and Gloucester 
( 105) combined. 

If any part of the industry is unified, it ls 
New Bedford. Yet, New Bedford has little 
to do with Boston and Gloucester. And, the 
only link between Boston and Gloucester ls 
Boston's Fish Pier. 

Russell T. Norris, direotor of the North At
lantic Region of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries, US Department of the Interior, has 
proposed a 5-step program he feels is neces
sary to stabilize the New England fishing 
'fleet. -

This includes investment of private capital, 
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a Federal subsidy, quality improvement of 
the product, a reduction in costs and proper 
access to the source. 

Norris, 53, a Newburyport native, accepted 
the directorship of the 13-state region from 
Maine to Virginia last September. He is con
cerned about the mounting competition of 
foreign vessels and the declining condition 
of the New England fleet. 

In the past 10 years, 119 New England 
vessels have been lost at sea. 

"We have a subsidy program that pays up 
to 50 percent of the cost for construction of 
new boats," Norris said. A 1792 law, however, 
prohibits the construction of American boats 
in foreign ports and domestic built vessels 
cost twice as much. 

In an attempt to compete with the huge 
foreign fleets, and especially their factory 
vessels, the U.S. built a similar boat, the 
Atlantic Seafreeze. American fishermen, how
ever, are unaccustomed to being at sea for 
long periods of time and the program has 
only been a moderate success. 

VANISHING HADDOCK 

The American fishing fleet ruled Georges 
Bank in 1961 and brought in a catch of 112 
Inillion pounds of ground:tlsh. 

A year later, the US fleet of New England 
was joined by a small foreign fleet. Both the 
haddock and foreign ships were plentiful in 
1963, but things haven't been the same since. 

Nearly 950 million pounds of haddock were 
caught during 1965-66 by Russian, Canadian 
and US vessels. This was nearly double the 
average annual landings by all nations in 
previous years. As many as 300 foreign ves
sels have been counted on the banks. 

Overfishing by this huge foreign fleet com
bined with natural causes has reduced the 
haddock stocks to a very low level and scien
tists estimate it will take years for them to 
replenish. 

To preserve the species, 15 nations of the 
International Commission for the North At
lantic Fisheries (ICNAF) met in Warsaw 
Poland, in June 1969 and established catch 
quotas on haddock, and closed sections of 
Georges and Brown's Banks during March 
and April of this year, the time when the fish 
spawn. The regulations become effective Jan. 
7 and are for a three-year period. 

The haddock disaster motivated the Fed
eral government to appropriate about $500,-
000 for research of pollack fisheries oft' the 
Northeast coast. 

Kevin Allen of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries' Boston office said the money was 
used for research to subsidize the fishermen 
and to educate the American oonsumer to the 
advantages of eating pollack. 

People began eating pollack and liking it, 
Allen said. As the market was created, the 
price of the fish rose from under 10 cents a 
pound to a high of 29 cents a pound at the 
dock. 

But no sooner was the market created than 
fresh pollack from Canada began arriving at 
6 cents to 8 cents a pound and has undercut 
the domestic fisherman, Allen said. 

Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.), made 
a whirlwind, fact-finding tour of the Massa
chusetts fishing ports in February to obtain 
information on industry problems at first 
hand. 

The senator spent the day listening and 
learning and what he heard were stories of 
depression and despair. How imported fish, 
large foreign fleets, high insurance rates, old 
domestic vessels and government apathy had 
the Massachusetts fishing industry on the 
rocks. 

Kennedy explained his bill, Senate 2825, 
which he filed for the second straight year in 
an effort to help the domestic fishing indus
try. The bill, he said, would expand the fish
ing vessel subsidy program from $10 to $20 
Inillion. 

The fishing industry represents more than 
$100 million a year to Massachusetts. The 
state ranked fifth in the nation last year in 
volume of catch with 280 million pounds of 
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fish valued at $4.19 mlllion. The record catch 
for the state set in 1948 is 649 million pounds. 

Boston is more than just an industry, it is 
the home of the Cod. 

John J. O'Brien, regional coordinator of the 
BCF's office of market news, said there has 
been a constant decline in Boston's fishing 
industry since 1950, two yea.rs after the rec
ord catch. 

The industry represents $30 million a year 
to Boston and last year 45 million pounds of 
fish were landed, he said. This is, however, 15 
million pounds less fish than the previous 
year. 

Boston houses the New England Fish Ex
change founded Oct. 9, 1908 to guarantee the 
fisherman the money he is to receive from 
dealers for his catch. Other than the New 
Bedford fish auction there isn't anything else 
quite like it in the world. 

It was on Apr. 23 1934 that the exchange 
handled its largest volume-4.1 million 
pounds of fish were landed and sold in 45 
minutes. Since 1941 when 3.09 million pounds 
of fish valued at $11.6 million were sold the 
volume of fish has been deoreasing while the 
cash value has been increasing. 

BOSTON'S FLEET 
The Boston fish.ing fleet is comprised of 

eight large trawlers in the 130-foot class and 
another 25 smaller boats in what is known as 
the Italian fleet. &bout 400 men sail the 
vessels. 

The biggest boat owner is Thomas Fulham 
of the Boston Fish Market Assn. who operates 
four large modern trawlers and has a fifth 
under construction. 

The most modern vessel in Fulham's fleet 
is the Old Colony a 131-foot steel stern ramp 
trawler that was put into operation last year 
at a cost of nearly $1 million. A sister ship, 
the Tremont, is under construction in Stur
geon Bay, Wis. 

Fulham formed the Boston Fishmg Boat 
co. nine yea.rs ago to help renovate the Bos
ton fleet, which at that time had not had a 
new boat in 14 yea.rs. The first boat was the 
Massachusetts. All of the vessels have been 
built under a Federal subsidy program. 

Now that he has developed a successful 
method of building and managing boats, Ful
ham is "fearful for the fish source." 

Unless it comes under conservation, we 
will be in trouble. "Haddock has been fished 
down to an absolute minimum," he said. 

Prior to the huge foreign fleets things were 
all right, but now they put so muc:h concen
trated fishing power on areas that there must 
be protection of the species, Fulham said. 

Fulham envisions international controls 
under which the coastal country would be 
responsible for fishing over the continental 
shelf. 

"The attitude of the national government 
must ahange. Nowhere does it declare that 
the fishing business is of any value, nor does 
it consider the fish off our coast as part of our 
national wealth," Fulham said. 

There have been many changes in the fish
ing industry in recent years, he continued. 
Fish has become popular as a food and more 
people are eating it now than ever before. 
"It is no longer a poor man's food." 

"The fishing banks, however, don't get any 
bigger while the population is growing. Na
tions have been slow to realize that the 
ocean source could diminish." 

Fishermen aboard the Old Colony have 
made more money in the first quarter of 
1970 than they have in history. Each man 
has already earned nearly $10,000. 

The industry is unique in many ways, 
Fulham said. Where else, he said would you 
take a million dollar investment, turn it over 
to a man with about a seventh grade edu
cation and let him take your investment to 
sea and make all the decisions. 

"Our captains are well paid and they de
serve to be. They make more decisions than 
any corporation executive on a similar pay 
scale," he added. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
At the far end of the Fish Pier, in the 

same brick building that houses the Fish 
Exchange, Hugh F. O'Rourke, executive sec
retary of the Boston Fisheries Assn., Inc., 
maintains his office. 

In the nine years he has been watching 
the boats land their catch, he has seen 
Boston's fish industry decline by 50 percent. 

O'Rourke likes to compare the fishermen 
to the farmer who was trying to scratch out 
a living in the Dust Bowl of the Midwest. 

"It wasn't until the Federal government 
stepped in and showed the farmer how to 
operate his business that he became a suc
cess. 

"The same thing applies here. The govern
ment must teach the fisherman the eco
nomics of his business and provide the funds 
to help him regain his feet," O'Rourke said. 

"If the United States is to return to a 
position of prominence in world fisheries we 
must have government sponsorship for boat 
building, continuous research and techno
logical projects and marketing development 
programs that would increase and maintain 
consumer interest." 

Although the promotion of pollack on the 
domestic market has helped, O'Rourke said 
the fishermen failed to catch the amount 
of pollack that was needed to fill the de
mand created. 

The pollack were more plentiful off the 
coast of Canada and they migrated from our 
grounds to Georges and Brown's Banks 
which were closed, he continued. 

"We suffered a loss of 50-60 percent of 
our haddock supply and pollack only made 
up 15 percent of it," O'Rourke said. 

O'Rourke said there are some 16 fish proc
essing firms located on the pier that employ 
about 250 workers: "There were 21 firms on 
the pier in 1967, but you have to remember 
that 32 million pounds less fish has been 
landed in Boston in the past two years with 
the reduction in income of about $3 million 
in 1969," he said. 

A large part of the industry's problem is 
internal, O'Rourke said, because of a lack 
of cooperation. "Every man who owns a boat 
is on his own and in competition. He won't 
be part of a cooperative venture," he said. 

"We have to be the biggest fish market in 
the world-70 percent of all the fish we eat 
is imported. However, there is no private 
investment in the industry. 

"There is no replacement for money. If we 
had more boats we could catch more fish. 
Once we supply the fish we can meet the 
foreign market. If we are subsidized as well 
as other countries, we can do as well as 
other countries," O'Rourke said. 

"The government must get into the fish
ing business. How long do you think Rte. 128 
would last if the government wasn't buying 
its products? Why should we be any differ
ent? 

GLOUCESTER'S PARADOX: BUSINESS Is Goon, 
BUT FISHING Is NOT 
(By Frank Donovan) 

(NoTE.-The Massachusetts fisherman finds 
himself undersold in his own markets and 
outfished in his own waters in his struggle 
against foreign competition. Meanwhile, the 
government fails to offer substantial aid to 
the domestic fisherman and is apparently 
willing to sacrifice him for other interests. 

(In part one of this series the overall prob
lems of the Massachusetts fishing industry, 
and especially Boston, were examined.) 

GLOUCESTER.--Capt. Salvatore Militello 
tends bar and manages the St. Peter's Club, 
biding his time until he can get another boat. 

Militello was captain and one-half owner 
of the 91-foot dragger John F. Kennedy out 
of Gloucester that burned and sank Dec. 6, 
1969, 10 miles off cape Cod. 

When the vessel sank it took with it a 
11 ttle piece of Militello. "There will never be 
another boat like her," he said. 

The JFK was only 8¥2 years old and one of 
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the newer boats in the Gloucester fleet The 
sinking just about wiped out Militell; and 
Joseph Oiolino, his partner. 

"We were doing good when the boat was 
opera.ting," Militello said. "We were making 
$10,000 to $12,000 a share as fishermen. 

"I didn't see my five kids much while I was 
fishing. They are grown up before they know 
you. My kids fishermen? Never happen ... 
it's a lousy life. 

"I started as a little kid to be a fisherman. 
What the hell do I know about anything 
else," Militello concluded. 

Fishing in Gloucester is a family business. 
Change comes slowly and is reluctantly ac
cepted. The rivalry is as strong among neigh
bors as it is with foreign competition. 

PROCESSING IS THE BUSINESS 
Gloucester is full of paradoxes. While it is 

the home of the second largest fishing fleet in 
Massachusetts, one-third of all the frozen 
groundfish imported to this country is proc
essed here. 

In 1950 there were 196 vessels-nearly twice 
as many as there are now-and 1643 crew
men. Yet today there are more people em
ployed in the fishing industry in Gloucester 
than at any previous time. 

Fish processing plants have taken up the 
slack and provided a major boost to the 
city's economy. Gloucester h&s 14 of these 
plants and they employ some 1500 workers. 

John Silva, business a.gent for Local 15, 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher 
Workmen of America, AFL-CIO, explained 
that the fish is imported to the country and 
comes to Gloucester in frozen blocks, weigh
ing up to 50 pounds: 

The blocks, he said, are cut while frozen 
into portions, breaded cooked, packaged and 
quick frozen again. The entire process takes 
less than 15 minutes, he said. 

"The domestic fleet can't even begin to 
supply the amount of fish needed to keep 
these plants in operation," Silva said. 

He said the present tariff of 15 percent on 
imported cooked and breaded products has 
been the salvation of his industry. "If it 
dropped, then it would be cheaper to process 
the fish outside the country and import it," 
he added. 

Silva believes the domestic fisherman 
should have protection against the importa
tion of fresh fish. "I think the government 
should help these fishermen build new 
boats." 

The frozen food process employed in the~e 
plants was developed in Gloucester by Clar
ence Birdseye in the 1930s. The process was 
heralded as the salvation of the fishing fleet, 
but subsidized foreign competition undercut 
and eliminated domestic fish from the fro
zen market. 

Like everyone else in Gloucester, Salvatore 
J. Favazza, executive secretary of the 
Gloucester Fisheries Commission, wants to 
help the local fisherman, but not at the 
expense of the city's frozen imported fish 
processing plants. 

"If we could stop all imports our fleets 
could not supply what the country needs. 
Ninety percent of all frozen groundfish prod
ucts are imported. If 25 years ago steps 
were taken things may have been different, 
but they weren•t. 

"The foreigners have the frozen fish 
field . . . we are losing our grasp on the 70 
to 75 percent of the fresh ground.fish market 
that we now control. 

"Let's not try to do the impossible. Let's 
leave the frozen market alone and try and 
save the fresh fish market," Favazza said. 

"Gloucester's fleet landed 68.2 million 
pounds of fish valued at $6.5 million last 
year," he said. There were sharp declines in 
the landings of haddock and whiting by 
Gloucester fishermen, but prices were con
siderably higher. 

With the decline of first the red.fish and 
now the haddock, Gloucester fishermen have 
turned to pollock and shrimp fishing. 
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Gloucester fishermen increased their shrimp 
catch from 114,000 pounds in 1968 to 3.9 mil
lion pounds last year, Favazza said. 

To determine the potential of the shrimp 
industry, Favazza said a fisheries extension 
service is needed. "All of the lea.ding fishing 
nations except the United States have na
tionwide, government-operated fisheries ex
tension services. Without such a service 
much valuable research and information lies 
dormant in the filing cabinets of the fisheries 
agencies." 

As this country develops new markets for 
fish, Favazza said, it must also protect them 
from imports. He said that the "Canadian 
exports to the U.S. of fresh pollock in 1969 
were three times that of 1968." 

There are some, however, who blame the 
Gloucester fishermen for not taking full ad
vantage of the pollock market and allowing 
imports from Cana.da to get a foothold. 

They claim, and no one wants to be 
identified, that the Gloucester fishermen 
refused to believe that a market could be 
created for pollock and did not catch the 
.fl.sh under the subsidy program. When the 
demand was created and outgrew the supply, 
the impoI'ters sewed up the markets, such 
as upstate New York, with Canadian-caught 
fish. Now these dealers have a Canadian 
i,ource, and are stocking with it. 

WIVES ARE PUSHING 

The United Fishermen's Wives Organiza
tion of Gloucester, which was founded last 
year, ls devoted to protecting the interests 
of the fishermen while they a.re at sea. 

The wives have been quick to recognize 
the strength in unity, .and are trying to get 
their 1ndependent-th1.nklng husbands to 
organize. 

Still attired in their pollock cooking 
aprons, the wives a.re trying to promote 
formaition of the Fishing Dyna.mies Corp. 
to improve and rebuild the fishing industry. 

The corporation would be comprized of 
shareholders, who would elect a boa.rd of 
directors which would appoint .a manager to 
run the business. The manager would pur
chase food, fuel and equipment in bulk and 
the savings would be passed on to the fisher
men. 

Grace Parsons, 23, the organization found
er, said the fishermen a.re accepting the pro
posal, which includes a tra.lning program for 
young fishermen. 

Meanwhile, the women a.re continuing to 
distribute pro-fish propaganda to the 
American housewife and to take their hus
band's problems to Washington. 

FEDERAL AID OR ELSE 

Micha.el Orlando, president of the Atlantic 
Fishermen's Union with 1000 members in 
Gloucester, Boston and New York, claims 
the average boat in Gloucester, Boston and 
New York, is 20 years old. 

He says Federal a.id ls needed to modern
ize the fleet. "The government ls sacrificing 
us for other industries. All we get is lip 
service and empty promises from Washing
ton," he said. 

"Canada subsidizes its fishermen to the 
hllt, while our government has kicked us in 
the teeth. The government is throwing us 
an anchor when we need a life preserver." 

The 50 percent federal boat building sub
sidy had too many strings attached to be 
of any benefit to the fisherman, Orlando 
continued. "It cost between $8,000 and $10,-
000 just for lawyer's fees and blueprints," 
he said. 

Orlando admits that the fishermen are 
also to blame for the poor condition of the 
industry, but the real fault still lies with the 
government. 

"When the tishermen were having good 
yea.rs the boats were in good shape," he 
said. "On the lean years the boa.ts slipped 
further and further behind. New vessels 
a.re so expensive fishermen can't afford them. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
"Cheap Canadian fish, both fresh and 

frozen has killed this country's groundfish 
industry," Orlando said. 

He doesn't believe the story about the 
Gloucester fishermen not catching pollock. 
"It was Oainadian pollack undercutting our 
prices tha.t took the market away from us," 
he said. 

FISH EXCHANGE NECESSARY 

He said there were several Boston fresh fish 
processing firms interested in moving to 
Gloucester, but would not do so until they 
established a fish exchange where dealers 
could bid for fish on a competitive basis. 

The five firms that now buy fresh fish from 
the Gloucester fishermen rely on prices 
established in Boston, Orlando said. With
out a fish exchange, newcomers to Gloucester 
are afraid they would get the scraps after 
these five firms purchased what they wanted, 
he added. 

Orlando feels that only the ability of the 
fishermen has kept the industry going, but 
that things have finally declined to a point 
where "without help there will be a lot 
less fishermen and boats in the near future." 

NEW BEDFORD FlsHERMEN HOPEFUL ABOUT 
FUTURE 

NEW BEDFORD.-Rodney Avila comes from 
a long line of New Bedford fishermen cxf Por
tuguese descent. He has nine uncles who are 
fishermen. 

At age 26, Avila ls ca.pta.ln and one-third 
owner of the 76-foot otter trawler Trident, 
and fishing is good. 

"I've been fishing for a.bout 10 years and 
I wouldn't trade it. Sure fishing has its ups 
and downs, but it's a good clean life even 1f 
it is hard." 

Avila takes h1s boat out for six or seven 
days at a time and spends three days in 
port between trips. The long hours, days at 
sea and hard work earn him $16,000 a. year 
as the skipper. 

"How much you make depends on how 
good you a.re as a fisherman," he sa.ld. 

Flounder and scallops make up the princi
pal part of the New Bedford fi&hlng industry, 
but like other Massachusetts ports it also 
deals in groundfl.sh, lobster, etc. 

The outlook for the future of the fishing 
industry in New Bedford is optimistic and 
the community gets upset when lumped into 
the same category as Gloucester a.nd Boston. 

Landings at New Bedford last year reached 
107.8 million pounds of fish valued at $17.4 
million, tops in all respects in Massachusetts. 

In the first quarter of 1970, the New Bed
ford office of the Bureau of Commercial Fish
eries said 22.1 million pounds of fish were 
landed, less than a. year ago when there were 
23.0 m1111on pounds. Value of the fish this 
year, however, is $4.8 mllllon, while last year 
the larger catch sold for $8.1 mi111on. 

The fishing industry ls worth $50 milllon a 
year to New Bedford and employs 2500 work
ers. 

One of the biggest boosters of the New 
Bedford fishing industry 1s Howard W. Nick
erson, executive director of the Seafood Deal
ers Assn. 

MAKING MONEY 

One of the biggest compla.lnts 1s "pessi
mistic stories about the industry out of 
Gloucester and Boston that make it difficult 
f ur us to get financing." 

Nickerson represents 13 dealers who last 
year purchased $13 million worth of fish at 
the New Bedford Fish Auction. They employ 
500 workers. 

"The boa.ts and the fishermen a.re making 
money in New Bedford," Nickerson said, "but 
there has been some complaint from the con
sumer over high prices." 

The New Bedford Seafood dealers need 
400,000 pounds of fresh fish five days a week 
to operate under ideal conditions. When they 
are not supplied with enough domestic fresh 
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fish to maintain this operation, Nickerson 
said, imported fresh fish ls-used to make up 
the difference. 

What Nickerson feels the government can 
do to a.id the New Bedford fishing industry at 
the present time is pass laws governing the 
labeling of fish products. 

For example, he says, the housewife is apt 
to see fresh flounder from New Bedford in 
the fish market at 79 cents a pound. Next to 
it could be Greenland turbot at 59 cents a 
pound. Both fishes look alike and without 
labeling, Nickerson said, the housewife 
doesn't know what she ls buying. "I believe 
the housewife should be given the choice of 
buying fresh domestic fish or cheaper frozen 
imported fish. 

"We are not organized domestically and we 
don't have the money to do the advertising 
on our own. 

"Boston and Gloucester have done nothing 
in the past 20 years to improve the industry," 
Nickerson said. "They have been too busy 
trying to make a living to worry about the 
industry as a whole . 

"The fishermen feel the boat owners a.re 
cheating them and the boat owner feels the 
processor is doing the same. 

"The boat owner, processor and fisherman 
must learn to work together," Nickerson said. 

Nickerson said New Bed.ford will overcome 
the problems within the industry because "we 
have young executives in every plant. We 
have seven dealers planning new plants 
within the city's urban renewal project. They 
are putting their money where their mouth 
ls. 

"If the government becomes tough on 
quality, New Bedford ls in good shape. The 
labeling act will let the house wife choose. 
. . . There are a lot of frozen products sold 
as fresh in this country and the law isn't 
strong enough to stop this," Nickerson said. 

As Nickerson sees it, "The biggest single 
problem the domestic fish industry faces 1s 
imports, followed closely by the lack of nat
ural resources, increasing vessel opera.ting 
costs, a lack C1! a protected market for our 
quality seafood products and a.n insufficient 
number of trained seafood workers. 

"Congress should spell out our national 
objectives in regard to the fishing industry 
and should implement those objectives with 
ground rules which could not be circum
vented by political expediency,'' Nickerson 
sa4d. 

Nickerson said he would like to see the 
government purchase older domestic fishing 
vessels at a. fair market value and then de
stroy these old boa.ts. Although he doesn't 
believe in tariffs, he would like to see quotas 
established on imported fish at 1966 levels. 

Austin Skinner, secretary-treasurer of the 
New Bedford Fishermen's Union, AFL-CIO, 
represents 1000 men or 90 percent of the New 
Bedford fishermen. 

"Until recently our biggest problem has 
been getting experienced men. The past cou
ple of years a lot of men have come down 
from Gloucester and there have been many 
Portuguese immigrants. We have finally 
reached a point where help ls stable." 

The lot of the New Bedford fisherman 1s 
good according to Skinner. He works long 
hours and ls at sea a week at a time, but 
he 1s no worse off than any other fisherman 
and his pay 1s good. 

"The average pay of a crewman aboard 
a trawler is $16,000 while a scalloper's is 
$11,500. We had a skipper draw $27,000 last 
year. All of the men had five or six weeks 
off," he said. 

SCALLOP INDUSTRY 

The New Bed.ford sca.llop industry is an 
excellent example of how the community 
learned to llve with foreign competition. 

"We started advertising the New Bedford 
sea scallop as a local product in the late 
1950's," Skinner said. "We were getting 21 
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cents a pound at the dock for scallop and had 
a fleet of 80 scallop boats. 

"The boat owner and dealers oon.tributed 
some $80,000 into advertising scallops and 
did one hell of a job," he said. 

Then Canada built an entire scallop fleet 
to take advantage of the American market 
created by New Bedford advertising. "As 
their fleet grew, ours diminished," Skinner 
said. 

"Rather than complain about the Canadi
ans moving in on the U.S. scallop market," 
Skinner said, "we approached them and asked 
them to contribute to the advertising pro
gram. They donated $20,000." 

The combined market for scallops in the 
US and Canada reached 45 million pounds 
in 1962-63, which has also been the pea.k 
period of production. The present price of 
scallops ls about $1.40 per pound at the dock 
in New Bedford and $1.10 in Canada. 

Skinner was a member of the International 
Commission for the North Atlantic Fisheries 
(ICNAF) , which established regulations on 
fishing at Georges and Brownes Banks, and 
feels that foreign fleets did their damage a 
few years back, but that it wm be felt for 
the next 10 years. 

The New Bedford Fish Auction has been 
in operation for 23 years, Skinner said, and 
helps keep the price of fish up. It also helps 
raise the price of fish, especially when fish 
are scarce, he said. 

It operates much the same as the New 
England Fish Exchange in Boston where 
dealers bid for fish as they are landed at the 
dC>Ck. 

Part of Boston's problem, Skinner feels, 
ls the large size of its trawlers. "They are 
so expensive to operate that no one wants 
to go out." 

The U.S. government must adopt a na
tional policy toward fisheries and approve 
a boat subsidy bill that will benefit the boat 
owner, not the ship builder, Skinner said. 

Both Nickerson and Skinner agree with 
Leonard T. Healy, general manager of the 
Seafood Producers' Assn., who represents 
the N. B. boat owners, that a 200 mile limit 
off the U.S. coast for foreign vessels would 
help solve this country's fishing problems. 

After the deleted fishing stocks off the U.S. 
coast, Healy's complaint ls the cost of in
surance to boat owners. Insurance costs have 
increased 10 times in 20 years, he said. 

"In 1950 insurance cost $125 per man 
and now it is over $1000 a year per man," he 
said. He admitted, however, that claims are 
substantial each year. Conditions are simi
lar in Boston and Gloucester. 

The ability of fishing to continue as a ma
jor industry in the state wm depend largely 
on the Federal government's attitude and 
policy in the future. 

The fishermen complain that the govern
ment never has adopted a policy toward their 
industry. 

High labor and operating costs make it 
impossible for the domestic fisherman to 
compete against foreign fishermen, whose 
governments have been willlng to subsidize 
all phases of their industry for the sake 
of employment. 

The ports of Boston and Gloucester are 
dying, and in New Bedford, where the out
look for the future is brightest, there ls 
too much dependence on one species-
flounder. Although part of the blame for 
the fisherman's plight is internal, he has 
long been sacrificed by the government for 
other industries. 

To help the domestic fishermen the gov
ernment should increase its boat buildmg 
subsidy program and eliminate some of the 
red tape an uneducated fisherman must cut 
to take advantage of it; initiate a Federal 
insurance program to help cut high premi
ums and adopt and enforce a strong label
ing code that would give the housewife the 
choice of buying domestic or imported fl.sh. 
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KENT STUDENTS' MEDICAL FUND, 
INC. 

HON. J. WILLIAM STANTON 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Speaker, as Kent 
State University is located in my con
gressional district, I am extremely proud 
to call to the attention of my colleagues 
the formation of the Kent Students' 
Medical Fund, Inc. This organization was 
founded by Kent students immediately 
following the disastrous occurrence on 
their campus May 4. The purpose of the 
Kent Students' Medical Fund, Inc., is 
not to find fault with any of those in
volved in this tragedy, nor to explore in 
any way its political ramifications; their 
purpose is to unite all fronts in securing 
the funds necessary to alleviate the fi
nancial burden placed upon the families 
of those four students who were killed 
and the nine who were injured. 

While it has not as yet been finally 
established, the total amount needed for 
the medical costs, over and above insur
ance coverage, is placed at this time at 
approximately $110,000. 

As they commenced the planning and 
organization of their fund in the wake 
of their campus disaster, a similar situ
ation developed at Jackson State College 
in Mississippi. Since the Kent gronp was 
so caught up in bringing some positive 
results out of what many perceived as 
total chaos, it was with complete group 
empathy and thus consensus that they 
moved to correlate their efforts with 
those of Jackson State's. The initial 
contact and resulting negotiations with 
Jackson State were carried out by Leroy 
Holmes, Jr., a student at Kent State and 
vice president of the KSMF, Inc., and 
Warner Buxton, president of the stu
dent government association at Jackson 
State. The reaction at Jackson State to 
those negotiations was highly favorable, 
resulting in a cementing of the bond 
between the two efforts, hoping thereby 
to strengthen each. 

In order to implement the altruistic 
motivations of the Kent students' 
medical fund, it was necessary for the 
organization to become a legal entity in
corporated under the statutes of the 
State of Ohio and this task was thus 
completed on June 3, 1970. A board of 
trustees, consisting of nine students who 
are elected to their posts annually, is 
aided by an advisory board of prof es
sional men, faculty members, and ad
ministrators. With their expert consul
tation, all donations secured by the fund 
will be distributed to the families of 
those students injured at the two uni
versities. Robert Stamps, a sophomore at 
Kent State, who was injured in the May 
4 tragedy, serves on the board. 

Should enough money be raised to 
completely dispel all medical expenses 
incurred, a memorial scholarship pro
gram will be formed in the name of those 
students who were fa tally wounded. I 
have given my complete support and en
dorsement to the Kent students' medical 
fund, and urge others so inclined to do 
the same. At a time when too many peo-

23807 
pie are confusing the militant fringe 
with the vast majority of dedicated and 
deeply concerned students, this example 
of selfless compassion by Kent students 
for their colleagues is most praiseworthy 
and most welcome. 

STUDENT LOAN MARKETING AS
SOCIATION PROPOSED BY H.R. 
18264 

HON. WILLIAM H. AYRES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
take this occasion to call to the atten
tion of the House a growing problem with 
respect to federally insured loans for stu
dents. The problem expressed most suc
cinctly is that long-term, low-interest 
student loans are increasingly unattrac
tive to banks and other lending institu
tions because of the problem of liquidity: 
lending institutions under a variety of 
State and Federal laws and regulations 
simply cannot tie up any significant por
tion of their funds available for lending 
in notes which cannot be converted into 
cash. This poses a growing threat to the 
very successful federally insured student 
loan program. 

Parenthetically, Mr. Speaker, let me 
make the point here that these insured 
loans benefit not only college students but 
tens of thousands of students in postsec
ondary vocational, technical, and busi
ness schools. Also, it is virtually the only 
federally aided help available for the 
children of hard-pressed blue-collar and 
white-collar working people who bear 
most of the tax burden for other forms of 
student assistance. This program must 
continue on a sound footing. 

On our Committee on Education and 
Labor no member has been more aware 
of this situation or more diligent in seek
ing solutions than my distinguished col
league, JOHN ERLENBORN. His bill, H.R. 
18264-introduced with bipartisan sup
port-would establish a secondary mar
ket for these loans--a "Student Loan 
Marketing Association,'' or "Sally Mae"
analogous to the "Fannie Mae" operation 
for mortgage loans. 

President Nixon has also recommended 
a similar device which is embodied in a 
bill introduced by Mr. QUIE and myself, 
among others, and the problem has had 
the detailed and sympathetic attention 
of our valued colleague, Mrs. GREEN, 
whose grasp of these problems is such 
that her chairmanship of the subcommit
tee dealing with higher education pro
grams is a source of strength to all of 
American education. 

Those of us in a leadership position 
on the Committee on Education and La
bor on both sides have come to place 
enormous reliance upon the intellectual 
capacity and the propensity for hard 
work of our colleague JOHN ERLENBORN, 
and the fact that he has taken the lead 
in sponsoring a Student Loan Market
ing Association is a good argument for 
its adoption. 

I am appending a first-rate article by 
Barry Kalb which appeared in the JUly 
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5, 1970, edition of the Washington Star 
outlining the entire problem and giving 
appropriate recognition to the leader
ship of Congressman ERLENBORN in work
ing toward a solution: 
STUDENT LOAN CRISIS IN THE MAKING AGAIN 

(By Barry Kalb) 
The college student loan crisis is about to 

strike again. 
The root of the problem in these days of 

tight money is, of course, money. 
Last year, the commercial bankers who 

make the vast majority of loans under the 
federally guaranteed student loan program 
complained that with the prime interest rate 
at 8¥2 percent, they couldn't afford to make 
students loans at the statutory ceiling of 7 
percent. 

Congress came rushing to the rescue slowly, 
but managed-with the help of advance as
surance by President Nixon that bankers 
would not suffer-to salvage the situation. 
The government agreed to pay a special al
lowance of up to 3 percent over the 7 per
cent ceiling, and figures now indicate that 
most students who sought loans last fall 
received them. 

This year, the special allowance remains in 
effect, but many bankers are saying they 
can't make loans anyway because they lack 
liquidity, or cash in the till. 

To complicate matters, the guaranteed 
student loans leave the banker with even 
less liquidity. 

The solution being suggested by the ad
ministration, and heartily endorsed by the 
banking community, is a "secondary market," 
similar to the Federal National Mortgage As
sociation ("Fanny Mae"). This would allow 
the banks to make loans and then sell them, 
thus getting their money back to lend once 
again. 

As yet, not too much opposition to the 
plan has surfaced. 

One exception, however, is Rep. Wright 
Patman, D-Tex., chairman of the House 
Banking and CUrrency Committee. He 
charges that the plan is simply "designed to 
make certain that banks continue their 
record-ma.king profit picture." 

In the meantime, the peak July-August 
borrowing period--during which 60 percent 
of all loans for the year a.re made--has ar
rived, and once again, hundreds of thousands 
of would-be students will be wondering if 
they will have enough money to begin school 
in the fall. 

The situation as it now stands is reaching 
truly crisis proportions in some states. 

For example, according to a spokesman 
for Rep. Edith Green's House Special Sub
committee on Education, the number of 
students receiving loans in Wisconsin for this 
fall is expected to drop by a.bout 50 percent, 
and the four largest banks in Connecticut, 
which handle 50 percent of the state's 
volume, have said that they will make no 
loans to beginning freshmen this year. 

"NOT TOO BAD" IN D.C. 

In the District, the situation looks "not too 
bad," according to Robert A. McCormick, di
rector of the D.C. Educational Assistance Of
fice . The District has a unique arrangement 
under which lenders, instead of making loans 
themselves, put money into a pool, which is 
distributed by McCormick's office. 

McCormick says that this year, everybody 
who has received loans in the pastr--students 
have to obtain new loans ea.ch school year
will again be able to obtain them. And the 
pool's 11 banks, two credit unions and two 
business schools have added $1 million for 
first-time borrowers. 

In addition, he said, the National Bank of 
Washington, which has not been a member 
of the pool, will begin to make guaranteed 
loans this year on its own. The only two 
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Washington banks not making such loans a.re 
the Madison Bank and the National Oe.pita.l 
Bank of Washington, he said. 

The $1 million provided for new borrowers 
here last year covered all who applied in the 
summer and all but about 5 percent who 
applied in January, McCormick said. But ap
plications a.re increasing each year, so it is 
possible that this same 5 percent, plus all of 
this year's increase in applicants, will be 
left out. 

Harry Knapp, assistant director of the 
Maryland Higher Education Loan Corp., says 
of the situation in his state: "I don't think 
it's as bright as it was la.st year." 

"INCENTIVE" PAYMENT 

Maryland is continuing its policy of paying 
lenders a $25 "incentive" payment for every 
student loan made, but despite this, Knapp 
said, "some banks have curtailed their par
ticipation noticeably," and he feels that the 
amount of applicants unable to obtain loans 
this year could be in the neighborhood of 20 
percent. 

The situation appears roughly the same in 
Virginia. 

Charles Hill, assistant director of the Vir
ginia State Educational Assistance Author
ity, didn't want to make any predictions but 
said carefully, "Participation (by lenders) 
will be less in proportion to need, I think, 
than it has been in the last year or two." 

As is increasingly the case in other states, 
most Virginia banks are sticking to a policy 
of lending only to customers' sons or daugh
ters. 

The villain in the whole situation ls the 
enormous and constantly rising cost of high
er education, particularly at a time when the 
economy is so tight. 

The guaranteed student loan program was 
estaiblished five years ago, as a provision of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, in order 
to ease the burden for the borrower and 
make the proposition of lending money to 
students more attractive to the banker. 

CONTINUES TO GROW 

Despite the problems of matching the stat
utory interest ceiling to the current market 
rate--the ceiling was raised from the original 
6 to 7 percent in 1968, and the 8 percent 
special allowance was added last summer
the program has continued to grow. 

Figures gathered by the Green subcom
mittee show that during the past school year, 
923,500 loans (in some cases, more than one 
to an individual) were made, totaling some 
$794 million. This was up from 787,000 loans 
totaling $687 million the previous year. 

Under the program, the federal government 
guarantees that the loan will be repaid, even 
if the student defaults or dies. Thus, while 
the profit on such a loan might not be as 
high as on others, the lender runs no risk, 
and is encouraged to provide what the bank
ers like to call a public service. 

The government pays all interest on the 
loan while the student is in school, and for a 
9-month grace period after he graduates. 
Then, presumably making his own money, 
the ex-student takes over repayment of both 
interest and principal, with several years to 
pay. 

But it can be 10 years before the bank 
even begins to get its money back for further 
use. What with new loans to each borrower 
each year plus new borrowers coming in 
each year, the bank finds more and more of 
its money tied up in non-liquid loans. 

This situation, added to the general de
crease of liquidity resulting from govern
mental restrictions, has convinced many 
bankers, in the words of one economic con
sultant, that "enough ls enough." 

The bankers claim that the decreased 
liquidity would deny them a fair profit if 
they were to continue making guaranteed 
student loans. 
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"ESSENTIAL STEP" 

"Bankers and other lenders who have been 
making such loans in the knowledge that 
they cannot be liquidated without extreme 
capital sacrifices, feel that these loans are 
already too long," James J. O'Leary, chair
man of the American Bankers Association's 
Task Force on Guaranteed Student Loans, 
told the Green subcommittee on June 12. 

Establishment of a secondary market, 
O'Leary said, "is likely to induce bankers to 
add to their student loan portfolios ... 
This is an essential step in the student loan 
program and is bound to help banks and 
other lenders do a better job in meeting the 
growing demand for these highly desirable 
loans." 

Patman, in a scathing speech prepared for 
delivery early this week, brands the second
ary market ideas "the biggest banker's 
bonanza of all." 

HOW PLAN WOULD WORK 

Several forms have been proposed for the 
secondary m arket, and for a similar "ware
housing operation." Basically, this is how it 
would work: 

An independent entity, known in the ad
ministration proposal as the National Stu
dent Loan Association, and in another as 
the Student Loan Marketing Association 
("Sally Mae"), would be established through 
either the selling of government-guaranteed 
bonds or a simple government appropriation. 

Depending on which plan is followed, the 
bank, after making a loan, would either sell 
the loan to Sally Mae, or deposit it with the 
warehouse and then borrow the majority of 
the money back. The bank makes a smaller 
profit in either case, but gets its money back 
almost immediately to use for further loans 
and further profit. 

The administration bill has been stalled 
for the time being, and according to David 
Bayer of the Office of Education, "it doesn't 
seem likely" that it will come to a vote until 
at least the end of the fall. 

In order to allow the secondary market 
proposal to be considered on its own merits, 
therefore, Rep. John Erlenborn, R-Ill, has 
lifted the proposal virtually intact from the 
administration bill and has introduced it as 
a separate measure. 

TANK COMMANDER Kll.LED IN 
VIETNAM 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
Sgt. Eugene Huggins, a courageous sol
dier from Maryland, was killed recently 
in Vietnam. I should like to honor his 
memory by including the following arti
cle in the RECORD: 

TANK COMMANDER Kn.LED IN VIETNAM 

Staff Sgt. Eugene Huggins, 40, a career 
soldier from Landover, was wounded while 
on patrol in his tank June 10 and died 13 
days Later, his wife said. 

Sergeant Huggins enlisted in the Army 
December 2, 1952, and saw action in the 
Korean war, Mrs. Huggins said. The family 
moved to 3030 Brightseat road, Landover, 
when the sergeant wa.s sent to Vietnam this 
p.a.stMay. 

Besides his wife, he is survived by two 
daughters, Miss Mary Louise Huggins, of 
Brooklyn, N.Y., and Miss Clara Jeanie Hug
gins, of Landover; his parents, Mr. and Mrs. 
Jake Huggins, of Conway, S.C., and four 
brothers and three sisters in Conway and 
Newark, N.J. 
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NATION CAN BE A HAPPY PLACE IF 
WE MOVE IN ONE DIRECTION 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, in 
these days of mounting dissent and criti
cism of the administration's policies, few 
articles can be found that offer encour
agement to the American way of life. A 
recent editorial in the San Diego Evening 
Tribune on June 13, 1970, has captured a 
part of the spirit which I believe to be 
held in the hearts of most Americans. I 
insert this in the RECORD : 

NATION CAN BE A HAPPY PLACE IF WE MOVE 
IN ONE DIRECTION 

No miracles are needed to restore happier 
times in these United States. 

All we have to do is end the Vietnam war, 
stop inflation and sidestep recession, restore 
order out of domestic chaos and clean up 
pollution. 

There is, unfortunately. no magic wand 
to supply simple solutions to complex prob
lems. 

Despite the demands for "action now," 
our difficulties were not crea tied in a day
nor a month-nor a year. Neither can the 
cure be effected in an instant. 

But our problems can and will be remecUed. 
First, however, we must face some very 

harsh self-judgments. 
Do we want the war in Vietnam to end? 
Certainly, we say. Nobody wants war. 
Still, some of the shrillest voices in Con-

gress supporting demands to end the war 
"now" are owned by lawmakers whose per
sonal political goals are tied to the war's 
continuance. 

They probably won't admit it,- but there 
a.re many senaitors and representatives so 
antagonistic to President Nixon that they 
hope his policies in Vietnam and Cambodia 
:fall. 

Do we want to end ln.flation? 
Of oourse, we cry. We're fed up with prices 

thait increase faster than our wages. 
In this area, too, polltl.cal opponents of 

the President have ma.de no secret of their 
intent to use the economy as a campaign 
issue in November and in 1972. 

A stabilization of wages and prices .rund 
the upturn of business predicted by Mr. 
Nixon would not enhance their position. 

Do we want to restore order to our cam
puses and keep our streets free of strife 
and violence? 

A ridiculous question, we charge. No one, 
absolutely no one, would condone wanton 
destruction. 

But it ls condoned-60metimes in the 
classroom, sometimes from the pulpit--as 
Justified when tied to "a cause." 

I,t has become obvious that radical lead
ers wll'l seize upon any issue to sustain the 
turmoil. If the war should end, there would 
be the environment, hunger, or poverty to 
serve as the excuse to prolong national un
rest. 

Campus unrest started at Berkeley over 
the issue of free speech. Vietnam. was no 
issue then. 

Are we truly concerned with the environ
ment? 

Undeniably, we shout. We fear for the very 
exis,tence of our planet. 

But do we content ourselves with point
ing out the deplorable state of our air, our 
wat.er and our surroundings? 

How many of us are willing to accept re
sponsi bl.11 ty for our own part in environ
mental deterioration? 

As a nation, we have experienced no diffl-
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culty in recognizing our woes. We have been 
far from successful in finding the cures. 

There ls no doubt that most Americans, 
most members of Congress and the majority 
of youth want nothing more than an end, 
miraculous or otherwise, to aJl our problems. 

Why, then, should the goals of peace, pros
perity, domestic harmony and an unsullied 
environment be so elusive? 

The answer, we fear, ls that the "Silent 
Majority" made famous by Mr. Nixon has 
remaJ.ned silent too long. 

We must make it very cleax to our rep
resentatives in the House and Senate that 
we expect them to see that the President's 
plan for an honorable termination of the war 
gets a sporting chance to make good. 

While we're about it, we can also tell 
Congress that we're aware that the fight 
agains·t inflation begins with government 
spending planned with some relation to rev
enue. 

We can make it plain to the a.dministra
tors of our schools tha.t there ls no justifica
tion for abandoning educational processes 
in favor of "political .action." 

We can stop wringing our hands over im
pure water, smog and litter and start doing 
our own small bit to reverse the dash to self
destruction. 

Once we get rid of our few little problems, 
we will again be a happy, smiling nation. 

And .all it takes ls a little unity of pur
pose-a little movement by all of us and aJl 
in the same direction. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. KAY OBAYASHI 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, recently the Los Angeles Rec
reation and Youth Services Planning 
Council honored Mrs. Sue S. Obayashi
Mrs. Kay Obayashi-during the council's 
20th annual luncheon meeting in Gar
dena, Calif. 

Mrs. Obayashi, known fondly as 
"Auntie Sue," was presented the coun
cil's Golden Goblet Award. As stated in 
an article of June 18, 1970, in the Im
perial Hollypark News: 

This award 1s given to three persons each 
year whom the Council feels best typifies the 
ideal volunteer to an organization, agency, or 
project, who has made a significant and cre
ative contribution to recreation and youth 
services (in the Ieisuretime field) in Los An
geles County. 

Selections are based on a combination 
of the following: 

First. Unique community project or 
service. 

Second. Promotional work in bringing 
about policy or program development of 
change in a public or volunteer agency. 

Third. Organizational or administra
tive achievement. 

Fourth. The development or refine
ment of professional techniques or prac
tice. 

Fifth. A completed project involving 
research, planning, coordination and/or 
community organization and develop
ment. 

·'Auntie Sue's" qualifications and 
achievements, by her activity in volun
teer services for youth, easily make her 
deserving of such recognition. 

As was reported in a brief biography 
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of "Auntie Sue" published in the coun
cil's annual report: 

Mrs. Sue S. Obayashi has devoted her life 
to helrmg people, particularly youth. The 
fact that she has no children of her own and 
has always worked full time, in addition to 
taking care of her home, makes her a special 
person who dchly deserves recognition. 

The Soroptimist Club of Gardena also 
recognized the dedication and effective
ness of Mrs. Obayashi by installing her 
on June 9, 1970, as its president for 
1970-71. This past year, "Auntie Sue" has 
been corresponding secretary for the 
club. Unofficially, she has put in almost 
600 volunteer hours this year on projects 
involving everything from Girl Scouts to 
mental health, and special education; 
from YMCA and YWCA fund raising, to 
aiding the Kelp Tanglers Club of the 
Los Angeles County Council of Divers. 

A recent volunteer project, in which 
she will become involved in August, is 
acting as adult adviser for a youth dele
gation visiting Japan under the auspices 
of the Gardena-Ichikawa Sister City 
Committee. 

"Auntie Sue" is a citizen of whom the 
city of Gardena is very proud and a per
son whom the young people she serves 
can emulate. I ask my colleagues to join 
me and the citizens of Gardena in con
gratulating her for these two most recent 
honors, and in thanking her for the great 
amount of time and energy she has de
voted to the welfare of our community. 

DON'T LET POLITICS DEGRADE IT 

HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I insert the 
following editorial from the Crtterion, 
the Indianapolis Catholic Archdiocesan 
newspaper: 

DON'T LET POLITICS DEGRADE IT 

An ever-increasing number of Americans, 
though patri.ots to the core of their beings, 
are finding it more and more difficult to dis
play the flag, or in other ways to give tra
ditiOIIlal outward expressions of their love 
of country which used to be second nature 
to them. They feel as though tinhorn self
anointed "super-patriots" of the lunatic
fringe right wing are trying to bully them 
into "showing the colors--or else." Being 
good Americans, they decline to be bullied. 

There is indeed an ugly strain of ultra.
rightist chauvinism abroad in the land to
day. It finds its most contemptible expres
sion in such bumper stickers as "America--
Love It or Leave It" and "Let's End Poverty
Everybody WOTk." 

In only a slightly more subtle way, such 
chauvinism now is being tied in with partisan 
politics. Windshield flag decals and flag lapel 
buttons are being advertised as a way of 
demonstrating that one supports President 
Nixon's highly controversial war policies in 
Indochina and his equally controversial as
sertions that the nation's economy ls 1n fine 
shape. 

The professional polls show that more than 
half of adult Americans do not approve of 
President Nixon's oa.m.bodian adventure and 
that far more than half believe the nation 
is in extremely serious economic difficulties. 

A lot of the people who feel that way about 
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the war and the economy do not want to 
do anything that might suggest they sup
port Mr. Nlxon in those particular mat
ters. Therefore, they are choosing to shy 
away from any sort of fla.g display, even 
though their natural inclination 1B to be 
t}roud, flag-waving Americans. 

We think they are wrong in taking such 
a negative course. The American Flag be
longs to all Americans of whatever politi
cal persuasion, including those who find 
a lot more fault with their countey than the 
facts warrant. Nobody should let e. minority 
of crackpots or cunning political opportu
nists prevent him from doing what comes 
naturally on such occasions as the Fourth of 
July. If one lets them sway h1s decision
making faculties, he becomes in some meas
ure their slave. 

So fly your flag tomorrow! Put a flag 
decal on your car and wear a flag lapel 
button, too, if you like. Then go right on 
talking and voting the way you jolly well 
please. This ls your country. As an Ameri
can, you have a sacred obligation not to al
low anybody to de1¥ade your flag by try
ing to make it either "proof of patriotism" 
or a symbol of support for any politica.l party. 

SUPPORT FOR A VOLUNTEER 
MILITARY 

HON. SHIRLEY CHISHOLM 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, almost 
1 year ago in my statement of support 
for the Voluntary Military Procurement 
Act that--

A democracy which depends on conscrip
tion of often unwilling citizens is not a 
democracy at all. Even worse, when a coun
try preys on its politically weakest element-
non-voting youth-to carry out its military 
aims, 1t 1s nothing more than an elitist jun
gle where only the strong and the lucky can 
survive. 

More than that, it is a political and so
cial tinderbox. We wonder why the 
youth of this Nation are rebelling. Could 
it be because we treat them as mindless, 
subservient cannon fodder? 

Another advocate of my position was 
Keith Franklin. His letter is an indica
t ion of what I have felt for so long: 

(From the New York Post, May 19, 1970) 
OI's LETTER: OPEN IF I DIE 

(By Leo Standora) 
The letter, written by a 19-year-old soldier 

a nd pressed into his mother's hand as he 
kissed her goodby four months ago, had lain 
almost forgott en between the leaves of the 
family Bible. 

But last Saturday afternoon Mrs. Charles 
Franklin of Salamanca, N.Y., opened the 
envelope and read the message addressed to 
"Dear Mom and Dad" from their son, Keith. 

"This war that has taken my life, and 
many thousands of others before me," the 
youth had written, "is immoral, unlawful, 
and an atrocity unlike any misfit of good 
sense and Judgment known to man. . . . 

"So, as I lie dead, please grant my last 
request. Help me to inform the American 
people-the silent majority who have not 
yet voiced their opinions. 

"Help me let them know that their silence 
is permitting this atrocity to go on and that 
my death will not be in vain 1f by prompting 
them to act I can in some way help to bring 
an end to the war that brought an end to 
my life .... " 

Less than an hour before reading the let
ter, the Franklins were notified that Keith, 
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a medic, had been killed in action in cam
bodia. 

Mrs. Franklin tearfully recalled getting the 
envelope during her son's last furlough. 

"We joked about it. I told him, 'You'll be 
back after your two years and we'll open the 
letter, read it, and then have a good laugh 
about it.' He only said 'no I won't.' " 

Keith's father, a Navy reservist who saw 
action during World War II, said his son had 
volunteered for induction. 

"He volunteered to get it over with be
cause he knew he would be drafted any
way," said Charles Franklin. "The night 
he made his decision to go he said he didn't 
agree with the war ... but he said he'd do 
his part and play along with this foolish 
game." 

Keith ls the city's (pop. 8500) first Viet
nam-Cambodia casualty. Salamanca is lo
cated about 60 miles south of Buffalo. 

"We talked about the whole thing a lot. 
Neither of us can understand how we got 
into Vietnam in the first place. But Keith 
was not the kind of kid to shirk his duty." 

Franklin said h1s son volunteered for the 
medical corps because "he told me he didn't 
think he could shoot anybody . . . he just 
wasn't the violent type." 

"He was a typical kid. He wanted to come 
home and go to college. Get a good job. He 
wrote us once a week and that's all he talked 
about," he said. 

Neighbors remember Keith, a tall, ath
letic, dark-haired youth, as "a good, well liked 
boy" who held a number of odd jobs after 
graduating from Salamanca High School in 
1968. 

While in high school he was a member 
of the radio announcers club and an actor 
in a number of school plays. 

His father said another of his son's last 
requests will be granted when his body is 
returned home this week. 

"There wlll be no mllltary trappings, no 
uniforms, no flags. He didn 't want it and 
he won't have it," he said. 

The soldier had made the request in his 
last letter, on May 4: 

"In the letter he made kind of a joke,'' 
said Franklin. "He said dad I'm finally get
ting my wish. I'm getting out of Vietnam ... 
I'm going to Cambodia." 

Other excerpts from the letter: 
"The question now ls whether or not my 

death has been in vain. My answer is yes. 
"However, the powers-that-be handed 

down the decision that my friends and I 
should go and fight. We wm go and we will 
fight, and I have died but there is stlll a 
blank space in my mind as to why. 

"President Nixon and President Johnson 
before him have told the American public 
time and time again that it was our cbli
gation to the people of South Vietnam to 
save them from the surging wave of com
munism which has plotted to engulf them. 
This is a lie, the magnitude of which is 
witnessed only by the hundreds of thous
ands of Gis in South Vietnam. 

"The inhabitants of this bug-infested, 
backward, God-forsaken hell-on-earth want 
no part of the American war machine. But 
they have no choice .. .'' 

IS FREEDOM DYING IN AMERICA? 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 
Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, in the 

July 14 issue of Look magazine, Henry 
Steele Commager, one of the most dis
tinguished American writers and his
torians of this century, has an article 
which deserves the widest dissemina-
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tion possible. Professor Commager 
points to Government activities which 
have curtailed personal freedom in the 
name of law and order, national secu
rity, and other such slogans which cap
ture that unthinking portion of the pub
lic which is insufficiently alert to, or con
cerned about, the erosion of those liber
ties that distinguish our way of life from 
that of totalitarian countries. The strug
gle to obtain and broaden our liberties 
has been too arduous for us to yield now 
to the self-deluding notion that it is 
somehow different to surrender freedom 
voluntarily than to have it taken away, 
The end result is the same, a less free 
society, and it behooves us to turn 
around these regressive Policies and 
practices now before we lose what we 
most value about America. 

Professor Commager's article, "Is 
Freedom Dying in America?" must be 
read by public officials and private citi
zens alike for the warning it flashes to 
us, and I insert the article in full at this 
point in the RECORD and urge that my 
colleagues give it their most thoughtful 
attention: 

IS FREEDOM DYING IN AMERICA? 

"There are certain words, 
Our own and others', we're used to-words 

we've used, 
Heard, had to recite, forgotten, 
Rubbed shiny in the pocket, left home .for 

keepsakes, 
Inherited, stuck away ln the back-drawer, 
In the locked trunk, at the back of the 

quiet mind. 

"Liberty, equality, fraternity, 
To none will we sell, refuse or deny, right 

or justice. 
We hold these truths to be self-evident. 

"I am merely saying-what if these words 
pass? 

What if they pass and are gone and a.re no 
more ... ? 

"It took long to buy these words. 
It took a long time to buy them and much 

pain." 
-Stephen Vincent Benet. 

"Those, who would give up essential lib
erty to purchase a little temporary safety," 
said Benjamin Franklin, two centuries ago, 
"deserve neither liberty nor safety.'' 

Today we are busy doing what Franklin 
warned us against. Animated by impatience, 
anger and fear, we are giving up essential 
liberties, not for safety, but for the appear
ance of safety. We are corroding due process 
and the rule of law not for Order, but for 
the semblance of order. We will find that 
when we have given up liberty, we wm not 
have safety, and that when we have given up 
justice, we will not have order. 

"We in this nation appear headed for a 
new period of repression," Mayor John V. 
Lindsay of New York recently warned us. We 
are in fact already in it. 

Not since the days when Sen. Joseph Mc
Carthy bestrode the political stage, foment
ing suspicion and hatred, betraying the Bill of 
Rights, bringing Congress and the State De
partment into disrepute, have we experienced 
anything like the current offensive against 
the exercise of freedom in America. If repres
sion ls not yet as blatant or as flamboyant 
a.s it was during the McCarthy years, it ls in 
m any respects more pervasive and more 
formidable. For it comes to us now with 
official sanction and is imposed upon us by 
officials sworn to uphold the law: the At
torney General, the FBI, state and local of
ficials, the police, and even judges. In 
Georgia and California, in Lamar, S.C., and 
Jackson, Miss., and Kent, Ohio, the attacks 
are overt and dramatic; on the higher levels 
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of national administration, it is a process of 
erosion, the erosion of what Thomas Jeffer
son called "the sacred soil of liberty." Those 
in high office do not openly proclaim their 
dlslllusionment with the principles of free
dom, but they confess it by their conduct, 
while the people acquiesce in their own dls
lnheri tance by abandoning the "eternal vigi
lance" that is the price of liberty. 

There ls nothing more ominous than this 
popular indifference toward the loss of lib
erty, unless it is the failure to understand 
what ls at stake. Two centuries ago, Edmund 
Burke said of Americans that they "snuff 
the approach of tyranny in every tainted 
breeze." Now, their senses are blunted. The 
evidence of public-opinion polls is persuasive 
that a substantial part of the American peo
ple no longer know or cherish the Bill of 
Rights. They are, it appears, quite prepared 
to silence criticism of governmental policies 
if such criticism ls though1r-by the Govern
ment-damaging to the national interest. 
They are prepared to censor newspaper and 
television reporting if such reports are con
sidered-by the Government-damaging to 
the national interest! As those in authority 
inevitably t h ink whatever policies they pur
sue, what ever laws they enforce, whatever 
wars they fight, are in the national interest, 
this attitude is a formula for the ending of 
all criticism, which is another way of saying 
for the ending of democracy. 

Corruption of language is often a first 
sign of a deeper malaise of mind and spirit, 
and it is ominous that invasions of liberty 
are carried on, today, in the name of consti
tutionalism, and the impairment of due proc
ess, in the name of Law and Order. Here 
it takes the form of a challenge to the great 
principle of the separation of powers, and 
there to be equally great principle of the 
superiority of the civil to the military au
thority. Here it is the intimidation of the 
press and television by threats both subtle 
and blatant, there of resort to the odious 
doctrine of "intent" to punish anti-war dem
onstrators. Here it ls the use of the dangerous 
weapon of consorshlp, overt and covert, to 
silence troublesome criticism, there the abuse 
of the power of punishment by contempt of 
court. The thrust is everywhere the same, 
and so too the animus behind it: to equate 
dissent with lawlessness and nonconformity 
with treason. The purpose of those who are 
prepared to sweep aside our ancient guaran
tees of freedom is to blot out those great 
problems that glare upon us from every hori
zon, and pretend that if we refuse to acknowl
edge them, they wm somehow go away. It 
is to argue that discontent ls not an honest 
expression of genuine grievances but of will
fulness, or perversity, or perhaps of the crime 
of being young, and that 1f it can only be 
stifled, we can restore harmony to our dis
tracted society. 

Men like Vice President Spiro T. Agnew 
simplistically equate opposition to official 
policies with effete intellectualism, and cater 
to the sullen suspicion of intellectuals, al
ways latent in any society, to silence that 
opposition. Prightened people everywhere, 
alarmed by lawlessness and violence in their 
communities, and impatient with the notion 
that we cannot really end violence until we 
deal with its causes, call loudly for tougher 
laws, tougher cops and tougher courts or-as 
in big cities like New York or small towns 
like La.m.ar--simply take authority into their 
own hands and respond with vigilante tac
tics. Impatient people, persuaded that the 
law is too slow and too Indulgent, and that 
order is imperiled by judicial insistence on 
due process, are prepared to sweep aside cen
turies of progress toward the rule of law in 
order to punish those they regard as enemies 
of society. Timid men who have no confi
dence ln the processes of democracy or ln the 
potentialities of education are ready to aban
don for a police state the experiment that 
Lincoln ca.lied "the la.st best hope of earth." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The pattern of repression is, alas, all too 

famlliar. Most ominous is the erosion of due 
process of law, perhaps the noblest concept 
in the long history of law and one so im
portant that it can be equated with civiliza
tion, for it ls the very synonym for justice. It 
is difficult to remember a period in our own 
history in which due process has achieved 
more victories in the courts and suffered 
more setbacks in the arena of politics and 
public opinion than in the last deca.de. While 
the Warren Court stea.dily enlarged the scope 
and strengthened the thrust of this historic 
concept, to make it an effective instrument 
for creating a more just society, the political 
and the law-enforcement agencies have dis
played mounting antagonism to the principle 
itself and resistance to its application. The 
desegregation decision of 1954 has been 
sabotaged by both the Federal and local gov
ernments-a sabotage dramatized by the re
cent decision of the Justice Department to 
support tax exemption for private schools 
organized to frustrate desegregation. 

There are many other examples. Pending 
legislation, including the Organized Crime 
Control Act of 1969 provides for "preventive 
detention" in seeming violation of the con
stitutional guarantee of presumption of in
nocence limits the right of the accused to 
examine evidence lllegally obtained; permits 
police to batter their way into a private 
house without notice (the no-knock provi
sion); and provides sentences of up to 30 
years for "dangerous special offenders." And 
the government itself, from local police to 
the Attorney General, persists in what Jus
tice Holmes called the "dirty business" of 
wiretapping and bugging to obtain evidence 
for convictions, though this is a clear viola
tion of the right of protection againSt self
incrimlnatlon. 

Equally flagrant 1s the attack on First 
Amendment freedom.s-freedoms of speech, 
press, petition and assembly-an attack that 
takes the form of intimidation and harass
ment rather th~n of overt repudiation. The 
President and the Vice President have joined 
in a crusa.de designed to force great news
papers like the New York Times and the 
Washington Post to moderate their criticism 
of Administration policies, and to frighten 
the television networks into scaling down 
their coverage of events that the Government 
finds embarrassing; a. position that rests on 
the curious principle that the real crime is 
not official ml.scOnduct but the portrayal of 
that misconduct. Mr. Agnew, indeed, has gone 
so far as to call on governors to drive the 
news purveyed by "bizarre extremists" from 
newspapers and television sets; it is an a.d
monitlon that, if taken literally, would deny 
newspaper and TV coverage to Mr. Agnew 
himself. All this is coupled with widespread 
harassment of the young, directed super
ficially at little more than hairstyle, dress 
or manners-but directed in fa.ct to their 
opinions, or perhaps to their youthfulness. 
And throughout the country, government 
officials are busy compiling dossiers on almost 
all citizens prominent enough to come to 
their attention. 

Government itself is engaged increasingly 
in viola.ting what President Dwight D. Eisen
hower chose as the motto for the Columbia 
University bicentenary: "Man's right to 
knowledge and the free use thereof." The 
USIA proscribes books that criticize Ameri
can foreign policy at the same time that it 
launches a positive program of oelebrating 
the Nixon Adminlstration and the conduct of 
the Vietnam war through films and a library 
of "safe" books selected by well-vetted ex
perts. The Federal Government spends mil
lions of dollars presenting its version of his
tory and politics to the American people. 
The Pentagon alone spends $47 million a year 
on public relations and maintains hundreds 
of lobbyists to deal with Congress, and the 
Defense Department floods schools and clubs 
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and veterans org.anlzation.s with films de
signed to win support for the war. 

Meantime, the growing arrogance of the 
military and its eager intervention in areas 
long supposed to be exclusively civilian 
gravely threaten the principle of the super
iority of the civil to the military power. Mili
tary considerations are advanced to justify 
the revival of the shabby practices of the 
McCarthy em-securtty clearances for civil
ians working in all establishments that 
have contracts with Defense--a category 
that includes laboratories, educational in
stitutions and research organizations. What 
the standards are that may be expected to 
dictate security "clearance" is suggested by 
Vice President Agnew's proposal to "separate 
the [protest leaders) from our society-with 
no more regret than we should feel over dis
carding rot ten apples from a barrel." That 
ls, of course, precisely the philosophy that 
animated the Nazis. Military considerations, 
too, are permitted to dictate policies of se
crecy that extend even to censorship of the 
Congressional Record, thus denying to con
gressmen, as to the American people, infor
mation they need to make decisions on for
eign policy. Secrecy embraces, not unnatu
rally, facts about the conduct of the war; 
Attorney General Mitchell, it was re.ported, 
hoped to keep the Cambodian oa.per secret 
from Congress and the people until lt was a 
fait accompli. So, too, the CIA, in theory 
merely an information-gathering agency, 
oovers its far-flung operations in some 60 
countries with a cloak of secrecy so thick that 
even Congress cannot penetrate it. The Army 
itself, entering the civilian arena, further en
dangers freedom of assembly and of speech 
by employing something like a thousand 
agents to mingle in studen,t and other assem
blies and report to the Army what they see 
and hear. This is, however, merely a tiny 
pa.r,t of the some $3 billion that our Govern
ment spends every year in various types of 
espionage-more every y,ear than the total 
cost of the Federal Government from its 
foundation in 1789 to the beginning of the 
Olvil War in 18611 

It would be an exaggeration to say that the 
United States is a garrison state, but none 
to say it is in danger of becoming one. 

The purpose of this broad attack on Amer
ican freedoms ls to silence criticism of Gov
ernment and of the war, and to encourage 
the attitude that the Government knows 
best and must be allowed a free hand, an 
attitude Americans have thought Odious 
ever since the days of George m. It is to 
'brand the universities 818 a fountainhead of 
subversion and thus weaken them as a force 
in public life. It is to restore ''balance" to 
the judiciary and thereby reverse some of t'he 
great iaohievements of the 16 years of 'the 
Warren Court and to reassure >the Bourbons, 
North and South, who iare ala.rmed at the 
spectacle of judicial U'berallsm. It is to return 
to a. "strict" interpreootion of the power of 
states over racial relations and civil liber
ties-a euphemism for the nullification of 
those liberties. 

The philosophy behind all this, doubtless 
unconscious, is that government belongs to 
the President and the Vice President; that 
they are the masters, and the people, the 
subjects. A century ago, Walt Whitman 
warned of "the never-ending audacity of 
elected persons"; what would he say if he 
were living today? Do we need to proclaim 
once more the most elementary principle of 
our constitutional system: that in the 
United States, the people are the masters and 
all officials are servants--officials in the 
White House, in the Cabinet, in the Con
gress, in the state executive and legislative 
chambers; officials, too, in uniform, whether 
of the national guard or of the police? 

Those who are responsible for the cam
paign to restrict freedom and hamstring the 
Bill of Rights delude themselves that if they 
can but have their way, they will return the 
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country to stability and order. They are mis
taken. They are mistaken not merely be
cause they are in fact hostile to freedom, 
but because they don't understand the rela
tion of freedom to the things they prize 
most--to security, to order, to law. 

What is that relationship? 
For 2,500 years, civilized men have yearned 

and struggled for freedom from tyranny
the tyranny of despotic government a.nd su
perstition and ignorance. What explains this 
long devotion to the idea and practice of 
freedom? How does it happen that all West
ern societies so exalt freedom that they have 
come to equate it with civilization itself? 

Freedom has won its exalted place in phi
losophy a.nd policy quite simply because, ·over 
the centuries, we have come to see that it is 
a. necessity; a necessity for justice, a necessity 
for progress, a necessity for survival. 

How familiar the argument that we must 
learn to reconcile the rival claims of freedom 
and order. But they do not really need to be 
reconciled; they were never at odds. They 
a.re not alt ernatives, they are two sides to the 
same coin, indissolubly welded together. The 
community-society or nation-has an in
terest in the rights of the individual because 
without the exercise of those rights, the com
munity itself will decay and collapse. The 
individual has an interest in the stability of 
the community of which he is a part because 
without security, his rights are useless. No 
community can long prosper wit hout nour
ishing the exercise of individual liberties for, 
as John stuart Mill wrote a century ago, "A 
State which dwarfs its men, in order that 
they may be more docile instruments in its 
hands ... will find that with small men no 
great thing can really be accomplished." And 
no individual can fulfill his genius without 
supporting the just authority of the state, for 
in a condition of anarchy, neither dignity nor 
freedom can prosper. 

The function of freedom is not merely to 
protect and exalt the individual, vital as that 
is to the health of society. Put quite simply, 
we foster freedom in order to a.void error and 
discover truth; so far, we have found no 
other way to achieve this objective. So, too, 
with dissent. We do not indulge dissent for 
sentimental reasons; we encourage it because 
we have learned that we cannot live without 
it. A nation that silences dissent, whether by 
force, intimidation, the withholding of in
formation or a. foggy intellectual climate, in
vites disaster. A nat ion that penalizes crit
icism is left with passive acquiescence in 
error. A nation that discourages originality 
is left with minds that a.re unimaginative 
and dull. And with stunted minds, as with 
stunted men, no great thing can be accom
plished. 

It is for this reason that history celebrates 
not the victors who successfully silenced dis
sent but their victims who fought to speak 
the truth as they saw it. It is the bust of 
Socrates that stands in the schoolroom, not 
the busts of those who condemned him to 
death for "corrupting the youth." It is Savo
narola we honor, not the Pope who had him 
burned there in the great Piazza in Florence. 
It is Tom Paine we honor, not the English 
judge who outlawed him for writing the 
Rights of Man. 

Our own history, too, is one Of rebellion 
aga.inst authority. We remember Roger Wil
Uams, who championed toleration, not John 
Cotton, Who drove him from the Bay Colony; 
we celebrate Thomas Jefferson, whose motto 
was "Rebellion to tyrants is obedience to 
God," not Lord North; we read Henry Thor
eau on civil disobedience, rather than those 
messages of President Polk that ea.rned him 
the title "Polk the Mendacious"; it ls John 
Brown's soul that goes marching on, not that 
of the judge who condemned him to death 
at Charles Town. 

Why is this? It ls not merely because of 
the nobility of character of these martyrs. 
Some were not particularly noble. It is be-
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cause we can see now that they gave their 
lives to defend the interests of humanity, 
and that they, not those who punished them, 
were the true benefactors of humanity. 

But it is not just the past that needed 
freedom for critics, nonconformists and dis
senters. We, too, are assailed by problems 
that seem insoluble; we, too, need new ideas. 
Happily, ours is not a closed system-not 
yet, anyway. We have a long history of ex
perimentation in politics, social relations 
and science. We experiment in astrophysics 
because we want to land on the moon; we 
experiment in biology because we want to 
find the secret of life; we experiment in 
medicine because we want to cure cancer; 
and in all of these areas, and a hundred 
others, we make progress. If we are to sur
vive and flourish, we must approach politics, 
law and social institutions in the same spirit 
that we approach science. We know that we 
have not found final truth in physics or biol
ogy. Why do we suppose that we have found 
final truth in politics or law? And just as 
scientists welcome new truth wherever they 
find it, even in the most disreputable places, 
so statesmen, jurists and educators must be 
prepared to welcome new ideas and new 
truths from whatever sources they come, 
however alien their appearance, however rev
olutionary their implications. 

"There can be no difference anywhere," 
said the philosopher William James, "that 
doesn't make a difference elsewhere-no dif
ference in abstract truth that doesn't ex
press itself in a difference in concrete 
fact .... " 

Let us turn then to practical and particular 
issues and ask, in each case, what are and 
will be the consequences of policies that re
press freedom, discourage independence and 
impair justice in American society, and what 
are, and will be the consequences of applying 
to politics and society those standards and 
habits of free inquiry that we apply as a mat
ter of course to scientific inquiry? 

Consider the erosion of due process of law
that complex of rules and safeguards built up 
over the centuries to make sure that every 
man will have a fair trial. Remember that it 
is designed not only for the protection of 
desperate characters charged with monstrous 
crimes; it is designed for every litigant. Nor 
is due process merely for the benefit of the 
accused. As Justice Robert H. Jackson said, 
"It is the best insurance for the Government 
itself against those blunders which leave last
ing stains on a system of justice . ... " 

And why is it necessary to guarantee a fair 
trial for all-for those accused of treason, for 
those who champion unpopular causes in a 
disorderly fashion, for those who assert their 
social and political rights against community 
prejudices, as well as for corporations, labor 
unions, and churches? It is, of course, neces
sary so that justice will be done. Justice is 
the end, the aim, of government. It is im
plicitly the end of all governments; it is 
quite explicitly the end of the United States 
,Government, for it was "in order to ... es
te.blish justice" that the Constitution was or
dained. 

Trials are held not in order to obtain con
victions; they are held to find justice. And 
over the centuries, we have learned by ex
perience that unless we conduct trials by rule 
and suffuse them with the spirit of fair play, 
justice will not be done. The argument that 
the scrupulous observance of technicalities 
of due process slows up or frustrates speedy 
convictions is of course, correct, if all you 
want is convictions. But why not go an the 
way and restore the use of torture? That got 
confessions and convictions! Every argument 
in favor of abating due process in order to 
get convictions applies with equal force to the 
use of the third degree and the restoration of 
torture. It is important to remember that 
nation after nation abandoned torture (the 
Americans never had it), not merely because 
it was barbarous, but because, though it 
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wrung confessions from its victims, it did 
not get justice. It implicated the innocent 
with the guilty, it outraged the moral sense 
of the community. Due process proved both 
more humane and infinitely more efficient. 

Or consider the problem of wiretapping. 
That in many cases wiretapping "works" is 
clear enough, but so do other things prohib
ited by civilized society, such as torture or 
the invasion of the home. But "electronic sur
veillance," said Justice William J. Brennan, 
Jr., "strikes deeper than at the ancient feel
in'g that a man's home is his castle; it strikes 
at freedom of communication, a postulate of 
our kind of society. . . . Freedom of speech is 
undermined where people fear to speak un
constrainedly in what they suppose to be the 
privacy of home or office." 

Perhaps the most odious violation of jus
tice is the maintenance of a double standard: 
one justice for blacks and another for whites, 
one for the rich and another for the poor, 
one for those who hold "radical" ideas, and 
another for those who are conservative and 
respectable. Yet we have daily before our eyes 
just such a double standard of justice. The 
"Chicago Seven," who crossed state lines with 
"intent" to stir up a riot, have received heavy 
jail sentences, but no convictions have been 
returned against the Chicago police who par
ticipated in that riot. Black Panthers are on 
trial for their lives for alleged murders, but 
policemen involved in wantonly attacking 
Black Panther headquarters and killing two 
blacks have been punished by demotion. 

Turn to the role and function of freedom 
in our society-freedom of speech and of the 
press-and the consequences of laying re
strictions upon these freedoms. The conse
quence is, of course, that society will be de
prived of the inestimable advantage of in
quiry, criticism, exposure and dissent. If the 
press is not permitted to perform its tradi
tional function of presenting the whole news, 
the American people will go uninformed. If 
1television is dissuaded fil-om showing contro
versial films, the people will be denied the 
opportunity to know what ls going on. If 
teachers and scholars a.re discouraged from 
inquiring into the truth of history or politics 
or anthropolgy, future generations may 
never acquire those habits of intellectual in
dependence essential to the working of de
mocracy. An enlightened citizenry ls neces
sary for self-government. If facts are with .. 
held, or distorted, how can the people be en
lightened, how can self-government work? 

The real question in all this ls what kind 
of society do we want? Do we want a police 
society where none are free of surveillance by 
their government? Or do we want a society 
where ordinary people can go a.bout their 
'business without the eye of Big Brother upon 
them? 

The Founding Fathers feared secrecy in 
government not merely because it was a vote 
of no-confidence in the intelligence and vir
tue of the people but on the practical ground 
that au governments conceal their mistakes 
behind the shield of secrecy; that if they 
are permited to get away with this in little 
things, they will do it in big things-like the 
Bay of Pigs or the invasion of cambodia. 

And if you interfere with academic freedom 
in order to silence criticism, or critics, you do 
not rid the university of subversion. It is not 
ideas thla.t are subversive, it is ithe lack of 
ideas. What you do 1s to slleDJCe or get rid 
of those men who have ideas, leaving the 
institution to those who have no ideas, or 
have not the courage to express those that 
they have. Are such men as these what we 
want to direct the education of the young 
and advance the cause of learning? 

The conclusive argument against secrecy in 
scientific research ls that it will in the end 
give us bad science. First-rate scientists will 
not so gravely violate their integrity as to 
confine their findings to one government or 
one society, for the first loyalty of science ls 
to scienti:flc truth. "The Sciences," said Ed-
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ward Jenner of smallpox fame, "are never at 
war." We have only to consider the implica
tions of secrecy in the realm of medicine: 
What would we think of doctors favoring 
secrecy in cancer research on the grounds of 
"national interest"? 

The argument against proscribing books, 
which might normally be in our overseas 
libraries, because they are critical of Ad
ministration policies is not that it will hurt 
authors or publishers, No. It is quite simple 
that if the kind of people who believe in 
proscription are allowed to control our li
braries, these will cease to be centers of 
learning and become the instruments of 
party. The argument against withholding 
visas from foreign scholars whose ideas may 
be considered subversive ls not that this will 
inconvenience them. It ls that we deny our
selves the benefit of what they have to say. 
Suppose President Andrew Jackson had 
denied entry to Alexis de Tocqueville on the 
ground that he was an aristocrat and might 
therefore be a subversive influence on our 
democracy, We would have lost the greatest 
book ever written about America.. 

There ls one final consideration. Govern
ment, as Justice Louis D. Brandeis observed 
half a century ago, "ls the potent, the om
nipresent teacher. For good or for lll, it 
teaches the whole people by its example." If 
government tries to solve its problems by re
sort to large-scale violence, its citizens will 
assume that violence is the normal way to 
solve problems. If government itself violates 
the law, it brings the law into contempt, 
and breeds anarchy. If government masks its 
operations, foreign and domestic, in a cloak 
of secrecy, it encourages the creation of a 
closed, not an open, society. If government 
shows itself impatient with due process, it 
must expect that its people will come to 
scorn the slow procedures of orderly debate 
and negotiation and turn to the easy solu
tions of force. If government embraces the 
principle that the end justifies the means, 
it radiates approval of a doctrine so odious 
that it will in the end destroy the whole of 
society. If government shows, by its habitual 
conduct, that it rejects the claims of free
dom and of justice, freedom and justice will 
cease to be the ends of our society. 

Eighty years ago, Lord Bryce wrote of the 
American people ·that "the masses of the peo
ple are wiser, fairer and more temperate in 
any matter to which they can be induced to 
bend their minds, than most European phi
losophers have believed possible for the 
masses of the people to be." 

Is this still true? If the American people 
can indeed be persuaded to "bend their 
minds" to the great questl-ons of the pres
ervation of freedom, it may stlll prove true. 
If they cannot, we may be witnessing, even 
now, a dissolution of the fabric of freedom 
that may portend the dissolution of the Re
public. 

GRANT TO COLLIER TOWNSHIP 

HON. JAMES G. FULTON 
OF PENNSYLVA.Nll 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, it is a pleasure to place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a copy of the 
letter I recently sent to the good people 
of Collier Township in the 27th Congres
sional District of Pennsylvania inform
ing them of the grant of $406,000 from 
the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development for the construction 
of a much needed water distribution sys
tem. 
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As we are all working for progress in 
America, this is a fine step forward, 
greatly assisting this township in my 
constituency. 

The letter follows : 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.O. 
DEAR FRIENDS: I am writing to advise you 

that 406,000 dollars has just been granted to 
Collier Township through the Water a.nd 
Sewer Facilities Program of the US Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development. 
This is a grant to the citizens of comer 
Township, and NOT a loan! 

It has been a pleasure to be a part of the 
team with the Commissioners of Collier 
Township to process this application to such 
a. successful and heart warming result. 

This project will provide for construction 
of a much needed water distribution system 
to include approximately 16.5 miles of 8 inch 
water ma.ins to serve the entire Township. 

The new water distribution system will 
eliminate the present method of supplying 
water by trucks to many residents of your 
township. Construction of this project is 
scheduled to get under way within six months 
a.nd be completed within 28 months. 

I am glad to be helpful in following up on 
this application with the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to obtain 
this prompt and favorable decision, and will 
follow up on this until the completion of 
this program. The fine cooperation of the 
Township Commissioners makes this project 
a. worthwhile step in the progress of Collier 
Township for the benefit of all of our citi
zens. 

We are all working for the progress of our 
South Hills Community, and I am glad to 
cooperate fully with you. 

Persona.I regards, 
JIM:Fu!.TON. 

PROJECT TO MAKE PLANT SMOKE 
USABLE IS PLANNED 

HON. EMILIO Q. DADDARIO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, the 
:fight against pollution and the contin
uing deterioration of our environment is 
usually viewed as just a "cleanup" oper
ation, an attempt to eliminate from the 
environment the undesirable byproducts 
of an industrial society. Thus we usually 
speak of the need to reduce or eliminate 
the pollutants in automobile emission 
and stop the discharge of solid wastes in 
our rivers and streams. Pollutants are 
seen as "garbage,'' undesirable sub
stances which are to be disposed of with
out harmful results. 

Such a view is unnecessarily near
sighted. Through the application of the 
intelligence and technology that pro
duced the machines that produced the 
pollutants, the pollutants themselves 
may sometimes be turned into beneficial 
byproducts, not just unusable waste. 
Such an enlightened application of the 
tools of technology to the p'J:oblems of 
pollution has recently been undertaken 
by a New England power company. In 
cooperation with the National Air Pollu
tion Control Administration, Boston Edi
son will begin an experimental project to 
convert the harmful sulfur dioxide in 

23813 
powerplant smoke into usable industrial 
chemicals such as sulfuric acid. 

An article describing this project ap
peared recently in the New York Times 
on July 8._For the benefit of other Mem
bers and readers, I insert in the RECORD 
a copy of that article. I com.mend Boston 
Edison for its farsighted attempt to turn 
a serious pollution problem into a bene
ficial, and hopefully profitable, business 
venture. I encourage other businesses to 
follow their lead. 

The article follows: 
PROJECT To MAKE PLANT SMOKE USABLE Is 

PLANNED 
(By Robert Reinhold) 

BOSTON, JULY 7.-A large-scale experi
mental project to recover sulfur dioxide pol
lutant from power plant smoke am.d convert 
it into resalable commercial chemicals will 
begin in 15 months under a plan announced 
here today. 

If state approval is given, a special "scrub
ber" will be installed at Boston Edison's 
Mystic power station in Everett, a 150,000-
kilowatt facility said to be one of the major 
polluters of Boston's air. 

According to the utility, the device is 
expected to remove 90 per cent of the irri
tating pollutant, which will then be shipped 
to a. chemical plant in Rhode Island for con
version into 50 tons daily of raw sulfur and 
sulfuric acid, important industrial chemicals. 

The $5-million cost of the project will be 
borne about equally by local utilities and the 
National Air Pollution Control Administra
tion. In Washington, a spokesman for the 
Government agency said that the technique 
was already in use elsewhere but that the 
Boston plant was the largest yet to adopt 
it. 

The project is one of many approaches to 
the control of various industrial and auto
mobile pollutants sponsored by the agency, 
which spends about $48-milllon a year on 
research and development. 

Nationally, sulfur dioxide accounts for 
about 17 per cent of all air pollutants by 
weight, second only to motor vehicle emis
sions. About 88 million tons a year are 
spewed into the air, mostly by fuel-burning 
power plants. It aggravates asthma, bron
chitis and other respiratory problems, par
ticularly in older persons. 

The Boston program is supported by Bos
ton Edison, Eastern Utilities Associates and 
New England Gas and Electric Association. 
The recovery and conversion machinery will 
be built by Chemical Construction Corpora
tion of New York. The conversion will be 
performed at the Essex Chemical Corporation 
in Rumford, R.I. 

At a. news conference in the Engineers 
Club, utility officials said the device would 
have the same effect on emissions as burn
ing fuel with .8 per cent sulfur content. 
Under Massachusetts law, no more than 1 
per cent sulfur oil will be allowed this Oc· 
tober. 

LE'ITERS SUPPORT NATIONAL 
SERVICE ACT 

HON. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, since the 
introduction of the National Service Act, 
H.R. 1802'5, with bipartisan cosponsor
ship on June 10, letters have poured into 
my office commenting on the measure. 
The ratio, at this time, is approximately 
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10 to 1 in favor of the bill. These letters 
have come in from all across the coun
try, from Concord, Mass., to Juneau, 
Alaska. The writers have been from all 
walks of life, ranging from the chief 
psychologist at the University of Massa
chusetts, to a mother of draft-age youths, 
to a 23-year-old policeman. These are 
thoughtful letters by people who are gen
uinely concerned about the draft's de
structive effect on American society. 

The sentiment indicated by these let
ters was supported by a Gallup poll re
leased on July 4, reporting that over 70 
percent of voting-age people support the 
National Service Act. 

I am including, at this point, a sam
pling of the letters I have received. I will 
be periodically placing such samples in 
the RECORD during the coming weeks: 

JUNEAU, .ALASKA, 
June 12, 1970. 

Rep. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
House of Representattves, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Sm: I wish to extend to you my heart
felt gratitude and support for sponsoring the 
bill which would replace the current draft 
law with a system allowing young men to 
choose between military and civillan service. 
This is the first bit of original and creative 
thinking we have seen 1n a long time. I a.m 
writing to our Alaskan Congressmen to urge 
them to support this bill and do everything 
in their power to see that it passes as soon 
as possible. 

There is much in our literature and his
tory that has taught the futmty of war, and 
I think we may have a generation of paci
fists. It is long past the time when men 
should refuse to take part in wanton killing 
and destructin. I have brought up my sons 
to believe that they can and must serve their 
country and mankind in peaceful and con
structive pursuits. I do not condone the vio
lence some youth have resorted to in order 
to be heard. The democratic process can be 
ungodly slow, and your bill is a first step 1n 
relieving some of the pressure these young 
men have been under for a long time. 

There will be problems in. setting up a 
civilian service, but it can be done. The 
Public Health Service offered a program a few 
years ago wherein some young men were able 
to discharge their military duty. The Forest 
Service, the Park Service, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, corp. of Engineers, Geologic survey, 
Conservation Soil Service, coast and Geodetic 
Survey, a.nd many others, both on a state and 
federal level could offer comparable services 
and get much work done that they have 
neither personnel nor money for now. We 
could do a lot to clean up our environmental 
mess, and channel young men into worth
while careers and new thinking. 

I am confident the passage of this bill wlll 
do wonders in averting the revolt of our youth 
and in getting them united once more be
hind a country of which they can be proud. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. RoBERT E. HOWE. 

EDWARDSVILLE, ILL., 

Hon. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
Rayburn Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

June 11, 1970. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BINGHAM: I recently 
read an Associated Press article giving a brief 
explanation of the "draft" bill of which you 
are the principal sponsor. 

Even though the information provided in 
the article is slight, I cannot help but be 
overwhelmingly pleased. I would like to add 
that I certainly hope the "c1vil1an" service 
mentioned includes careers in policework. 
For I truly believe the only way the poor 
image held of policemen wm be corrected is 
if we encourage young, open-minded people 
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t o seek careers in this field. I'm writing you as 
a 28 year old policeman myself. 

I hope you seek immediate passage of this 
bill, and I salute you for your interest in 
our Nation. Knowing your time ts valuable, 
I would like to hear from you concerning 
your hopes for passage. 

Respectfully yours, 
BENNETT W. DICKMANN. 

UNIVERSITY HEALTH SERVICES, 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, 

Amherst, Mass., June 12, 1970. 
Representative JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. BINGHAM: I read with interest 
the newspaper account of a bill which you 
are sponsoring aimed at replacing the cur
rent draft law with a system which allows 
young men to choose between milltary and 
civilian service. 

I would appreciate your sending me a copy 
of the proposed bill and any background ma
terial or references related to it. I will be 
teaching a course at the University of Massa
chusetts next year dealing with the impact of 
military conscription on young men in gen
eral and on college students in particular. 
In our work at the University Mental Health 
Service we see a considerable number of 
young men who are deeply troubled by the 
prospects of mmtary service, and I cannot 
help but feel that some fundamental changes 
in our Selective Service System are urgently 
needed, not to mention the even more funda
mental changes necessary in our country's 
foreign policies and domestic priorities. I 
look forward to hearing from you. Thank you 
for your cooperation. 

With best regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

DEAN A. ALLEN, Ph.D., 
Chief Psychologist, Mental Health 

Service. 

UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
Philadelphia, June 23, 1970. 

Hon. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Ma. BINGHAM: I recently heard on a 
news broadcast that you were sponsoring a 
bill for a National service Act to supplement 
or replace the present Selectice Service Act. 
From the details given on the news broad
cast it sounded like a wonderful idea and I 
believe that it could attract a gOOd deal of 
support throughout the nation in educa
tional and professional circles. I am going 
to write to my own representative urging 
him to support your bill when it comes- to 
the floor for debate. 

Very truly yours, 
R. F. ScHWARTZ, 

Ohairman, Graduate Group Committee 
in Electrical Engineering. 

KALAMAZOO, MICH., 
June 12, 1970. 

DEAR Ma. BINGHAM: I have read about the 
bill concerning the Service Draft which you 
are sponsoring. We discussed it with a num
ber of my friends and all agreed that it ls 
an excellent idea. In fact, it would offer a 
solution to a variety of urgent problems 
now and also after the war in Vietnam ls 
over. 

Would you, please, let us know what can 
we possibly do to help you get the b111 ac
cepted. Whom to write-or what to do. 
Thank you for this excellent idea. 

Very truly yours, 
THE UPJOBN Co., 
DR. L. J, HANK.A, 

Oancer Research Department. 

BALTI140U, MD., 
June 11, 1970. 

DEAR .Ma, BINGHA114: I saw an article in 
yesterday's Baltimore Evening Sun to the 
effect that you are the principal sponsor of 
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a bill introduced into the House whereby 
young men would be offered a choice between 
mmtary and civlllan service. 

I simply wanted to thank you. As a teacher 
and the mother of two sons, I am aware of 
the deep and genuine moral aversion many 
young people feel toward milltary service, 
your proposal offers a magnificent and use
ful alternative. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. RUTH D. BROCK, 

HILLSBOROUGH, CALIF., 
June 11, 1970. 

DEAR Sm: I have just heard about and 
wish to support your proposed change of 
the draft bill for the military. I particularly 

· support the suggestion as it would end 
"forced" college attendance in order to avoid 
milltary induction and would enable paci
fists to avoid the hassle of having to obtain 
a C.O. status. Please keep up your efforts 
to push this bill into passage. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
ELLEN B. HOLDEN, 

CONCORD, MASS., 
June 30, 1970. 

Hon. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Ma. BINGHAM: I have read twice of 
your H.R. 18025 bill-most recently your let
ter to the Times. 

This bill supports a need that I have long 
felt should be filled and you have apparently 
worked out some of the solutions to alter
nate forms of service which I have believed 
should be worked out in similar ways. 

I have written my Congressman . . . and 
urged his support for your blll. I do hope 
he will. . . . In any case, my main purpose 
in this note 1s to tell you of my wholehearted 
support for your work 1n developing, and pre
senting, and-I hope-achieving speedy pas
sage for your National Service Blll. 

One thought on one phase of the b111-
"subsistence" level pa.y for civilian service. 
Certainly, nonhazardous service should re
ceive much lower level pay. But non-military 
service should not be made to seem inferior in 
value as a national service. Nor should it be 
a course only open to those who can aflord 
to take it. 

In any case, may you be successful with 
your efforts in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. BEMIS. 

ARLINGTON, TEx. 
DEAR Sm: I have never been as pleased by 

a newspaper article as I was by the AP mes
sage in the June 10th Fort Worth Star Tele
gram, which dealt with a blll introduced in 
the House which would allow young men 
to choose between military and civilian serv
ice. I do not know how correct this article 
was, but if such a b111 is pending, I want 
you to know that I support it wholeheartedly. 
Although I am still a young woman and a 
college student, I have hoped for such a sys
tem for years-in fact, I believe even women 
should be made to face that type of "draft." 
You have my sincere support, and I am sure 
I am joined by many others. Good luck on 
getting your measure through! 

Sincerely, 
LORELEI A. VAUGHN. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., 
July 7, 1970. 

Representative JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. BINGHAM: The reprint of your 
speech introducing your National Service 
Plan in no way answers my objections to it. 

The premise of your blll is that the defense 
of the United States requires ..•• In point of 
fact these drafted men are not being used 
for defense but for aggression. And not just 
in Vietnam. I also recall a place called the 
Dominican Republic. 
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I also resent the fact that you think the 

young should give involuntary service in 
any capacity at all which is not required 
of other segments of the population. 

Nothing in your bill Justlfles such sacri
fices at their expense. So far as justice is 
concerned no benefits will be derived from 
your b111. It is worthless. 

Yours truly, 
Miss MARTHA MENDELL. 

RECESSION CANNOT CURE 
INFLATION 

HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to include in the RECORD a very timely 
and thought-provoking article, "Reces
sion Cannot Cure Inflation," which ap
peared in the July 1970 issue of Dun's. 
The author, Max Shapiro, is a well
known financial and economic consultant 
to brokerage houses and industrial con
cerns, and winner of last year's John 
Hancock Award for excellence in finan
cial writing. 

As a boy in Stuttgart, Max Shapiro 
witnessed the real impact of inflation, 
one of the few Americans who have. He 
recalls how, during the wild inflation 
of the German mark in the early 1920's, 
he and his father were on their way to 
catch a streetcar. They were literally 
carrying a suitcaseful of marks to pay 
their fares. 

After walking a few blocks, and having 
to walk another before reaching the 
streetcar stop, the father observed that 
their destination was only a mile away. 
They decided it would be easier just 
to leave the suitcase and walk to their 
destination. 

Max Shapiro has never forgotten how 
inflation can make a nation's currency 
so worthless that it was easier to walk a 
mile than to carry it. The text of the 
article follows: 

RECESSION CANNOT CURE INFLATION 
(By Max Shapiro) 

"There is no cause for concern," President 
Herbert Hoover assured the nation a few 
weeks after the Great Crash of 1929. "Con
ditions are fundamentally sound." 

With these soothing words, the Hoover 
Administration launched its ritualistic ex
ercise in reassurance. In January 1930, Sec
retary of the Treasury Andrew Mellon an
nounced a "revival of economic activity in 
the spring." And a few days later, Secretary 
of Commerce Robert R. Lamont told the 
country, "There are grounds for assuming 
that this is about a normal year." 

By this time, the rot of Depression was 
spreading over the land. Thousands of farm
ers, unable to hold out until spring, aban
doned their properties; in the cities, the 
breadlines lengthened. But as matters grew 
worse, government officials intensified their 
"confidence-restoring" efforts and promised 
that improvement was "Just around the 
corner." 

The Hoover Administration, it seemed, was 
bent on following the nostrums of Emile 
Coue, a French psychotherapist who wielded 
a considerable in:fluence during the 1920s and 
early 1930s. According to Coue, patients 
could be cured by "positive autosuggestion" 
and by the constant repetition of the phrase, 
"Every day in every way, I a.m getting better 
and better." Until the f'ull tide of' events 
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overwhelmed the country, Hoover and his 
aides continued to cling to the notion that 
good times would return if only people 
would have faith in their return. 

Now, forty years later, in the midst of an
other economic crisis, the rites of reassur
ance have been revived. In a steady stream 
of "confidence-building" pronouncements 
over the past eighteen months, key mem
bers of the Nixon Administration have her
alded the coming triumph over the nation's 
most crucial domestic problem: in:flation. 

At first, the public was given the impres
sion that the Administration's "game plan" 
against soaring living cost s would attain its 
objective in a short period of time. In April 
1969, Herbert Stein, one of the President's 
most trusted economic advisers, asserted th&t 
"the underlying causes for inflation" were 
being stemmed. But the Consumer Price In
dex did not respond to Stein's optimism. It 
rose to new highs in April, May and June. 

Undeterred, President Nixon in a message 
to Congress on June 20, 1969 said that the 
Administration's program of "fiscal respons1-
b111ty and monetary restraint" would achieve 
results in several months. Once again, living 
costs vaulted to new levels in July, August 
and September-the "target date" President 
Nixon had set for visible "effects." 

The next Hoover-like pronouncement came 
on August 11, 1969 from the University of 
Chicago's Milton Friedman, the President's 
most in:fluential outside economic adviser. 
Said Friedman as he pushed ahead the day 
of victory once again: "We should not despair 
that the fight against in:flatlon has not 
brought prices down. There is a considerable 
lead time between acts and results on prices." 
Friedman forecast specifically that the rise 
in the Consumer Price Index would be slowed 
to an am.nual rate of about 4% by the end of 
1969 and that it would be slowed still fur
ther in early 1970. 

Then in November, Commerce Secretary 
Maurice Stans told DUN'S ("Can They Really 
Stop Inflation?" DuN's, December 1969) that 
"by spring we will have a very perceptible 
decrease in the rate of inflation." 

Events, of course, have made a mockery of 
all these Coue-like predictions. The rate of 
inflation has not fallen at all, but has per
sisted at an alarming 6% annual rate month 
after month. And final confirmation that the 
battle against inflation ls far from won came 
in the "Economic Report of the President," 
published in F~bruary. The Report indicated 
that although some moderation of prices 
could be expected in 1970 and 1971, the fires 
of inflation would not be fully quenched be
fore 1973. 

The new "target date" of 1973, ls, of course, 
a far cry from the original forecast for 1969. 
But a close reading of the Report reveals an 
even more disturbing '.fact: Despite the con
tinuing failure of the anti-inflation program, 
there was nowhere evident in the 284-page 
document the slightest indication that a pol
icy change was being considered. 

And most disquieting of all is the fact that 
the Report's new projections on inflation for 
1970-1972 have already proved inaccurate. In 
one section, the Council of Economic Advisers 
asserted: "With continued slow increase of 
GNP in the early months of 1970, the growth 
of real output would remain close to zero 
and there should be some decline in the rate 
of inflation." There has, of course, been no 
decline in the early months of 1970; instead, 
we have witnessed another increase. The 
regrettable conclusion is that we have re
ceived another spate of incantatory rhetoric 
that holds out the promise that things will 
get better-only to have them become worse. 

THE GAME PLAN HAS FAILED 
And there is a strong likelihood that mat

ters w1ll deteriorate even further. The Ad
ministration's game plan has failed-and will 
continue to fall-because it is rooted in a 
basic fallacy. The core of the program rests 
on the supposition that wages and prices will 
gradually come down in an economy char-
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acterized by a "moderate" amount o'.f unem
ployment. 

No exact unemployment rate has been pro
jected, but on a number of occasions top 
Administration officials have indicated that 
"a 6% unemployment rate would not be tol
erated," and while the Report does not ex
plicitly include a projected maximum rate of 
unemployment for 1970-1973, it clearly im
plies that it will lie somewhat under 6 % . 

The Administration rests its policy on the 
assumption that this rate and the resulting 
slide in profits will cool off our hot cost-push 
inflation. "Disinflation," according to the 
Economic Report, can be expected to develop 
in the following manner: "As profits per 
unit weakened, employers would become 
more resistant to granting wage increases. 
At the same time, a softening labor market 
would lessen workers' insistence on large 
wage increases. As a consequence, the average 
rate of wage increase would ultimately begin 
to diminish." 

To expect such a deflationary process to oc
cur while the unemployment rate is only 5 % 
to 6 % is to disregard a considerable amount 
of contrary empirical evidence. In each of the 
three postwar recession years (1949, 1958 
and 1961), unemployment was higher than 
the rate the Administration projects for 
1970-1972 (see Table A). Yet hourly wage 
rates and average weekly earnings rose each 
year. The average unemployment rate for 
the three periods came to 6~ %. Yet hourly 
wage rates rose by 3.3%, and the average rise 
in weekly wages came to almost 4%. 

Even more striking is the fact that wage 
rates in the United States have increased 
in every year since 1933--even during the 
Great Depression. The average unemploy
ment rate for the 1934-1939 period, for ex
ample, was 18%. Yet weekly wages rose at 
an average annual rate of 7%. Moreover, 
these wage increases took place in an era 
of relatively weak unionism, of price stab1llty 
and a time when the expectation of auto
matic wage hikes had not yet become a way 
of life. 

If wages continued to rise under such dire 
economic conditions, how could they con
ceivably be held in check in today's busi
ness climate? The combination of inflation, 
an unemployment rate of under 6%, inordi
nately powerful labor unions and an in
grained expectation of automatic pay hikes 
virtually insures an upward spiral in labor 
costs. To expect labor to "diminish" its de
mands under such conditions is to engage in 
another exercise in Couelsm. 

Nor are the Administration's hopes for a 
significant lowering of prices likely to mate
rialize. From time to time, marginal pro
ducers or retailers caught temporarily with 
surplus inventories may reduce prices, but 
such occurrences will be temporary and non
pervaslve. For the most part, there will be a 
resistance to price reduction by business be
cause: 1) wages will rise; 2) with wage costs 
increasing and production falling, executives 
wm attempt to sustain vanishing profit mar
gins by maintaining prices; 3) a growing 
number of businessmen will conclude--with 
good reaason-that the present "disinfla
tionary" efforts by government will be aban
doned for political, social or economic rea
sons. 

High prices will also be perpetua,ted by 
the growing purchasing power of government 
employees. The number of government work
ers (federal, local and state) has risen from 
approximately three mllllon in 1929 to over 
twelve million in 1969. Today, over 16% of 
all salaried workers are employed in govern
ment. And the annual wages for these gov
ernment employees have !ncreased from 
about $5 billlon in 1929 to $104.5 billlon in 
1969. 

Wage boosts for government employees 
continued even in the recession yea.rs of 1949, 
1958 and 1961. And in this slowdown year, 
federal employees have been given a sub
stantial wage hike. Given the growing power 
of public employee unions, the salaries of 
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government employees are sure to grow at 
an even greater rate in the years im.mediately 
ahead. 

WAGE PUSH FROM THE SERVICE SECTOR 
An almost parallel situation exists in the 

service industries. The wages of workers in 
the services have increased year by year dur
ing the past three decades and have gone up 
even during the recession years of 1949, 1958 
and 1961. In 1949, total service salaries rose 
by $700 m1llion; in 1958, by $2 billion; and 
in 1961, by $3.5 blllion. La.st year, the $88 
billion received by service employees repre
sented a 13 % increase over 1968. This trend 
is almost certain to continue. 

The mushrooming growth of purchases 
made via "time payments" will also sustain 
high living costs. In 1940, total consumer 
credit outstanding amounted to only $8 bil· 
lion; by the end of 1969, it had skyrocketed 
to $122 billion. And the amount of goods 
bought "on the cuff" keeps rising year after 
year, even in slack periods. In each of the 
three recession years of 1949, 1958 and 1961, 
total consumer expenditures, fueled by ex
panding consumer credit, showed a sharp 
gain despite a 6 % unemployment rate ( see 
Table 2). These increased expenditures were 
the chief underlying cause for the rise of 
living costs in 1958 and 1961. In 1949 there 
was a decline Of less than 2 % in the Con
sumer Price Index, which was brought about 
by a sudden worldwide collapse in farm 
prices. Had this unusual event not occurred, 
the Index would have reflected a substantial 
rise. 

Increased consumer expenditures are likely 
to offset the slowing effects of a moderate 
unemployment rate, but expandea outlays 
by business will also propel inflation. 

In previous periods of rising unemploy
ment, although consumer and government 
expenditures increased, the business sector 
acted as a braking element by reducing its 
plant outlays (see Table B). 

A reversal of this historic trend is a.bout to 
occur this year. According to private and 
government surveys made late in 1969, corpo
rations planned to increase expenditures for 
new plants in 1970 by about 10%, or $7.5 bil
lion. Tight money conditions and a profit 
squeeze in some companies have lowered this 
estimate, but an increase of at least $6.5 bil
lion is a minimum expectation. So while the 
major inflationary impetus will come from 
consumers, these increased expenditures by 
business will go far towards minimizing any 
deflationary trends that will develop. 

BUSINESS IS BETTING ON INFLATION 
Why is this reversal occurring? Because the 

business sector has little confidence that 
present deflationary efforts will succeed. Cor
porate officials are becoming increasingly con
vinced that an unemployment rate of 5% 
to 6% will not cool off inflation and that gov
ernment officials cannot embark on a program 
that will raise unemployment substantially 
beyond that level. 

The business community has concluded, 
moreover, that the Fed's tight money policies 
are fast being abandoned to meet the borrow
ing needs Of both government and industry. 
Consequently, most businessmen reason that 
inflation will get even worse and it would 
therefore be foolish to hold back on capital 
expenditures, which will only be more costly 
later on. 

All of this adds up to the strong likelihood 
that the Administration's game plan, based 
predominantly on a moderate rate of unem
ployment, will not meet its objectives. Nei
ther prices nor wages will decline meaning
fully. 

What, then, are our alternatives? The Ad
ministration could embark on a program that 
would bring about a 10%-12% unemploy
ment rate. This would cause a depression and 
prices would fall. But such a program would 
be intolerable. Our nation, already rent by 
dissension, would be ripped apart by a gov
ernment-induced massive depression. 
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Another a.lternative--the most likely one

would be to drift along with the game plan 
in the hope that the situation will not get 
out of hand. But this would be courting the 
whirlwind. A continuing inflation is like a 
cyclone. At first there is a mild disturbance. 
Next, the wind intensifies and then dies down 
a. little. For a while it seems as if the gather
ing storm will blow itself out. Then sud
denly, with deathlike swiftness, the cyclone 
strikes, smashing everything in its way. 

We are now in the precyclonic stage. In 
order to grasp fully how dangerous and in
sidious inflation has become, we need only 
put the current situation into historic per
spective. In April 1970, the Consumer Price 
Index posted its fortieth consecutive monthly 
advance. Unbroken since January 1967, this 
string of month-to-month adva:c.ces ls, by 
far, the longest in the 57-yea.r history of the 
rndex. In the 54 years from January 1913 
through December 1966, there were only 
eleven cycles in which consecutive rises in 
living costs went beyond six months. The 
longest interval, created by the vast infla
tionary pressures of World War II, lasted 22 
months and was only brought to an end by 
wage and price controls. But the average 
cycle of consecutive monthly rises lasted only 
four months, or only one-tenth the duration 
of the present span. 

Moreover, the wind has ominously begun 
to pick up force. In 1967 the increase in the 
cost of living amounted to 3.5 %, in 1968 it 
was 4.7%, and in 1969 just under 6%. Dur
ing the first four months of 1970, the gain 
gradually crept beyond 6%. 

This alarming situation has brought forth 
calls for some kind of an incomes policy from 
such leaders of the business establishment as 
Chairman Thomas J. Watson of IBM and 
Chairman David Rockefeller of The Chase 
Manhattan Bank. And even Federal Reserve 
Chairman Arthur Burns, a long-time critic 
of even indirect government intervention in 
the wage-price process, has beglftl to change 
his :tnind. 

While an incomes or guideposts policy 
might have a temporary effect, the hour is 
already too late for such half-way measures. 
We must pass quickly from a failing policy, 
whose defects are obscured by beguiling as
surances, to action that meets the problem 
head-on. That action-undesirable and un
welcome in a free society-ls the adoption of 
mandatory wage and price controls. At this 
point, we have no other acceptable alterna
tive. 

Controls open a hornet's nest; they are 
onerous, difficult to administer and present 
all sorts of problems in implementation. But 
it is better to have controls than to have the 
destruction that a. continuing inflation is 
bound to cause. It is no longer a matter of 
choices; it is a. matter of survival. 

Year 

1949 •••...• •.• 1958 _________ _ 
1961.. .•... .. . 

Year 

1949 . . 
1958 .. 
1961.. 

Unem-
ployment 

rate 
(percent) 

5. 9 
6.8 
6.7 

TABLE A 

[In pe rcentJ 

Unemploy
ment rate 

5.9 
6. 8 
6. 7 

Perce~tage 
rise m 
hourly 
wage 
rates 

+4 
+3 
+3 

TABLE B 

Change 
in con-
sumer 

price 
index 

(percent) 

-2 
+2 
+1 

~hange 
m con-
sumer 

expendi-
tu res 

(billions) 

+$3.2 
+9.3 

+10.0 

Chani:e 

'" Govern-
ment 

expendi-
tu res 

(billions) 

+$8.8 
+12.3 
+12.9 

Perce~tage 
nsem 

a~:~tl; 
earnings 

Change 
in new 

plant 
expendi-

tu res 
(billions) 

-$2. 3 
'-4.1 
-.69 
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GEN. JAMES A. FARLEY-82 YEARS 
OF AGE 

HON. HUGH L. CAREY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, it is tradi
tional at this time of the year to pause 
and take note of another milestone in the 
life of Gen. James A. Farley, former 
Postmaster General and Democratic na
tional chairman. On May 30, "Big Jim" 
turned 82 years of age and, as has been 
his custom, devoted the day to person
ally answering the thousands of birthday 
cards he received and making last-min
ute preparations for his annual trip 
abroad. 

In addition to his fame as a letter
writer, Jim has established an equally 
impressive reputation as a partygoer and 
world traveler-attending an average of 
120 banquets and 130 luncheons and 
visiting 30 countries each year. An illness 
in 1969 has necessitated a somewhat less 
ambitious schedule. This year he will visit 
only 14 countries and the banquets and 
luncheons have been curtailed to 80 and 
100 respectively. Knowing Jim Farley as 
I do, I feel certain that as number 83 
comes around he will be back on the pace. 

An article by Art McGinley in the 
Hartford Times on June 5 offers some 
further insights into his phenomenal ca
reer as does Ernest Cuneo in the Phila
delphia Bulletin on June 6. I include 
these articles to be printed at this point 
in the RECORD so that our colleagues may 
be kept abreast of the latest events in the 
life of Jim Farley: 

[From the Philadelphia. (Pa..) Bulletin, 
June 6, 1970 I 

"BIG JIM" FARLEY, 82, ls S'rn.L 
"MR. DEMOCRAT" 

(By Ernest Cuneo) 
WASHINGTON-Postmaster General Benja

min Franklin instituted the American postal 
system back in colonial time and, by an odd 
quirk of history, another postmaster general, 
James A. Farley, gets the most use of it. 

General James A. Farley was 82 yoors old 
on May 30. As befits the all-time champion 
letter writer, the New York Post Office WM 
faced with a.n additional burden of thousands 
of birthday cards from all over the world. 
They will be answered personally, over the 
famous signature in green ink. 

WROTE 36,000 PERSONAL LETTERS 
Farley's all-time record still stands. Follow

ing the 1936 presidential election, eight sec
retaries, working in relays, pounded out 
36,000 letters of personal thanks, to most of 
which Democratic National Chairman Farley 
added a persona.I note. 

Actually he had good reason. The Presi
dent had called him to repo:rrt that Henry 
Morgenthau and Harold Ickes thought the 
election was lost. Farley promptly polled his 
countrywide friends. Then he made his fa
mous--and exact--predictlon. FDR would 
carry every state but Maine and Vermont. 

Farley was born in GTassy Point, N.Y. When 
he was ten, his father went out to hitch 
up 'the horse to take the family to church. 
The horse kicked him and he died the fol
lowing Tuesday. Farley's mother gathered 
her brood. Among other things, she asked 
"Big Jim" to swear he would never drink an 
alcoholic beverage. He never has and, for 
that matter, has never missed a mass either. 

But his mother didn't mention ice cream! 
Hence, one of the great sights of the nation 
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ls watching "Big Jim," wax merry, 1n con
vivial company, on an extra scoop of tale 
great dessert. 

Farley is a living example of Mark Twain's 
admonition that schooling should not be 
permitted to interfere with a ma.n's educa
tion. He graduated from the local high 
school, but they forgot to deliver him his 
diploma. Accordingly, he is unquestionably 
the only man in American history who re
ceived his old diploma 60 years late, when a 
new high school was named after him. 

Farley studied accounting at night school, 
but the subject he has majored in all his 
life is people. 

The rest is history. Governor Franklin 
Roosevelt sent Farley out to beat the bushes. 
Farley came back with the report that FDR 
would be elected, plus a personal ma.fling list 
greater than FDR's even when he was Presi
dent. 

RAN THE PARTY 

FDR ran the country and Farley ran the 
party and "the Hill." Practically all the 
New Deal legislation was generaled by Farley. 
The congressional leaders accepted him, for 
all practical purposes, as majority leader of 
the Senate and speaker of the House com
bined. 

He and FDR broke over the third term. 
Venerable Sen. Carter Glass struggled out 
of a sickbed to nominate Farley for Presi
dent. Farley stood up to be mowed down, 
and mowed down he was. 

But, to the millions of regular Democratic 
workers, he was a hero. He received tons of 
letters and of course, all were answered. 

Heavily in debt, Fa.rley worked for the 
next 18 years before he was clear. In 1968, 
upstate New York Democrats wanted Farley 
for senator. Governor Harriman, Mayor Rob
ert Wagner, National Committeeman carmine 
de Sapio and State Chairman Pendergast 
fought Farley. They said he was too old. 

DENIED NOMINATION 

The upstaters were insistent. The conven
tion was held up for two days before the 
dowzwtaters prevailed. Since then, all of Far
ley's 1968 opposition is out of office, but 
Farley remains Mr. Democrat. Most pros be
lieve the Democratic Party in New York was 
shattered the day the rank and file saw Far
ley denied the nomination they believe he 
had earned. 

For 30 years, Farley attended an average 
of 120 banquets and 130 luncheons per an
mun, with time out for visits to an average 
of 30 countries. 

La.st year, he got sick for a month. As a 
result, this year he will attend only 80 ban
quets and 100 luncheons. He will visit only 
a paltry 14 countries this summer. This has 
grown to be a. family pilgrimage: He always 
takes a couple of his grandchildren. 

He will start in mid-June, after writing 
letters to the thousands who sent him a 
birthday card, all signed in green ink. 

(From the Hartford (Conn.) Times, June 5 , 
1970] 

BIRTHDAY FELICITATIONS SENT TO JAMES A. 
FARLEY, 82 

(By Art McGinley) 
Birthday felicitations, a few days tardily, 

to James A. Farley, who observed his 82nd 
birthday last week. 

I first met him more than 40 years ago 
when he was a member of the New York 
Boxing Commission of which my cousin, 
George Brower, was a member. 

This I note running the risk of another 
missive from the anonymous letterwriter who 
accuses me of being a "na.medropper" and 
who, in his last letter, has said, "I expect you 
to say next that you had roomed at school 
with Winston Churchill." 

Actually, I have known-and admired-
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Jim Farley the long years and have an occa
sional letter from him. He no longer writes 
his letters in green ink as was his haibit years 
ago. 

There was a day when I had been his 
companion at the luncheon table in Man
hattan not having known there was to be 
that pleasurable circumstance. I had gone to 
the Saints & Sinners' luncheon as the guest 
of Col. Howard Dunham of Wethersfield, for
mer Connecticut Insurance Commissioner. 
Hank Greenberg, who had launched his spec
tacular baseball career in Hartford, was the 
guest-of-honor that day and subjected to the 
merciless "ribbing'' that only the Saints & 
Sinners can deal out. 

Sitting down in the Waldorf ballroom I 
find two of my tablemates were Jim Farley 
and actor Ray Milland. 

Mr. Farley talked of Hartford and I found 
he knew as much as I did of current news 
here. 

Now-and for several years-Ml". Farley 
bas been the head of the Coca-Cola Export 
Corp. 

The last year he has been having much 
difficulty with his eyes and was hospitalized 
for a considerable time following an opera
tion. 

Jim Farley is unique among men of long 
service at the top in politics. I never have 
known of a bitter attack on him from any 
quarter; certainly none could question his 
integrity. 

"I had to quit my official position in Wa.sh
ington"-he was postm.aster-general-"to 
make some money," he told me, adding that 
the mere business of having enough to live 
on had become a real concern. 

HE WAS A FIRST BASEMAN 

In talks with Jim Farley, I had learned 
that baseball rather than boxing had been 
his first love-that he had been the first 
baseman for the town team 1n Haverstraw, 
N.Y., his home town in young manhood. Of 
his complete abstinence from liquor of any 
kind, he said he had seen too much of it 
when working as a youngster in a grocery 
store that had a <bar. 

Also he told me of how he had become 
the polished orator of the days when he was 
"selling" FDR to the nation. 

"As a young man," he said, "I was ter
rified at the mere thought of making a 
speech. AI Smith told me to get appointed a 
district deputy by the Elks and to get a.round 
to all the lodges and, in that way, to acquire 
the experience of public speaking. I did and 
soon it came very easy to get up and to talk 
when called upon." 

James A. Farley has given generously of 
his time and of his talents to countless good 
causes and it is easy to wish this fine Ameri
can (if tardily) happy birthday and many 
more. 

TUNNEYSALUTESIOTAPHILAMBDA 
BUSINESS SORORITY 

HON. JOHN V. TUNNEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, most 
worthwhile organizations have come into 
being because of an urgent need or as a 
result of some great vision. The founding 
of Iota Phi Lambda Sorority was stimu
lated by both. 

The great depression of 40 years ago 
left many black people without employ
ment. Black women who were working at 
white-collar jobs with comparatively 
new business and administrative skills 
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were especially hard hit, for they were 
doubly penalized by race and sex. 

In early 1962, Mrs. Lola M. Parker, ·of 
Chicago, m., visualized the potential of 
an organization which would encourage 
business specialization; an organization 
which would stimulate, inspire, foster, 
and give mutual assistance to persons 
engaged in similar vocations. In June, 
she and six of her friends founded the 
national business sorority, Iota Phi 
Lambda. 

And from this small acorn, many great 
oaks have grown. First in Chicago, then 
in other cities, the Iota Phi Lambda 
Sorority chapters were organized. They 
grew and prospered. There are now 
more than 100 chapters in 85 cities rang
ing from the Atlantic Ocean to the Pa
cific, from the Great Lakes to the Gulf of 
Mexico. There is even a chapter in Ban
galore, India. 

Iota Phi Lambda's convention theme, 
"Women Spanning New Horizons," is 
most appropriate as its national orga
nization meets for the 41st time at the 
Leamington Hotel in Oakland, Calif., 
from August 14 to 19, 1970. 

As we challenge the present and pre
pare to meet future opportunities, the 
role of women in effecting change will 
grow tremendously. The great potential 
of this woman power was recognized 
and realized in the founding of the so
rority. 

Iota Phi Lambda is affiliated with the 
National Council of Negro Women, 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
National Committee for Children and 
Youth and is accredited as a nongovern
mental organization at the United Na
tions with an official observer. Chiefly 
among other organizations, it supports 
the NAACP, Urban League, and Office 
of Economic Opportunity. The national 
president is Mrs. Bessie Coston of 
Youngstown, Ohio. 

I congratulate the Iota Phi Lambda 
Sorority on its accomplishments, 
achievements, and contributions to hu
manity and off er my support and assist
ance as it works to attain its most laud
able goals. 

GROUP PLANS DRIVE TO AID 
POW'S 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, under 
unanimous consent, I insert the following 
article in the RECORD. It deals with the 
laudable efforts of the "United We 
Stand" organization. I am sure we will 
all share this organization's great con
cern foc our POW's imprisoned in North 
Vietnam and hope that "United We 
Stand" will be helpful in obtaining the 
release of all our valiant POW's. 

(From the San Diego Evening Tribune, 
May 15, 1970] 

GaoUP PLANS DRIVE To Am POW's 
If North Vietnam said it would take $50 

million to release a few U.S. war prisoners, 
the money would be en route to Hanoi within 
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24 hours, two officials of United We Stand 
said here yesterday. 

John A. Holman and Thomas E. Meurer, 
vice presidents of the Dallas-based orga..n.1za
tion, said its founder, Texas bllllona.lre H. 
Ross Perot, would spare no effort to ease the 
plight of the POWs or secure their release. 

Holman and Meurer called on leaders of 
San Diego aerospace firms to explain United 
We Stand objectives in the POW issue and 
also ask for their help in increasing public 
support for the cause. 

United We Stand was founded by Perot 
la.st November to foster support for President 
Nixon's Vietnam war policy. 

It has taken on the plight of U.S. POWs as 
a major national and international project. 

"We are using all types of overt and covert 
methods to gain humane treatment for them 
according to the terms of the Geneva Con
vention," Holman said. 

"If Hanoi wanted $50 million ransom for a 
few of them, the money would be en route 
within 24 hours. The money would pour in 
from U.S. industry and private citizens." 

Perot has funded and sponsored several 
unsuccessful overseas attempts to bring food, 
medicine and mail to the POW's. 

Holman, who is 30 and a Marine veteran 
of the Vietnam war, said the current objec
tive of United We Stand is to launch a 
massive public campaign "to show Hanoi 
that Americans really care about the PO W's." 

The campaign is broken down into four 
elements: 

First--Seek a joint session of Congress in 
which POW wives and parents will be in
vited to present personal accounts of their 
plights and relate details of prisoner mis
treatment. 

Second-Display, in Congress, replicas of 
North Vietnamese prison structures and de
vices such as human cages, solitary confine
ment pits and heavy confinement chains. 

Third-Ask congress to include a plea 
for the POW's in its dally prayers. 

Fourth-Make support for the POW's a ma
jor platform element in this year's con
gressional election campaigns. 

Holman also said barrages of letters to 
Congress would tend to make the POW issue 
one of highest national priority. 

Hanoi refuses to discuss an exchange or 
prisoners because it officially denies that 
North Vietnamese troops are fighting in 
South Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia. 

"I have talked to many North Vietnamese 
prisoners, however," Holman said. ''They 
told me they had to sign documents promis
ing not to return to North Vietnam until 
after the war nor attempt to write letters 
home." 
· He said of 33,000 Communist prisoners held 

by South Vietnam, 8,000 are North Vietnam
ese. There are more than 1,500 U.S. mili
tary men either held as POW's or missing be
hind enemy lines. Hanoi has only identified 
some 400 prisoners. 

"North Vietnam is concerned about inter
national opinion and can be expected to re
act to a. major publicity effort on the pa.rt 
of American citizens," Holman said. 

He added that rumors are circulating that 
Hanoi may release a token group of prisoners 
on a major U.S. holiday such as Memorial 
Day or Independence Day. 

United We Stand will grow into a medium 
for other national issues in the future, 
Holman stated. The organization is now ne
gotiating for prime television time, he said. 
It hopes to launch a fall "electronic town 
hall" in which viewers can directly ask ques
tions or present opinion on all matters af
fecting the U.S. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
IMPERATIVE TO ENACT WELFARE 

REFORM NOW 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 9, 1970 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, Tom 
Wicker in a July 9 column in the New 
York Times pointed to the urgency that 
Congress enact the family assistance 
plan in this session. Although I agree that 
the bill presently tied up in the Senate 
Finance Committee is not the best pos
sible legislation on welfare reform, it is 
at least a step in the right direction, and 
I hope that Wicker's words calling for 
action will not go unheeded. I insert the 
editorial in full at this point: 
IN THE NATION: FAMILY AsSISTANCE IN NEED 

OF HELP 

(By Tom Wicker) 
WASHINGTON, July 8.-The so-called family 

assistance program is a legislative Janus that 
probably could have emerged only from a 
conservaUve Administration. On the one 
hand, it provides for putting able bodied wel
fare recipients to work and allows them to 
keep a percentage of what they earn. Thus 
it holds out, to those who regard welfare re
cipients as deadbeats, the possibility of peo
ple working themselves off the rolls. 

On the other hand, the plan would put 
$4.1 billion more into welfare than the Fed
eral Government now spends, provide a Fed
eral floor under income, establish Federal 
ellgibllity standards, and through the work 
incentive features permit assistance to the 
"working poor"-those earning just enough 
to prevent them from receiving welfare bene
fits under the · present programs. These fea
tures attempt to answer most liberal criti
cisms that the welfare program as it has 
developed is niggardly, demeaning and 
reaches too few people. 

Thus the plan--desplte its inadequate in
come floor of $1,600 annually for a family of 
four-could be prese~ted roughly as all 
things to all men, which was probably the 
only hope for a program that would, in fa.ct, 
put more people on welfare and cost more 
money. That worked splendidly in the House. 
Mr. Nixon lined up the Republicans on the 
Ways and Means Committee, as a matter of 
party loyalty; confronted with that kind of 
unity, surprisingly good public support, and 
the Administration's sweeping claims for the 
reforms, Chairman Wilbur Mills obviously 
did not want to put himself or his Democrats 
in the role of spoilers and obstructionists. He 
helped speed the measure easily through the 
House. 

SENATE TURNAROUND 

Now, however, the situation has turned 
around in the Senate Finance Committee. 
Only one of its Republican members appears 
committed to the bill, while some liberal 
Democrats are proposing broader and more 
costly reform bills, such as the one proposed 
by the National Welfare Rights Organization 
($5,500 a year for a family of four). In ad
dition, the committee staff found several 
flaws in the family assistance plan, as passed 
by the House, and the Administration, in 
attempting to repair them, has brought in 
some controversial amendments. 

These evoked the wrath for instance, of 
the militant welfare rights organization, 
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which called them "devastatingly regressive." 
Among other things, these amendments 
would permit public housing tenants whose 
income increases past present ellgibllity 
levels to stay on, but at an increased rental 
based on a percentage of income; and benefi
ciaries of the family assistance plan would be 
made ineligible for the free Medicaid program. 
A compulsory health insurance program un
der which most of them would pay pa.rt of the 
insurance cost, would be substituted. Both 
this and a new food stamp program would to 
some extent abandon the basic money-to-the
poor principle of the income approach by de
ducting charges in advance. 

These amendments illustrate the difficulty 
of trying to please all sides. While they may 
be necessary to get the bill out of the Finance 
Committee, the support of its ranking Re
publican, John Williams, has not yet been 
won, and some liberals may push their own 
bills. 

IMPERATIVE FOR DEMOCRATS 

Nevertheless, the political imperative is stlll 
for the Democrats to move the family as
sistance plan out of the committee and into 
debate on the Senate floor with or without 
the support of the Republican minority, a 
collection of conservatives that would make 
Rutherford B. Hayes turn pa.le. By common 
consent, welfare reform ls long overdue; no 
one can be sure that the House Republicans 
and Chairman Mills could be again united 
behind an income approach, or even that 
Mr. Nixon, once rebuffed, would try that ap
proach a.gain. However recalcitrant the Fi
na.nee Committee Republicans, the Demo
cratic majority would almost surely be 
blamed for bottling up what the Admin
istration claims to be the most sweeping 
welfare reforms since the original Social Se
curity Act, and the country's first venture 
into income maintenance. 

The President's counselor, Pat Moynihan, 
one of the program's principal authors and 
for the last decade an advocate of welfare re
form, warned in a speech last week that this 
might be the only chance for another decade 
to get major reform. Even if Mr. Moynihan 
overstates somewhat the scale of the pro
posal, and even if the recent amendments 
raise new questions as to its adequacy, there 
seems little reason to doubt his political judg
ment. 

The bill can be improved on the Senate 
floor, or in conference with the House, or by 
amendment in yea.rs to come. But if it lan
guishes much longer in the Finance Com
mittee, with its Democratic majority, it will 
be dead for this year and no one can say when 
anything like it might get another chance. 

MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN
HOW LONG? 

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, July 10, 1970 
Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, a child 

asks: "Where is daddy?" A mother asks: 
"How is my son?" A wife asks: "Is my 
husband alive or dead?" 

Communist North Vietnam is sadisti
cally practicing spiritual and mental 
genocide on over 1,500 American prison
ers of war and their families. 

How long? 
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