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that amendment. It is my understand
ing that the Percy amendment has to do 
with revenue sharing and welfare. 

Mr. BENNE'IT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. BENNET!'. That amendment 

would set up a billion dollar temporary 
fund or a billion dollar one-time fund 
to be divided among the States to sup
port their welfare programs. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Very 
well. I thank the Senator. 

Upon the disposition of amendment 
No. 679 by Mr. PERCY, the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of amend
ment No. 692, an amendment which was 
offered this afternoon by Mr. PASTORE 
and others, dealing with political con
tributions. There is a time limitation on 
that amendment of 6 hours. There is a 
time limitation on any amendment in 
the second degree, motion, or appeal, 
with the exception of nondebatable mo
tions, of 1 hour. 

There will be rollcall votes tomorrow. 

The Senate will be in late tomorrow and, 
I would hope that the Senate could com
plete consideration of the bill tomor
row-or at least sometime Thursday
which is a bit farfetched, but at least it 
is the kind of hope that springs "€ternal 
in the human breast." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an observation and a 
possible correction? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield to 
the distinguished assistant minority 
leader. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. When the Senator re
ferred to the Cranston amendment, No. 
685, tomorrow, the Senator indicated a 
time limitation of 20 minutes on amend
ments thereto. I believe the agreement 
was for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The REc
ORD of yesterday, at page 41331, shows 
a limitation of 20 minutes on amend
ments in the second degree. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. The s·taff advises me the 
Journal has 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator will suspend, I am advised by 
the Parliamentarian that the Journal 
states 30 minutes. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I seem to recall rais
ing that point with the assistant major
ity leader last night and asking that it 
be 30 minutes, and I recall that he agreed 
to that. I do not know that there will 
be amendments offered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The able 
Senator is correct. The Journal so states, 
and so does the RECORD in a subsequent 
provision. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 9 A.M. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 8 
o'clock and 29 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
November 17,1971, at 9 a.m. 

HO,US·E OF REPRE,SENTATIVE:S-Tuesday, November 16, 1971 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Earl 0. Harding, Missouri Baptist 

Convention, Jefferson City, Mo., offered 
the following prayer: 

We thank Thee, 0 Lord God of our 
fathers, for the friendship which unites 
our country with the nations of the 
world. We thank Thee for our homes, our 
country, our schools, our churches, for 
charity and philanthropy; for they are 
all the fruits of Thy spirit. Bless our 
leaders, and may their fear of God inspire 
all our national policies. Strengthen our 
desire for righteousness; make us equal 
to our high trust, reverent in the use of 
freedom, just in the exercise of power, 
unfaltering in the protection of the 
needy. 

To our legislators give insight and 
faithfulness, that our laws may clearly 
speak the right, and our judges purely 
interpret them. May wisdom be the glory 
of our times, and mutual confidence the 
joy of our Nation, through Jesus Christ 
our Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 11418) entitled "An act making ap
propriations for military construction for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
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year ending June 30, 1972, and for other 
purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the Senate amendment No. 1 
to the foregoing bill. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
VERSUS JOHN DOWDY ET AL. 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
November 12,1971. 

The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sm: On this date, I have been served 
with a subpoena duces tecum that was issued 
by the United States District Court for the 
District of Maryland. This subpoena is in 
connection with the case of the United 
States of America v. John Dowdy, et al. 

The subpoena commands the Clerk of the 
House to appear in the said United States 
District Court for the District of Maryland, 
Baltimore, Maryland on the 16th day of No
vember, 1971 at 9:30 o'clock A.M., and re
quests certain House records that are out
lined in the subpoena itself, which is at
tached hereto. 

The rules and practices of the House of 
Representatives indicate that no official of 
the House may, either voluntarily or in obedi
ence to a subpoena duces tecum, produce 
such papers without the consent of the 
House being first obtained. It is further indi
cated that he may not supply copies of cer
tain of the documents and papers requested 
without such consent. 

The subpoena in question is herewith at
tached, and the matter 1s presented for such 
action as the House in its Wisdom may see 
fit to take. 

Sincerely, 
w. PAT JENNINGs, Clerk, 

U.S. House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the 
subpena. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

NOVEMBER 9, 1971. 
ReUnited States of America v. John Dowdy, 

et al. Criminal No. 7{}-()123-T 
Clerk, U.S. HCYUse of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: Although the attached subpoena 
requires your presence for November 16, 1971, 
the trial is expected to last for several 
weeks; and we are not certain, at this time, of 
the exact date which you will be needed to 
testify. For tha-t reason, we request that you 
call collect the undersigned as soon as you 
receive this subpoena so that further ar
rangement may be made for your appearance. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE BEALL, 

u.s. Attorney. 
By: JOHN G. SAKELLARIS, 

Assistant U.S. Attorney, District of Mary
land, 409 U.S. Post Office Building, Cal
vert and Fayette Streets, Baltimore, 
Md.21202 

[In the U.S. District Court for the District of 
Maryland] 

SUBPENA TO PRODUCE DOCUMENT OR OBJECT 
United States of America v. John Dowdy, 

et al. 
No. 7{}-()123-T (Criminal Docket) 

To Clerk, United States House of Repre
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 

You are hereby commanded to appear in 
the United States District Court for the Dis
trict of Maryland at Room 325, U.S. Post 
Office Building at Calvert and Fayette Streets 
in the city of Baltimore on the 16th day of 
November, 1971 at 9:30 o'clock A.M. to testify 
in the case of United States v. John Dowdy 
and bring With you any travel or expense 
vouchers of John Dowdy for the months of 
August and September, 1968 and for the 
months of September and October, 1965. 

This subpena is issued upon application 
of the United States. 

November 9, 1971. 
John G. Sakellaris, Assistant U.S. Attorney; 
Stephen H. Sachs, Special Assistant U.S. 

Attorney, 32'5 U.S. Post Office Bldg., Balti
more, Md. 

PAUL R. ScHLITZ, 
Clerk. 

By: CHARLOTTE WILLIAMS, 
Deputy Clerk. 
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Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
privileged resolution <H. Res. 706) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 706 
Whereas in the case of the United States 

of America against John Dowdy, et al. (crim
inal action numbered 7Q-0123), pending 
in the United States District Court for the 
District of Maryland, a subpena duces tecum 
was issued by the said Court and addressed 
to W. Pat Jennings, Clerk of the House of 
Representatives, directing him to appear as 
a Witness before the said court at 9:30 ante
meridian on the 16th day of November, 1971, 
and to bring with him certain documents in 
the possession and under the control of the 
House of Representatives: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That by the privileges of this 
House no evidence of a documentary char
acter under the control and in the posses
sion of the House of Representatives can, by 
the mandate of process of the ordinary courts 
of justice, be taken from such control or 
possession but by its permission; be it further 

Resolved, That when it appears by the or
der of the court or of the judge thereof, or 
of any legal officer charged with the admin
istration of the orders of such court or judge, 
that documentary evidence in the possession 
and under the control of the House is need
ful for use in any court of justice or before 
any judge or such legal officer, for the pro
motion of justice, this House wlll take such 
action thereon as will promote the ends of 
justice consistently with the privileges and 
rights of this House; be it further 

Resolved, Thali W. Pat Jennings, Clerk of 
the Ho~e. or any officer or employee in his 
office whom he may designate, be authorized 
to appear at the place and before the court 
in the subpena duces tecum beforementioned, 
but shall not take with him any papers or 
documents on file in his office or under his 
control or in possession of the House of Rep
resentatives; be it further 

Resolved, That when the said court deter
mines upon the materiality and the relevancy 
of the papers and documents called for in the 
subpena duces tecum, then the said court, 
through any of its officers or agents, be au
thorized to attend with all proper parties to 
the proceeding and then always at any place 
under the orders and control of this House, 
and take copies of those requested papers and 
documents which are in possession or control 
of the said Clerk; and the Clerk is authorized 
to supply certified copies of such documents 
or papers in his possession or control that the 
court has found to be material and relevant 
and which the court or other proper officer 
thereof shall desire, so as, however, the pos
session of said documents and papers by the 
said Clerk shall not be disturbed, or the same 
shall not be removed from their place of file 
or custody under the said Clerk; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That as a respectful answer to the 
subpena duces tecum a copy of these resolu
tions be submitted to the said court. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

DR. EARL HARDING, EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY OF THE MISSOURI 
BAPTIST CONVENTION 
(Mr. I CHORD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to tell my colleagues a 
little about the background of the man 

of God who opened the House today 
with such an inspiring prayer. 

Dr. Earl Harding has served as the 
executive secretary of the Missouri Bap
tist Convention for the past 18 years. The 
great responsibilities he shoulders in this 
position can easily be seen when we 
realize that the Missouri Baptist Con
vention represents 800,000 of the 1.2 mil
lion members of the Baptist faith in Mis
souri. 

Before accepting his present position, 
Dr. Harding served many pastorates in 
Missouri and at the time he was selected 
to become executive secretary of the Mis
souri Baptist Convention, he was serving 
as pastor of the First Baptist Church in 
Joplin, Mo., in Dr. Hall's district, which 
at the time was one of the three largest 
Baptist churches in the State of Mis
souri. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Harding is not only 
one of the recognized spiritual leaders of 
our State and Nation, but he is known by 
his friends and his people as a man who 
loves and serves his God and his country. 
He has a passion for spreading the Gospel 
of Christ and a compassion for people. 
He takes his role as a citizen seriously 
and is vitally concerned about the welfare 
of our country. Certainly, Dr. Earl Hard
ing is one of the leading citizens of the 
great State of Missouri, and I am very 
happy that he could be with us today. 

RED CHINA DIPLOMACY IN THE U.N. 
<Mr. SIKES asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, old China 
hands talk of the difficulty of compre
hending the oriental mind. The Nixon 
administration is in the process of learn
ing about the most complex brand of 
oriental subtleties, the Red Chinese 
brand. 

Despite the trepidations of many ob
servers who have learned the hard way 
about Red China, Mr. Nixon embarked 
some months ago on a full-fledged pro
gram of concessions and blandishments 
to bring about better relations with that 
country. He sent his trusted adviser on 
two one-way missions to Peking and an
nounced his intention of following suit 
in person. These tactics helped to get us 
round y defeated in the United Nations 
on the question of seating Red China and 
ousting Taiwan. It will be a long time 
before the United States recovers face 
from either of these. Whatever else re
m 'il.ins to be accomplished remains to be 
seen. 

Now the Red Chinese have repaid us 
in the same coin which they have used 
very successfully throughout. After lis
tening to an American speech of wel
come, among many others, they gave this 
Nation the full treatment of blame for all 
the ills devious Red Chinese minds could 
concoct. 

As everyone knows, the United States 
will now be expected to rush to th~ 
United Nations with more money to pay 
its bills and more concessions for Red 
China. And the sad part of it is, we may 
do both. 

AUDITORIUM OF THE UNITED NA
TIONS EMPTY EXCEPT FOR TWO 
DELEGATES 

<Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a picture here that was 
cut from a newspaper recently that I 
\vish all of you could take a close look at. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an old Chinese 
adage that one picture is worth 10,000 
words. This picture was taken by the 
United Press International and it shows 
the big auditorium at the United Nations 
empty except for two delegates. 

The title of the picture is "Empty 
Seats." 

The story underneath the picture says 
that many seats were empty in the 
United Nations yesterday. The topic for 
discussion was finances. 

Is it not strange, Mr. Speaker, how they 
laugh and shout and dance when the 
United States is defeated and, yet, they 
are not there to pay the fiddler for the 
dancing? 

MAIDEN SPEECH OF THE CHINESE 
COMMUNIST DELEGATES TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS 
(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, there must be 
some kind of a lesson for every Member 
of Congress and every American in the 
maiden speech of the Chinese Commu
nist delegation at the meeting of the 
United Nations yesterday. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope Mr. Nixon is proud 
of the fact that he helped get these peo
ple in, but who immediately upon their 
entry into this country started preaching 
revolution to destroy this country and 
everything it stands for, to weaken our 
defenses, to make us pull out our peace
keeping forces out of the Pacific totally 
and I presume they will eventually get 
around to including Hawaii. I think the 
time ~ill come when all ·Americans will 
rue the day that Dr. Kissinger ever set 
foot in VVashington. 

EDUCATION TAX AID FOR 
INDIVIDUALS 

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I was 
pleased to learn th<:tt the other body had 
t aken action on a tax measure which I 
have advocated for many years. I refer 
to the Senate's passage of an amend
ment which would provide a tax credit 
for anyone contributing toward the edu
cs.tion of an individual beyond high 
school. The maximum credit which 
could be claimed under the Senate 
amendment would be $325 a year. 

The objective of the Senate action
to provide assistance through tax relief 
for individuals contributing toward the 
the higher education of an individual
is laudable. 
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Although I have sponsored a straight 

tax credit bill in previous sessions, I feel 
that my bill, H.R. 5893, which I intro
duced March 10, would provide more 
benefits to more individuals. 

Under the provisions of H.R. 5893, 
parents could set up trust funds for their 
children at a young age, and make a de
ductible contribution of up to $500 per 
beneficiary per year. The total could not 
aggregate more than 10 percent of the 
parents' gross income per year, and in no 
event should it exceed $2,500 per year. 
The deduction would be available to per
sons in all tax brackets. 

The need for tax relief in this area is 
obvious. The rise in college costs is ex
ceeding income growth. The middle-in
come taxpayer must bear the brunt of 
financing government at all levels while 
at the same time paying formidable col
lege costs. Many programs of financial 
aid are available to low-income groups 
but not to middle-income groups. 

My bill is an equitable and needed 
measure. I hope that the House will take 
action in this area in the near future. 
Meanwhile, however, I welcome the Sen
ate action as an interim step which 
moves in the right direction. 

TAX CREDIT FOR EXPENSES OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION 

(Mr. QUIE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to _ revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to see that the Sena·te yesterday adopted 
an amendment to the Revenue Act of 
1971 which provides a tax credit for 
higher educ81tion expenses. 

For several years, I have introduced 
similar legisl'ation in the House of Rep
resentatives. The amendment adopted by 
the Senate differs in certain respects 
from the bill (H.R. 2615) which I have 
introduced in this Congress, but I am 
happy to give the amendment my whole
hearted support;. 

Under the amendment, a taxpayer 
would be allowed a tax credit for the ex
penses of tuition and fees required for 
enrollment in higher education and also, 
for books, supplies, and equipment re
quired for courses of instruction. The 
formula in the amendment provides that 
the tax credit would amount to 75 per
cent of the allowable expenses, not ex
ceeding $200; 25 percent of the allow
able expenses exceeding $200 but not ex
ceeding $500; and 10 percent of the al
lowable expenses exceeding $500, but not 
exceeding $1,500. 

My bill would have allowed 100 per
cent of the first $200 and would have 
extended the 10-percent category to ex
penses not exceeding $2,000. 

I am especially pleased to note that the 
amendment allows the tax credit for ex
penses incurred in attending a business 
or trade school, or other technical or 
voc81tional schools, providing postsecond
ary education. I have long encouraged 
the expansion of postsecondary vocation
al schools and increased enrollment 
therein to meet the needs of America's 
technological society. 

In a recent Supreme Court decision, 
Tilton against Richardson, the Court up
held all but one section of the Higher 
Education Facilities Act, this section be
ing the one which could have allowed 
religious-affiliated colleges to use edu
cational facilities for religious purposes 
after 20 years. There is no question about 
the constitutionality of providing tax 
credits for higher education. Consequent
ly, I urge the House of Representatives 
to accept the Senate amendment author
izing the tax credit for higher education. 

MEMBERS INVITED TO RIDE 
STEAM ENGINE BUS 

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

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Speaker, all the 
Members have received invitations to in
spect and to ride in the steam engine bus 
developed under the joint sponsorship of 
the Department of Transportation and 
the Assembly of the State of California. 

The bus will be in front of the horse
shoe en trance of the Rayburn Building 
Wednesday morning, November 17, from 
11:15 to 12:30. 

I urge my colleagues to examine and 
to take a ride in this vehicle. Tests show 
that its emissions of pollutants to the air 
are less than one-half of the allowable 
levels under the tough California State 
standards for diesel systems in 1975. 

I am particularly proud to call this to 
your attention, as I was a member of the 
California State Assembly when it en
tered into the agreement with the De
partment of Transportation several years 
ago for the development of a low pollu
tion propulsion system. It is the first such 
project ever undertaken between the Fed
eral Government and a State legislature, 
and may well show the way to further 
effective cooperation to solve important 
and vexing problems. 

You will be impressed not only with 
how quiet, clean, and powerful this en
gine is, but the low budget on which it 
was developed. 

We would like to take you for a ride. 

THE WORLD DID NOT COME TO AN 
END 

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on last 
Wednesday, when the continuing resolu
tion was before the House, we heard 
claims from numerous spokesmen in be
half of the resolution that unless it was 
passed and passed right then that the 
authorization for spending would expire 
on November 15, and the world would 
come to an end. The House was 
stampeded into approval, but the Senate 
has refused to act. 

Imagine my surprise this morning of 
November 16 to awaken and see the sun 
shining, the good Lord was still in His 
heaven, and the foreign niders were oper
a t ing a t the same old stand. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 
The SPEAKER. This is the day for the 

call of the Private Calendar. The Clerk 
will call the first individual bill on the 
Private Calendar. 

MRS. ROSE THOMAS 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 2067) 

for the relief of Mrs. Rose Thomas. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

MARIA LUIGIA DI GIORGIO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2070) 

for the relief .of Maria Luigia Di Giorgio. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

WILLIAM D. PENDER 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 5657) 

for the relief of William D. Pender. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MRS. ANNA MARIA BALDINI 
DELAROSA 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3713) 
for the relief of Mrs. Anna Maria Baldini 
DelaRosa. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MRS. ELEANOR D. MORGAN 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7569) 

for the relief of Mrs. Eleanor D. Morgan. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the present consideration of the bill? 
Mr. DELLENBACK and Mr. ROUS

SELOT objected, and, under the rule, 
the bill was recommitted to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

CHARLES COLBATH 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4310) 

for the relief of Charles Colbath. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 
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MRS. CARMEN PRADO 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6108) 
for the relief of Mrs. Carmen Prado. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

RENE PAULO ROHDEN-SOBRINHO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5181) 

for the relief of Rene Paulo Rohden
Sobrinho. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

CATHERINE E. SPELL 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 7312) 

for the relief of Catherine E. Spell. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

DOROTHY G. McCARTY 
The Clerk called the bill (S. 1810) for 

the relief of Dorothy G. McCarty. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill as follows: 
s. 1810 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of subchapter m (relating to 
civil service retirement) of chapter 83 of title 
5, United States Code, Dorothy G. McCarty of 
Washington, District of Columbia, shall be 
deemed, subject to sections 8334(c) and 8339 
(h) of title 5, United States Code, to have 
rendered creditable service while employed 
for the period from August 1, 1947, through 
April 30, 1952, as an office manager for the 
United States Senate Restaurant which was 
operated during such period by Nationwide 
Food Service. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Page 1, line 6: Strike "sections" and insert 
"section". 

Page 1, line 7; Strike "and 8339(h) ". 
Page 1, line 11, after "Service" insert: 

Provided, That she makes the required em
ployee contribution to the Civil Service Re
tirement and Disability Fund. In the event 
that such credit is granted for retirement 
under the provisions of chapter 83 of title 5 
of the United States Code, no credit for the 
same employment for the period from Au
gust 1, 1947 through Aprll 30, 1952 shall 
be granted under the provisions of the Social 
Security Act (act of August 14, 1935, ch. 
531, title II, § 201 et seq., as amended; 42 
U.S.C. § 401 et seq.)." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

FRANK J. McCABE 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1862) 

for the relief of Frank J. McCabe. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

DONALD L. BULMER 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 1994) 
for the relief of Donald L. Bulmer. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MRS. MARINA MUNOZ DE WYSS 
(NEE LOPEZ) 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 5579) 
for the relief of Mrs. Marina Munoz de 
Wyss <nee Lopez) . 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

EDDIE TROY JAYNES, JR., AND ROSA 
ELENA JAYNES 

The Clerk called the bill <S. 306) for 
the relief of Eddie Troy Jaynes, Jr., and 
Rosa Elena Jaynes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 

s. 306 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Eddie Troy Jaynes, Junior, and 
Rosa Elena Jaynes shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of May 2, 1964, upon payment of the re
quired visa fees. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

HELEN ROSE BOTTO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1966) 

for the relief of Helen Rose Botto. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill as follows: 
H.R. 1966 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Helen Rose Botto shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such alien 
as provided for in this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper officer to de
duct one number from the total number of 
immigrant visas and conditional entries 

which are made available to natives of the 
country of the alien's birth under paragraphs 
(1} through (8) of section 203(a) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
That, notwithstanding the provision of sec
tion 212(a) (19) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Helen Rose Botto may be issued 
a visa and admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence if she is found to be 
otherwise admissible under the provisions of 
that Aot: Provided, That this exemption shall 
apply only to a ground for exclusion of which 
the Department of State or the Department 
of Justice had knowledge prior to the enact
ment of this Act. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

VITO SERRA 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5586) 

for the relief of Vito Serra. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

CARMEN MARIA PENA-GARCANO 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6342) 

for the relief of Carmen Maria Pena
Garcano. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the-bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

WILLIAM H. NICKERSON 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 4064) 

for the relief of William H. Nickerson. 
Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

THOMAS WILLIAM GREENE AND 
JILL A. GREENE 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 4083) 
for the relief of Thomas William Greene 
and Jill A. Greene. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 4083 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
Thomas William Greene and his wife Jill 
A. Greene, of San Diego, California, the sum 
of $109.50 in full settlement for all their 
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claims against the United States for the 
proceeds of a Treasury check issued Novem
ber 27, 1961, to them as an income tax re
fund which they never received, but with 
respect to which they failed to present their 
claim for the proceeds of such check within 
six years of the date of issue of such check. 

SEc. 2. No part of the amount appropriated 
in the first section of this Act in excess of 
10 per centum thereof shall be paid or de
livered to or received by any agent or at
torney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat
ing the provisions of this section shall be 
deemed gull ty of a misdeameanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

DUTY -FREE ENTRY OF CARTI.LON 
FOR MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 3786) 
to provide for the free entry of a four
octave carillon for the use of Marquette 
University, Milwaukee, Wis. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

DUTY-FREE ENTRY OF CARILLON 
FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALI
FORNIA <SANTA BARBARA) 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 4678) to 

provide for the free entry of a carillon for 
the use of the University of California at 
Santa Barbara. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

FOR THE RELIEF OF CLAYTON BION 
CRAIGETAL. 

The Clerk called the bill <S. 1866) for 
the relief of Clayton Bion Craig, Arthur 
P. Wuth, Mrs. Lenore D. Hanks, David 
E. Sleeper, and DeWitt John. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 

s. 1866 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, any 
provision of law to the contrary notwith
standing copyright is hereby granted to the 
trustees under the will of Mary Baker Eddy, 
their successors, and assigns, 1n the work 
"Science and Health with Key to the Scrip
tures·· (entitled also in some editions "Sci
ence and Health" or "Science and Health; 
with a Key to the Scriptures"), by Mary 
Baker Eddy, including all editions thereof in 
English and translation heretofore or here
after published, for a term of seventy-five 
years from the effective date of this Act or 
from the date of first publication, whichever 
is later. All copies o:f the protected work 
hereafter published are to bear notice of 

copyright, and all new editions hereafter 
published are to be registered in the Copy
right Office, in accordance with the provisions 
of title 17 of the United States Code or any 
revision or recodification thereof. The copy
right owner shall be e.:J.titled to all rights and 
remedies provided to copyright owners gen
erally by law: Provided, however, That no 
liability shall attach under this Act for law
ful uses made or acts done prior to the ef
fective date of this Act in connection with 
said work, or in respect to the continuance 
for one year subsequent to such date of any 
business undertaking or enterprise lawfully 
undertaken prior to such date involving ex
penditure or contractual obligation in con
nection with the exploitation, production, re
production or circulation of said work. This 
Act shall be effective upon enactment. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

On page 1, line 10, strike out "heretofore 
or hereafter published," and insert in lieu 
thereof: "heretofore published, or hereafter 
published by or on behalf of said trustees, 
their successors or assign." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ANTONIO BENAVIDES 
The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 2394) 

for the relief of Antonio Benavides. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the bill be passed 
over without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MRS. CONCEPCION GARCIA 
BALAURO 

The Clerk called the bill <H.R. 2703) 
for the relief of Mrs. Concepcion Garcia 
Balauro. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the bill be passed over 
without prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. -----
FAVORING THE SUSPENSION OF DE
PORTATION OF CERTAIN ALIENS 
The Clerk called the Senate concur

rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 35) favor
ing the suspension of deportation of cer
tain aliens. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate con
curent resolution be passed over without 
prejudice. 

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

There was no objection. 

MRS. KAYO N. CARVELL 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2714) 

for the relief of Mrs. Kayo N. Carvell. 
There being no objection. the Clerk 

read the bill as follows: 
H.R. 2714 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act, Mrs. Kayo N. Carvell shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act, upon payment of the required visa 
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
Act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper officer to deduct one number from 
the total number of immigrant visas and 
conditional entries which are made available 
to natives of the country of the alien's birth 
under paragraphs (1) through (8) of sec
tion 203(a) of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That. in the administration of the Im
migration and Nationality Act, Mrs. Kayo N. 
carvell, the widow of a citizen of the United 
States, shall be held and considered to be 
within the purview of section 201 (b) of that 
Act and the provisions of section 204 of such 
Act shall not be applicable in this case. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

STEPHEN LANCE PENDER, PATRICIA 
JENIFER PENDER, AND DENESE 
GENE PENDER 

The Clerk called the bill <S. 389) for 
the relief of Stephen Lance Pender, 
Patricia Jenifer Pender, and Denese 
Gene Pender. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows : 

S. 389 [Report No. 92-646) 

Be it enacted by the Senated and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, not
withstanding the provisions of section 322 (a) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
Carol H. Warren, the legal guardian of Ste
phen Lance Pender, Patricia Jenifer Pender, 
and Denese Gene Pender, may file petitions 
for naturalization in their behalf under that 
section, the mother of the said Stephen 
Lance Pender, Patricia Jenifer Pender, and 
Denese Gene Pender having died prior to the 
filing of any such petition. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ALBINA LUCIO Z. MANLUCU 
The Clerk called the bill (S. 559) for 

the relief of Albina Lucio Z. Manlucu. 
Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

that the bill be passed over without prej
udice. 

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

There was no objection. 

CHEN-PAI MIAO 

The Clerk called the bill <S. 629) for 
the relief of Chen-Pai Miao. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That Chen-Pal 
Miao, who was lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence on 
August 30, 1966, shall be held and consid
ered not to be within the classes of persons 
whose naturalization is prohibited by the 
provisions of section 313 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

JUANITA SAVEDIA VARELA 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2792) 

for the relief of Juanita Savedia Varela. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill as follows: 
H.R. 2792 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Juanita Savedia Varela shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act, upon payment of the required Visa 
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
Act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper officer to deduct one number from the 
total number of immigrant visas and condi
tional entries Which are made available to 
natives of the country of the alien's birth 
under paragraphs (1) through (8) of section 
203(a.) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That, in the administration of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act, Juanita Savedia 
Varela, the widow of a citizen of the United 
States, shall be held and considered to be 
within the purview of section 201 (b) of 
that Act and the provisions of section 204 
of such Act shall not be applicable in this 
.case. 

The colnmittee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

MRS. CRESCENCIA LYRA SERNA 
AND HER MINOR CHILDREN 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3093) 
for the relief of Mrs. Crescencia Lyra 
Serna and her minor children, Maria 
Minde Fe Serna, Sally Garoza Serna, 
Gonzalo Garoza Serna, and James 
Garoza Serna. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 3093 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Mrs. Crescencia Lyra Serna and her 
minor children, Maria Minde Fe Serna, Sally 
Garoza Serna, Gonzalo Garoza Serna, and 
James Garoza Serna, shall be held and con
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment o! this Act, 

upon payment of the required visa fees. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such aliens as provided for in this Act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
officer to deduct the required numbers from 
the total number of immigrant visas and 
conditional entries which are made available 
to natives of the country of each alien's birth 
under paragraphs (1) through (8) of section 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

JOSEPHINE DUMPIT 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4319) 
for the relief of Josephine Dumpit. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 4319 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Josephine Dumpit may be clas
sified as a child within the meaning of sec
tion 101(b) (1) (F) of the Act, upon approval 
of a petition filed in her behalf by Mr. and 
Mrs. Max A. Dumpit, citizens of the United 
States, pursuant to section 204 of the Act. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

On page 1, line 7, s·trike out "citizens of 
the United States" and substitute in lieu 
thereof the following: "a. citizen of the 
United States and a lawfully resident 
alien, respectively." 

On page 1, line 8, strike out the word 
"Act." and substitute in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "Act: Provided, That the natural 
parents or brothers or si·sters of the bene
ficiary shall not, by virtue of such rela
tionship, be accorded any right, privilege, or 
status under the Immigration and Na
tionality Act." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

SOO YONG KWAK 
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5179) 

for the relief of Soo Yong Kwak. 
There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Soo Yong Kwa.k may be clas
sified as a child within the meaning of sec
tion 10l(b) (1) (F) of the Act, upon approval 
of a petition filed in his behalf by Mildred · 
E. and Jay D. Crookston, citizens of the 
United States, pursuant to section 204 of the 
Act. Section 204 (c) of the Immigraltion and 
Nationality Act, relating to the number of 
petitions which may be approved, shall be 
inapplicable in this case. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

On page 1, line 11, strike out the word 
"case." and substitute in lieu thereof the 
following: "case: Provided, That the natural 
parents or brothers or sisters of the benefici
ary shall not, by virtue of such relationship, 
be accorded any right, privilege, or status 
under the Immigration and Nationality Act." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

MRS. HIND NICHOLAS CHABER, 
GEORGETTE HANNA CHABER, 
JEANETTE HANNA CHABER, AND 
VIOLETTE HANNA CHABER 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6506) 
for the relief of Mrs. Hind Nichol-as Cha
ber, Georgette Hanna Chaber, Jeanette 
Hanna Chaber, and Violette Hanna 
Ch<aber. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill as f'Ollows: 

H.R. 6505 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Repre.sen~atives of the United States of 
Amenca tn Congress assembled, Toot, in the 
a.dministraJtion of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, Mrs. Hind Nicholas Chaber, 
Georgette Hanna Chaber, Jeanette Hanna 
Chaber, and Violette Hanna. Chaber, the 
wi.dow and children of an alien lawfully ad
mitted for permanent residence, shall be held 
and considered to be within the purview of 
section 203 (a) of that Act and the provisions 
of section 204 of such Act shall not be ap
plicable in this case: 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

On p:age 1, line 8, strike out "section 203 
(a)" and substitute in lieu thereof "section 
203 (18.) (2) ". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
an.d read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
, The title was amended so as to read: 
'For the relief of Mrs. Hind Nicholas 
Chaber, Georgette Hanna Chaber, Jean
ette Hanna Chaber and Violette Hanna 
Chaber." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr: DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unammous consent that the further call 
of the Private Calendar be dispensed 
with. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. This concludes the call 

of the Private Calendar. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 7072, 
AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST 
FUND AMENDMENTS 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill 
<H.R. 7072) to amend the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970 to fur
ther clarify the intent of Congress as to 
priorities for airway modernization and 
airport development, and for other pur
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers be read 
in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
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<For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of Novem
ber 8, 1971.) 

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the statement be considered as read. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

in support of the conference agreement 
on H.R. 7072 pertaining to the admini
stration of the airport and airway trust 
fund. 

H.R. 7072 passed th~ House by unani
mous vote on September 22. As you will 
recall the principal purpose of this bill 
was to reassert congressional require
ments for the upgrading of the Nation's 
aviation system. Essentially, the amend
ments to the Airport and Airway Devel
opment Act contained in that bill were 
designed to assure that specified mini
mum capital expenditures are made to 
improve airports and navigational facili
ties and that trust fund moneys not be 
diverted for other purposes. 

On October 12 the Senate passed a 
substitute to H.R. 7072. The House sub
sequently disagreed with the substitute 
and requested a conference. 

I am pleased to bring before you today 
a conference report which is identical to 
the House-passed version in all respects 
as it pertains to the administration of the 
airport and airway trust fund. This re
port differs from the House bill in only 
three areas : 

First. We agreed to correct an omission 
in the original legislation by making 
American Samoa and the Trust Terri
tory of the Pacific Islands eligible for the 
grant-in-aid program for airport and 
navigational facilities development. 

Second. We agreed to amend provisions 
of law which concern the airport certifi
cation program. This matter requires 
some explanation. 

For a number of years we have required 
pilots, mechanics, and aircraft to be cer
tificated by the FAA. In the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970, the 
Congress added the additional require
ment that airports which serve certifi
cated air carriers also be certificated. 
This was a logical and necessary addition 
for air transportation safety. In the 1970 
act, we allowed a 2-year period for im
plementation of the program. The Sen
ate-passed substitute to H.R. 7072 con
tained an amendment to extend this 
leadtime for an additional year. Upon 
information from the FAA and a large 
number of small and medium-sized air
port operators around the country, a case 
was made to add 1 year to the lead
time-from May 21, 1972, to May 21, 
1973. We agreed to the Senate amend
ment on this matter. 

Third. Your conferees also decided to 
agree to a Senate amendment to the stat
utory requirements which prescribe 
terms and conditions for issuing airport 
operating certificates. As many of you 
know, the FAA has responsibility for in
stalling air navigation facilities at air
ports throughout the Nation. Because 
this is essentially a Federal responsibility, 
the Senate did not believe it appropriate 

to require airport operators to make ade
quate provision for such facilities before 
they can obtain an operating certificate. 
Therefore, your conferees agreed to an 
amendment which would remove this r e
quirement from the statute. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the conference 
report is consistent with H.R. 7072 as 
passed by the House. It is identical to the 
House-passed bill in those major areas 
which concern the administration of the 
airport and airway trust fund. Finally, 
the Senate would have amended the tax 
provisions of the Airport and Airway 
Revenue Act. That act came out of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and we 
insisted that no changes in that act be 
made. The Senate receded. 

I urge, without reservation, the adop
tion of the conference report. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, the Air
port and Airways Act amendments which 
passed the House were intended to make 
sure that funds collected from airline 
passengers and put in the trust fund 
were used for the purposes and in the 
amounts intended by Congress to en
hance safety and convenience to air 
travelers. It did this by requiring that 
trust fund moneys be kept intact for the 
building and improving of airports and 
the development and installation of im
proved airways hardware. 

It was recognized that some adminis
trative and personnel expense would flow 
from this effort, and that is provided for. 
It was not intended that the agency 
charged with handling the trust fund ac
tivities should use it to write off and de
fray ordinary operating expenses. 

In the House version this was accom
plished by amending section 14 in title I, 
the part of the act which emanated from 
the Commerce Committee. The tax por
tion of the act which had been handled 
by the Ways and Means Committee was 
left untouched, although the actual re
sult of the change would definitely affect 
the operation of the title n. This was 
understood and agreed to by the two 
committees involved. 

The Senate bill did not go as far as 
the House bill in tying down the trust 
fund. It would have allowed its use for 
ordinary expenses once the minimum 
amounts required were spent for facili
ties. The House prevailed in the confer
ence and the bill reported ba.ck to you at 
this time contains the Hou~e language. 

Another difference was the fact that 
the Senate bill did make changes in title 
II of the act. This was dropped and the 
House version accepted. 

Except for the addition of Gaum and 
the Virgin Islands to the legislation, this 
disposed of the trust fund problem. 

There has been an entirely unrelated 
problem under discussion of late which 
does affect the language and operation 
of the Airport and Airways Act. The pro
visions of the act contemplate the start 
of a prog:ram to certify airports and to 
require certain safety features in order 
to qualify for such certification. Since the 
act was passed it has become increasingly 
clear that some airports will have ex
treme difficulty in making the arbitrary 
deadline set forth in the act. It also ap
pears that some requirements may be 
unreasonable and unworkable as well as 

unnecessary for certain small airports 
which still have minimum airline service. 

Accepted from the Senate bill and 
agreed to by your conferees are provis
ions which extend the effective date of 
the certification sections for 1 addi
tional year to May 21, 1973. Also, the 
Senate bill would have completely re':" 
moved the requirement for certain facil
ities in order to qualify, but the confer
ence version gives the Federal Aviation 
Administration some discretion in re
quiring such conditions where it would 
clearly appear to be in the public inter
est to do so. 

The agreements reached are in accord 
with the desires of the House as expressed 
in the bill considered and passed here, 
and I recommend approval of the con
ference report. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Spea~er, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 392] 
Abbitt Fisher 
Abourezk Ford, 
Alexander William D. 
Ashley Fraser 
Burleson, Tex. Gallagher 
Casey, Tex. Giaimo 
Celler Gibbons 
Chisholm Goodling 
Clark Gray 
Clausen, Halpern 

Don H. Hansen, Idaho 
Clay Hebert 
Colmer Heckler, Mass. 
Conyers Hillis 
Dellums Holifield 
Derwinski Link 
Diggs McCloskey 
Dowdy McClure 
Downing McKay 
Dulski McKevitt 
Edwards, La. Macdonald, 
Evins, Tenn. Mass. 
Fish Mathias, Calif. 

Mlkva 
Mills, Ark. 
Mitchell 
Nelsen 
O'Hara 
Pike 
Price, Ill. 
Pucinski 
Roberts 
Runnels 
Scheuer 
Sebelius 
Steed 
Stokes 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, N .J. 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 367 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1972 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 704 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 704 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Comm11Jtee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
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Uni,on for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
11731) making appropriations for the De
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1972, and for other purposes, 
and all poilllts of order against said bill are 
hereby waived. Aflter general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and shall con
tinue not to exceed three hours, to be equal
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the com
mittee on Appropri-ations, the bill shall be 
re-ad for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bill for amendment, the Oommittee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
California is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min
utes to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SMITH), pending which I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 704 pro
vides an open ru1e with 3 hours of gen
eral debate for consideration of H.R. 
11731, the Department of Defense appro
priation bill for fiscal year 1972, and all 
points of order are waived against the 
bill. 

One reason for the waiver is the fact 
that H.R. 8687, the Department of De
fense authorization bill, has not been en
acted into law and there are 22 instances 
of appropriations in this bill affected by 
that lack of authorization. 

The list is as follows: 
On page 3, lines 11 through 18, "Reserve 

Personnel, Army"; 
On page 3, line 19 through page 4, line 2, 

"Reserve Personnel, Navy"; 
On page 4, lines 3 through 9, "Reserve Per

sonnel, Marine Corps"; 
On page 4, lines 10 through 17, "Reserve 

Personnel, Air Force"; 
On page 4, lines 18 through 25, "National 

Guard Personnel, Army"; 
On page 5, lines 1 through 7, "National 

Guard Personnel, Air Force"; 
On page 13, line 20 through page 14, line 

9, ''Aircraft Procurement, Army"; 
On page 14, lines 10 through 24, "Missile 

Procurement, Army"; 
On page 15, lines 1 through 16, "Procure

ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Ve
hicles, Army"; 

On page 17, lines 3 through 18, "Procure
ment of Aircraft and Missiles, Navy"; 

On page 17, line 19 through page 18, line 
14, "Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy"; 

On page 18, line 15 through page 19, line 
9, "Other Procurement, Navy"; 

On page 19, lines 10 through 21, "Pro
curement, Marine Corps"; 

· On page 19, line 22 through page 20, line 
18, "Aircraft Procurement, Air Force"; 

On page 20, line 19 through page 21, line 
13, "Missile Procurement, Air Force"; 

On page 23, lines 5 through 14, "Research, 
Development, Test, and Evaluation, Army"; 

On page 23,lines 15 through 24, "Research, 
Development, Test, and Evaluation, Navy"; 

On page 24, lines 1 through 10, "Research, 
Development, Test, and Evaluation, Air 
Force"; 

On page 24, line 11 through page 25, line 
12, "Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation, Defense Agencies"; and 

On page 25, lines 13 through 21, "Emer
gency Fund, Defense"; 

On page 45, line 13, through page 46, line 
20, "Section 738", which makes appropria
tions available for the support of Vietnamese 
and other Free World Forces or for the sup-

port of local forces in Laos and Thailand, 
and related costs; and 

On page 48, line 9, through page 49, line 
2, "Anti-Ballistic Missile Construction." 

In every instance cited the sum rec
ommended for appropriation is less than 
or the same as the sum named in the con
ference report on H.R. 8687. 

In addition, the Appropriations Com
mittee in its report, on page 126, lists and 
recommends limitations and legislative 
provisions not heretofore carried in con
nection with any appropriations. 

The bill provides an appropriation of 
$71.048 billion, which is about $2 billion 
more than the appropriation the last 
fiscal year, but less than the budget 
figure. 

With 3 hours of general debate, there 
is ample time for the bill to be considered 
thoroughly and in detail. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the 
ru1e. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may use. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
California is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. SisK) has very ably pre
sented this ru1e. I agree with every state
ment he has made. I concur with him 
and associate myself with his statements, 
and in the interest of time, urge adop
tion of the ru1e. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. So, then, this closed ru1e 
is a further tribute to foot-dragging. 
Here it is the middle of November and we 
still have to resort to a ru1e in order to 
get an appropriation bill before the 
House. We are resorting to a closed rule 
in the sense that all points of order are 
waived, in order to get this appropriation 
bill before the House of Representatives, 
due to the foot-dragging in the other 
body and its failure to approve author
izing legislation. Is that a correct 
assessment? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I agree with the gentleman, however, 
in this instance the Ru1es Committee has 
had to waive all points of order, because 
I have three and a half pages here of 
nongermane matters which have not 
been approved yet. The House has taken 
care of many of them. Also there are 45 
instances of legislative language which is 
identical with previous legislative lan
guage in previous appropriation bills on 
defense. There was no objection from the 
Armed Services Committee thereto. 

However, I agree with the gentleman's 
statement. 

Mr. GROSS. I cannot wait for another 
so-called reorganization bill to come 
along so that I can vote against it, and 
this is one of the reasons. I know the 
splendid contribution the gentleman 
from California made to that bill, but 
here is another example of how rape is 
carried out with respect to the orderly• 
consideration of legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I do not 
think the reorganization bill has any
thing to do with this bill. We face this 
every year, because of the delays. 

Mr. GROSS. But the House, through 

the device of ru1es changes, was trying to 
establish orderly procedures in consider
ing legislation. At least it seems to me 
that was the alleged objective of the 
legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I do not 
object to the gentleman's statement. 
I will say to him we will have two or 
three more beauties from the Rules 
Committee before this session is over, 
and I hope the gentleman is here on 
those days. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
and I thank my friend from California 
for yielding. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, before the 
motion to go into the Committee of the 
Whole, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days in 
which to extend their remarks on the bill 
H.R. 11731, making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1972, and for other 
purposes, in the body of the RECORD to
day and to include therewith pertinent 
extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 11731) making appro
priations for the Department of Defense 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, 
and for other purposes. 

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

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

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 11731 with Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. MAHoN) will 
be recognized for 1 Y2 hours, and the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL) will 
be recognized for 1 Y2 hours. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Today we begin the consideration of 
the largest appropriation bill of the year. 
There are indications that in connection 
with this bill there will be several hard
fought amendments. One will have to do 
with an expenditure limitation and one 
will have to do with the proposed with
drawal of all our military forces from 
Vietnam. And there will be other amend
ments. It would seem that the best time 
to discuss these issues in detail will be 
under the 5-minute ru1e when the bill 
is being read for amendment. 

At this time of great international tur
bu1ence, it wou1d not be wise to make 
radical or drastic changes in defense pro-
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grams. To skyrocket upward or tobog
gan downward would be unwarranted, 
unsettling, and possibly dangerous. A 
steady and stable military program is 
called for and that is what the pending 
$71 billion appropriation bill provides. 
More so than usual, the short- and long
range future is unpredictable. 

The Soviet Union has surpassed us in 
intercontinental ballistic missiles on 
launcher, but for the current fiscal year 
our overall military strength is consid
ered sufficient to deter aggression inso
far as aggression can be deterred by mil
itary s•trength. 

Of course, we know that military 
strength is only one of the factors in 
deterring aggression. We know that the 
will and the unity of the people may 
often be more important than military 
strength. 

Yesterday I was in the home of Stephen 
Decatur, which is now an historic 
place in this city. I remembered the spirit 
of patriotism and love and support of 
country which existed at that time. Ire
membered that toast which he made at 
Norfolk: 

Our country! In her intercourse with for
eign nations may she always be in the right; 
but our country, right or wrong. 

There is some considerable virtue in 
that. Perhaps there is something philo
sophically bad about it, but we must not 
retrogress to the point where we say we 
will support our opponents, whether they 
are right or wrong in their opposition to 
the United States. 

Now, the rate of Russian military 
buildup, if continued, will require next 
year a more adequate response than the 
pending bill provide&-and I measure my 
words. 

The outcome of the strategic arms lim
itation talks with the U.S.S.R., the so
called SALT negotiations, remain unpre
dictable. Whether they will be fruitful or 
not is very much in doubt. · 

We are rapidly discontinuing our com
bat role in Southeast Asia. Apparently 
some people are not fully aware of this, 
but we are. As of today, we have made a 
net withdrawal of some 360,000 men. As 
of February 1 of next year we will have 
made a withdrawal of 405,000 men 
from the peak of over 540,000 men-a 
withdrawal of almost 80 percent of the 
number which we had in Vietnam at the 
peak of the buildup. On about Febru
ary 1, we are advised that further with
drawals are to be ordered and 
implemented. 

But it seems that some of our people 
are insisting that we quickly, and per
haps recklessly, withdraw American 
power from the far Pacific and leave a 
vacuum which would be against the long
range best interest of the United States. 
We all want to see the war ended, at 
the earliest moment reasonably possible, 
but do we want to walk away and leave 
a vacuum and see the sacrifices we have 
made in life and limb and the invest
ments we have made in time and dollars 
go down the drain? What virtue is there 
in that? 

In World War I did we pull out the 
troops immediately after the actual com
bat ended? Of course not. The war ended 
in 1918, but we did not withdraw all our 
troops until 1923. 

What about World War IT? We still 
have a force of about 280,000 men in 
Western Europe. Suppose we had with
drawn them immediately after hostili
ties ceased. We would have left a vacuum. 
Would the western powers have the 
strength that they now have, and would 
it have been possible to prevent world 
war III? Would we have been able to 
have had at least some degree of peace 
during this 25-year period? I do not know 
but so far a third world war has been 
avoided. 

We were very much concerned about 
finding an acceptable solution to the war 
in Korea and when Mr. Eisenhower be
came President, he completed an agree
ment that brought an end to the fight
ing, but what did he do? He left Ameri
can forces on the scene in Korea after 
the combat was over to guarantee that 
we did not lose the fruits of what had 
been accomplished. Yes, the war in Ko
rea was ended; our objectives were 
largely attained, and today they remain 
intact. We did not walk away from a dif
ficult situation. 

In Korea we gave blood and treasure. 
We capitalized on the sacrifices we made 
in Korea, and we should not forfeit our 
opportunity to capitalize on the sac
rifices that we have made in Southeast 
Asia. 

Mr. Chairman, Indonesia, with its 100 
million people, the reservoir of much of 
the potential economic power in that 
part of the world, was about to go down 
the drain, but as the United States as
serted its power and influence in the far 
Pacific, a degree of stability was re
stored. The country gained the con
fidence and competence to recover and 
avoid a Communist take-over. 

Yes; we still have one division in Korea 
and we have spent a lot of money to help 
strengthen that country and to protect 
our investment there. 

A wise and successful investor does 
not walk away and leave his investment 
unprotected. 

Now, in the course of our history we 
come to Vietnam. It has been a frus
trating and often disappointing effort. 
President Eisenhower, President Ken
nedy and President Johnson all did what 
they thought was in the best interest of 
our country in dealing with the problem. 
President Nixon has followed in the 
same tradition, seeking to serve the best 
interests of the Nation. I do not ques
tion or impugn their motives under any 
circumstances and I have no patience 
with those who would impugn the mo
tives of Presidents of the United States 
in matters involving the life and death 
of this Nation, politics aside. 

The fact is that we have lost 55,000 
men in South Vietnam and invested in 
excess of $100 billion in treasure. Are 
we at this late hour going to quickly pull 
out all our forces and leave a vacuum 
in Southeast Asia? We did not do it in 
Korea. We did not do it in Europe after 
World War n. We did not do it after 
World War I. We must proceed with 
caution lest we jeopardize the power and 
influence of the greatest country in the 
world. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that Stephen 
Decatur had something when he said, 
"My country, right or wrong." I grant 

you that no one knows just what the 
precise answers are. But we need to be 
united. We need to look after our own 
self-interests as a nation. 

So, I propose to support the leadership 
of my country in this foreign policy mat
ter. That is just the way I mean to feel 
and that is the way I think the majority 

. of this House feels. 
So, we must protect our investment in 

Vietnam and Southeast Asia, not by the 
use of combat forces but by the presence 
of power. We should use the presence of 
power not to fight but to avoid fighting. 

We are rapidly discontinuing our com
bat role in Southeast Asia. As of Febru
ary 1 of next year there may be some 
further sharp withdrawals announced. 

Now, before I proceed I want to yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York who 
is on her feet. 

Mrs. ABZUG. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I wonder if the gentleman could tell 
us how much money is allocated for 
Vietnam in this appropriation bill? I 
have read through it very carefully and 
I have not been able to determine the 
amount. 

Mr. MAHON. Anyone would have dif
ficulty in estimating how much will be 
used in Vietnam. 

If we maintain a force of about 2.5 
million men, if we maintain a certain 
number of ships, a certain number of 
aircraft, a certain training program and 
a certain number of bases, thralt costs so 
much regardless of whether or not we 
are in Vietnam. What personnel level 
is maintained and how many bases and 
ships are kept operative at what level is 
almost impossible to calculate. I would 
say Vietnam costs will be somewhere be
tween $5 and $8 million. 

Mrs. ABZUG. The gentleman said mil
Lions. I think the gentleman might have 
meant billions. 

Mr. MAHON. I mean billions. 
It is difficult to estima,te the figure for 

a number of reasons. Relatively little 
money will go for aotual combat. What 
we are trying to do now is to achieve a 
position where we can maintain our 
presence and give the South Vietnamese 
maximum opportunity to exercise their 
independence and to prevent a complete 
deterioration in Southeast Asia-to avoid 
Jt takeover by the Communists of Thai
land, Cambodia, Laos, and South Viet
nam. 

So it is impossible to state precisely 
how much from this bill should be at
tributed to Vietnam. The war at one time 
was estimated to be costing in the area 
of $25 billion to $30 billion, and it is now 
estimated to be costing in the area of $5 
billion to $8 or $10 billion. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Do you think our role in 
the self -determination of the people of 
South Vietnam, when our presence in 
South Vietnam is costing between $8 and 
$10 billion, has been fulfilled? We have 
done nothing to disavow the nonelection 
which took place recently in South Viet
nam in which there were no other 
choices given the South Vietnamese peo
ple whereby they could have a deter
mination in the selection of a leader to 
help them. This was avoided by Mr. 
Thieu who saw to it that the opposition 
leaders were silenced or put into prison. 
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Is that the way we should spend $10 bil
lion, which you admit that we need to 
secure the independence of the South 
Vietnamese people? Should we be spend
ing $10 billion of the American taxpay
-ers' money and the lives of American men 
and the lives of innocent victims just to 
secure the corrupt and self -appointed re
gime in South Vietnam? Is that the fair 
thing to do for individuals and for the 
Vietnamese people, or any other people? 

Mr. MAHON. If the gentlewoman from 
New York has concluded, may I say that 
I am interested in preserving the in
tegrity, the power, and the strength of 
the United States. 

I am interested in seeing that we retain 
in effective posture vis-a-vis Red China, 
which menaces all of Asia, and in the 
long run the security of the United 
States. I am interested in seeing us main
tain a strong posture vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union that gives a maximum capability 
to prevent world war III. 

I realize that no government under the 
sun is perfectly free from criticism, and 
from mismanagement at times, and from 
some degree of corruption at times. And 
that includes to some degree even the 
United States. It includes, indeed, every 
country in the wo:fld. 

Just because I do not like the way the 
,election went in South Vietnam, I am 
not willing to forfeit or abandon the tre
mendous investment in men and money 
of the United States and leave a vacuum 
of power which would be to the l~ng
range disadvantage of the Uruted 
States. I do not think that we can under
take to guarantee a pure and de~o
cratic government in all of the countnes 
of the world. 

we have to look after the United 
States. We have been seeking to ke~p 
freedom alive in South Vietnam, and m 
the larger sense in Korea, in the Middle 
East and in Western Europe. 

what we are trying to look after is 
the long-range interests of the United 
States. And we have thus far, in this 25-
year period, avoided world war III. 

Now, if I may proceed--
Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield one moment further? 
Mr. MAHON. I cannot yield further at 

this time. I will yield the gentlewoman 
some time later if she wishes and of 
course she can seek time under the 5-
minute rule. 

Mrs. ABZUG. All right. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. MAHON. Nobody knows precisely 
what to do about military preparedness 
at a time like this but a majority of the 
.55-member House Committee on Appro
priations agrees that the pending meas
ure proposes about what should be done 
at this time. 

The dismal state of Federal fiscal af
fairs had to be considered by the admin
istration and the committee in tailoring 
the pending measure. The deficit in Fed-
.eral funds last year was in excess of $30 
billion and the Federal funds deficit for 
the current year will be in excess of 
$35 billion. 

Revenues are being eroded by tax re
ductions with the hope of stimulating the 
economy. Large increases are being made 
in authorization programs and appropr.i-

ation bills. As Congress cuts taxes and 
reduces revenues, it should be remem
bered that Federal spending is estimated 
to increase this year by $20 billion over 
last year. 

The morning paper advises that in the 
third quarter of this calendar year, the 
balance-of-payments deficit was the 
largest and perhaps the most disastrous 
in history. 

In short, fiscally the Nation is out of 
joint and the inevitable day of reckoning 
is approaching. 

In this fiscal and economic atmos
phere some reductions in the defense 
budget would be expected. The proposed 
reduction in the pending bill is $2.4 bil
lion which should result in a spending 
reduction during this fiscal year of about 
$1 billion. 

It is impossible either in a brief state
ment or in a lengthy statement to the 
House of Representatives to describe fully 
the content of the pending measure but 
some basic information is in order. 

I shall now turn to the committee re
port and call your attention to some of 
the information contained therein. The 
summary pages from the front of the 
report follow: 

The Committee considered budget esti
mates totaling $73,543,829,000 as presen ted in 
the President's Budget, as amended, for fis
cal year 1972. 

The acompanying bill recommends new 
appropriations in tbe total amount of $71,-
048,013,000, a decrease of $2,495,816,000 below 
the estimates of which $535,000,000 is offset 
by transfers. The sum recommended is $1,-
467,311,750 above the corresponding appro
priations enacted for fiscal year 1971. 

Oongressional action on the bill authoriz
ing Procurement and Research, Develop
ment, Test, and Evaluation appropriations 
specified reductions from budgeted amounts 
totaling approximately $919 ,000,000. 

The net reductions recommended in the 
new appropriations requested in this bill 
total roughly 3 percent of the estimates; 
ninety-seven percent of the sum requested is 
recommended for appropriation. 

The sums recommended, when added to the 
balances remaining available on J>une 30, 
1971, will make a total of aproximately $82,-
000,000,000 available for obligation and a 
total of approximately $102,000,000,000, in
cluding obligated and unobligated funds, 
available for expenditure in fiscal year 1972 
in the accounts included in this bill. 

The general transfer authority granted 
the Secretary of Defense is recommended to 
be $600,000,000. In addition, transfers total
ing $435,000,000 are recomended from prior 
year accounts along with a $100,000,000 trans
fer from the Defense Stock Fund and a $58,-
700,000 transfer from the Air Force Stock 
Fund. 

The sums recommended for appropriation 
are considered to be sufficient to maintain 
adequate military strength in Fiscal Year 
1972 and will provide the base for carrying 
that strength forward into subsequent fiscal 
years. The reductions recommended can be 
accommodated without denying programs 
essential to the basic military strength of the 
country. Many of the actions recommended 
are intended to provide an increase in mili
tary strength through the improvement of 
ma.na;gement practices and procedures in the 
Department of Defense. The appropriation of 
the funds recommended will provide for in
creased readiness and for the modernization 
of hardware and equipment in a great number 
of areas. 

A brief summary of the major areas in 
which changes from the budget are recom
mended follows: 

S E LECTED MAJOR AREAS OF COMMITTEE 
ACTION 

[In millions) 
1. Procurement funds failing au-

thorization --------------- -$662, 600 
2. Research, Development, Test, 

and Evaluation funds fail-
ing authorization_________ -257, 000 

3. Application of excess prior 
year funds to FY 1972 pro-
gram --------------- - ---- -535, 000 

4:. Reductions associated with 
56,000-man force reduction 
mandated in Selective Serv-
ice Act___________________ -313. 800 

5. Termination of Main Battle 
Tank Program___ _________ -86,600 

6. Reduction in Intelligence pro-
grams ------------------- -181, 000 

7. I n crease for the Civilian 
Healt h and Medical Pro
gram of the Uniformed Serv-
ices (Ch ampus) -- ---- -- --- + 128, 700 

8. Reduction in civilian person-
nel ------- -------- ------- -49,435 

9. Reduction s in Safeguard pro-
gram ----- -------- ------- -182, 600 

10. Reduction of requested 
transfer authority from 
$1.0 billion to $600 mil-
lion -- - --------------- --- -400.000 

It is estimated that budgeted outlays (ex
penditures) will be reduced by approxi
mately $1.0 billion in fiscal year 1972 by the 
action of the Committee. 

BASIS OF CONSIDERATION 

The Committee on Appropriations con
tinues in its strong belief that adequate mil
itary strength is the foundation of national 
survival and must be given the highest pri
ority in the allocation of Federal funds. The 
magnitude of the sums proposed in the ac
companying bill gives substance to this be
lief. Even though there has been greatly in
creased spending in many non-defense areas, 
the national defense program remains the 
recipient of more appropriated funds than 
any ot her program area. 

The Committee is keenly aware of these
rious threat to the national economy and 
to the Nation posed by excessive economic 
inflation. It is currently estimated that the 
deficit in this fiscal year will approximate 
$35,000,000,000 on a Federal funds basis and 
$28 ,000,000,000 on the unified budget basis. 
It has increased sharply from the January 
estimate--due to a fall-off of revenues be
cause of economic sluggishness and pend
ing tax reductions, and higher than antici
pated expenditures. The national debt has 
been increasing at a more rapid pace in re
cent years and the fact that the Govern
ment has been consistently spending far 
more than it has taken in is a major factor 
in the inflation which is eroding the dollar 
all over the world. Inflation has not only 
adversely affected most of the individuals 
in the country but has impacted severely on 
national defense in that the defense dollar 
buys far less than it bought in past years. 

The Government's attempts to control in
flation cannot succeed in the long term 
unless Federal receipts more closely match 
Federal spending. 

With both the need to provide adequate 
defense and the need to control inflation in 
mind, the Committee has carefully screened 
the budget requests for the Department o:r 
Defense and has recommended that reduc
tions be made wherever reasonably possible. 
No essential programs have been adversely 
affected by the reductions recommended. 

Congressional oversight of defense spend
ing plays an important role in national secu
rity in compelling the military services to 
channel their financing into the areas of 
highest priority. All Defense Budget programs 
are not of equal priority and too often funds 
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are requested for programs which do not en
hance our securit y in any meaningful way. 

Intelligence estimates presented to the 
Committ ee show that the Soviet Union is 
engaged in strengthening and modernizing 
it s military forces. The Soviet Union has 
passed the United States in numbers of inter
cont inen tal ballistic missiles on launchers. 
The United St ates still maintains an ade
quate a nd credible strategic deterrent force 
since our missile launching submarines still 
outnumber those of the Soviet Union and our 
manned strategic bomber aircraft far out
number those of the Soviets. 

It was probably inevitable that a world 
power such as the Soviet Union would even
tually turn its attention to the construction 
of a first class deep water navy, and the Soviet 
has done so. The Soviet ICBM buildup and 
the Soviet naval buildup are matters over 
which the United States has no direct con
trol. We must measure their buildup and con
tinue to evaluate their strength and their 
intentions so that we may be certain that 
our forces are adequate to discourage on 
attack based on a Soviet miscalculation of 
weakness on the part of the United States. 
The Committee believes that those forces are 
now in being, and feels that the magnitude 
and intensity of the Soviet buildup pre
cludes the United States from making dras
tic reductions in the Defense budget at this 
time. 

While the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 

Functional title 

h ave been in progress, t he United States has 
refra ined from increasing its strategic nu
clear forces . The Soviets have increased their 
strategic forces rapidly during the same 
period. While it appears that today the Unit
ed States has strategic strike capability which 
will continue to deter any possibility of a 
reasoned Soviet attack, the Committ ee be
lieves that the Department of Defense can
not wait another year on an agreement in 
SALT while the Soviet s produce additional 
strategic weapons and the United States does 
not. 

The budget did not request one additional 
strategic bomber or one additional strategic 
missile, either land-based or sea-based, for 
our forces and none are provided in the au
thorizing legislat ion or in the accompanying 
bill. The budget does provide for improve
ments in our strategic forces in that the 
multi-warhead POSEIDON sea-based mis
siles are replacing the shorter range POLARIS 
missiles an d the Minuteman force is being 
upgraded wit h the introduction of multiple 
independently targeted re-entry vehicles and 
hardening. 

It has been the pattern of the United 
States to sharply reduce our m111tary forces 
after t he end of a major conflict. We did 
so after World War II and again after the 
Korean War. The War in Southeast Asia 
is not yet over but active participat ion by 
United States forces has greatly decreased. 
Even so, the Fiscal Year 1972 Budget, and 

SUM MARY OF BILL BY MAJOR CATEGORIES 

Appropriation , fiscal Budget estimate, 
year 1971 (new fiscal year 1972 (new 

budget obligat ional budget obligational 
authority) authority) 

+in: l~i!~\~~~ ':::flifan~e~e-rso_n_rlaC= == ==== == == === = == == ====== === === == == === === = 
$22, 397, 857, 000 

3, 391, 032, 000 
20, 121, 894, 000 
16, 029, 110, 000 
7, 004, 187, 250 

(50, 000, 000) 
2, 621, 000 

(600, 0000, 00) 
334, 000, 000 

$21, 291, 969, 000 
3, 777, 134, 000 

20, 647, 834, LOO 
19, 681, 660, 000 
7, 949, 362, 000 

(50, 000, 000) 
12, 300,000 

(1 , 000, 000, 000) 
183, 570, 000 

Title Ill - Operation and maintenance ___ ___ __ __ ___ ______ __ __ ___ _______ __ ______ _ 
Title IV- ProcuremenL __ ___ __ - _ ------------ -- ---------- - - ---- -- ----- -- - -----
Title V- Research, development, test , and evaluation - --- - - ---- --- ----- -- --------

(Transfer authority) ________ ----------- - - - --- - --- - -- ----- - - -- -- ------ - ---

+m: ~l ~8:~~~~fot;~eis~u:~(lcJdfti~~~iTranster autiiorfiy: sec~ 736>= = =~ _-_-_-_-_----= = = = 
Title VIII - Anti-ball istic missile construction _____ -- -- - ----- - ----- - - -------------

Total. Department of Defense _- - --- -_ -- -- ------- -- -- ------------- ----- --
(Transfer authority) ______ _____ _ - -- - --- - - - -- - --------- - - -- -- - - -- - - -

69, 580, 701, 250 
(950, 000, 000) 

73, 543, 829, 000 
(1, , 50, 000, 000) 

One would wonder or ask why with 
the war costs decreasing rapidly we are 
increasing appropriations. We have given 
numerous pay increases to our military 
and civilian personnel and about 60 per
cent of all the money in this $71-billion 
bill goes for pay of personnel and for the 
support of personnel and not for weap-
onry. 

PROPOSED REDUCTIONS 

The reductions we have made amount 
to $2.5 billion. 

I will elaborate on many of these mat
ters for the record. 

We enumerate the reasons for there
ductions. And one reason for the reduc
tion was the reduction provided and 
mandated by the procurement authoriza
tion bill--of $662 million in procurement 
programs and $257 million in research 
and development programs. 

We recovered from unobligated prior 
years' appropriations $435 million by 
the technique of transferring these funds 
in lieu of new appropriations. Last year 
we made procurement and R.D.T. & E. 
funds available for obligation for 2 
years or 3 years or 5 years instead of 
available until expended. Following the 
periods stated they would revert to the 
Treasury. So we capitalized on the 
availability of those funds in preparing 
this bill for the consideration of the 
House. 

The Selective Service law passed bY 
the Congress provided for a 56,000-man
year cut in the budgeted manpower of 
the services. As a result of this cutback 
by the Congress in the size of the mili
tary forces, we were able to make a re
duction of $313 million. 

MAIN BATTLE TANK 

The bill provides no funds for the con
tinuation of development of the XM-803 
main battle tank of the Army. The bill 
does provide $20 million for the develop
ment of two new prototype tanks. This 
action terminates the main battle tank 
program. 

It is felt that to continue the main 
battle tank program would be to throw 
good money after bad. The main battle 
tank program was initiated as a joint 
tank development program between the 
United States and Germany and was ini
tially funded in fiscal year 1964. Since 
that time there have been many tech
nical difficulties and cost increases and 
the Germans have ceased their participa
tion in the program. Approximately $300 
million has been provided to date for the 
program. 

The proposed XM-803 is unnecessarily 
complex, excessively sophisticated, and 
too expensive. The Army has deleted 
some of the systems which were proposed 
for the tank in the earlier days of the 
program in an attempt to field an austere 

t he appropriations recommended in the ac
companying bill, represent increases over the 
previous fiscal year, not decreases. The de
creases in military personnel in the past year 
would lead the Congress to anticipate a budg
et decrease, not an increase. The increase 
of $1.5 billion is supported by a number of 
fact ors. High costs due to economic inflation 
have caused defense cost s to rise. The desire 
to continue on-going programs and installa
t ions in order to provide jobs and in order 
t o avoid a further increase in unemploy
ment is probably a factor. Also, the m111tary 
services, as is not uncharacterist ic of Gov
ernment agencies generally, have sought the 
opport unit y to keep their budgets at a high . 
level and. have included favored programs in 
the Budget which could not be funded when 
the war made heavier demands on appropria
tions. The Committee believes t h at this is an 
area which calls for close Congressional 
scrut iny during this transition period and 
h as t ried to screen n ew proposals carefully. 

First consider that the bill provides 
$71 billion for the current fiscal year 
which is rapidly moving along, having 
begun on the first day of July. 

If we turn to page 2 of the report we 
see that we have increased the bill over 
last yea r by in excess of a billion dol
lars. The summary table printed on page 
2 of the report follows: 

Committee bill compared with-

Appropriation, fiscal 
Committee bil l year 1971 

Budget, estimate 
fiscal year 1972 

$21, 021, 974, 000 -$1, 375, 883, 000 -$269, 995 000 
3, 777, 134, 000 + 386, 102, 000 ----------- - --~ - -- --

20, 435, 481, 000 + 313, 587, 000 -212 353 000 
18, 185, 292, 000 + 2. 156, 182, 000 -1, 496: 368: 000 
7, 511, 762, 000 + 507, 574 750 - 437 600 000 

(50, 000, 000) - -- --- --- ------·--- ' ' 
12, 000,000 + 9. 379 ooo----------- =-=3oo -ooo-

(600, ooo, ooo) ____ ___ ________ ·_____ (-400 ooo' ooo) 
104,370,000 -229,630, 000 - 79: zoo: 000 

71, 048,013, 000 + 1. 467, 11, 750 -2, 495, 816,000 
(650, 000, 000) ( -300, 000, 000) ( - 400, 000, 00)0 

version of the main battle tank for some
thing around $600,000. It appears that 
this effort has not been successful and 
that the XM-803 tanks would probably 
cost between $850,000 and $1 million 
each. 

What we need are tanks which are 
rugged and dependable and which are 
priced so that we can buy the large num
bers required to offset the large Soviet 
tank forces. 

The many complex and marginal sys
tems included in the main battle tank 
program tend to make it unreliable in 
that each of these complex systems would 
tend to breakdown and impair the effec
tiveness of the force. 

The House voted to delete the funds 
for this program on the recommendation 
of the Armed Services Committee in the 
passage of the authorization bill. The 
Senate deleted all the procurement funds 
and provided that research and develop
ment continue. After much discussion 
the Senate position was agreed to in the 
conference. The action we are recom
mending restates the position formerly 
taken by the House on this matter. 

INTELLIGENCE 

The bill provides for a reduction of 
$181 million across the board in the in
telligence operations of the Department 
of Defense. The committee has found the 
various intelligence operations to have 
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grown beyond the size absolutely neces
sary to provide needed intelligence. The 
committee does not question the impor
tance of good intelligence. We must know 
what our opponents are doing. But we 
have redundant means of obtaining in
telligence, all of which are not essential. 
It has been generally recognized, both in 
the Congress and in the executive. branch, 
that some streamlining of the Defense 
intelligence operations would have to be 
made. About 10 days ago the President 
announced a reorganization of the man
agement of intelligence. 

In recent years the committee has had 
many hearings, investigative reports, and 
other indications of excessive spending in 
the intelligence area. I believe that the 
reductions made can be applied in such 
a way that the essential intelligence re
quirements of the United States will con
tinue to be met. In fact, we expect an 

improvement in intelligence operations. 
Now, excessive data at times clogs the 
pipeline so that it is difficult to obtain 
needed intelligence in the time in which 
it would be most useful. 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

The bill provides for a reduction of 
$49.4 million in civilian personnel. The 
President has stated that civilian person
nel in the Government would be reduced 
by 5 percent in this fiscal year as a part 
of his program of economic restraints. 
No specific instructions have been given 
to the Department of Defense in this 
area, but the committee feels that the 
reductions recommended which are far 
less than the 5 percent indicated by the 
President are appropriate and will be in 
line with the President's specific recom
mendations. The bill provides about $7.8 
billion for the civilian personnel of the 
Department of Defense, not including 

ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL STRENGTHS 

[In thousands! 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 
June 30, Dec. 31. 1971 estimate 1972 estimate 

1970 1970 
actual actual Average 

Army: 
Officers ___ .---.- -- -- •• 166.4 160.0 158.9 
Enlisted ____ __ _ ---_ ••• I, I 53. 0 I, 069.4 I, r65. 0 
Cadets, USMA _____ ____ 2. 8 3. 9 3. 9 

Total, Army ______ ___ 1, 322.3 I, 233.3 I,227.8 

Navy: 
Officers ______ .-----._- 80.5 77.4 77.2 
Enlisted _. _--.-.--_.--- 607.4 568.2 574.6 
Midshipmen USNA ____ 4. 5 4.3 4. 2 

Total, Navy __________ 692.4 649.9 656.0 

Marine Corps: 
Officers _________ .• ____ 24.9 23.1 23. 5 
Enlisted __ • ____ .. - . .••. 234.8 208.6 213. 6 

Total, Marine Corps ___ 259.7 231.7 237.1 

PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT 

One of the things we are doing in this 
bill is insisting upon more prototype de
velopment, more ":fiy before you buy," 
more testing of weapons before we go into 
production, in order that the problems 
which have arisen in connection with 
the F-111, the C-5A, and the F-14 will 
not be so likely to arise in the future. 

This would get us away from the 
procedure we have followed for years in 
which we have bought paper aircraft 
which have too often failed to live up to 
expectations. In following the prototype 
hardware development concept we will 
at least know something of the end prod
uct before we involve ourselves in hard
ware procurement and, hopefully, we 
will be able to produce better military 
hardware with fewer defects and at an 
overall lower cost. 

PERSONNEL ACTIONS 

We do quite a number of things in 
connection with military personnel. 
Heretofore the services have been re
quired to take a certain percentage of 
their new accessions from mental group 
IV. Mental group IV individuals are those 
individuals who score from 10 to 30 on 
the Armed Forces qualification test, a 
test where ratings range from zero to 
100. They have been taking from 50,000 
to 100,000 of these men per year into 
the service. Much of the difficulty the 
services have experienced in disciplines 

End Average End 

Air Fore~: 
144.6 135.7 129. 0 Officers ______ ... ___ • __ 
958.7 884.3 808.8 En I isted ___ _______ _____ 

3.9 4. 3 4. 3 Cadets, USAFA ________ 

I, 107.2 I, 024.3 942.2 Total, Air Force ___ ___ 

74.3 74.8 73.6 
Total. Department of 

Defense : 
544.1 537.7 525. 7 Officers ___ .•. __ • _____ _ 

4. 2 4. 2 4. 2 Enlisted ______ _____ ____ 

622.6 616.6 603.5 
Academy cadets and 

midshipmen ___ __ ____ 

21.6 20.7 
Grand totaL_ ._. __ . 

19. 9 
I89. 9 189. 1 186.5 

211.5 209.8 206. 3 

has come from this group. We do not 
negate the program of the services in 
taking people in these lower mental 
brackets into the service, but we make a 
stipulation that these acquisitions shall 
not be based upon a quota system. 

We discussed the recruiting program 
at great length. As we try to move, hope
fully, toward an all-volunteer Army. 

We discussed in some detail the fact 
that this bill contains about $7.5 billion
plus for research and development, and 
we discussed the programs that are under 
research and development--and they are 
very substantial indeed. 

FUNDING OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

CENTERS 

Speaking of the request for R.D.T. & E. 
appropriations, I would like to mention 
something which came to the attention 
of the committee this year. 

During fiscal year 1971, for test pur-
poses, selected research and develop
ment centers were placed under a "serv
ice fnnding" concept of management. 
This concept is generally referred to in 
the Department of Defense as a "work
ing capital" or "industrial funded" type 
of operation. Funds for these types of 
research and development operations are 
not obtained directly through the appro
priation process, but indirectly through 
funds appropriated to the services for 
specific programs or projects. The serv
ices then place an order against a par-

those civilian personnel funded under 
industrially funded activities. 

We increased the budget for civilian 
health and medical programs for the 
uniformed services by $128 million. 

We reduced the Safeguard ABM pro
gram by $182 million. 

Those generally are the big areas where 
reductions and modifications in the budg
et were made. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 

With respect to the number of people 
that this bill will support, if we turn 
ov.er in the report to page 25, we find 
that on June 30, 1970, we had 3 million 
men and women in the armed services. 
It is estimated that at the end of this 
fiscal year we will have a half million 
fewer men and women-about 2.5 mil
lion. The table from page 25 of the report 
follows: 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 
June 30, Dec. 31. 1971 estimate 1972 estimate 

1970 1970 
actual actual Average End Average End 

129.5 128. 2 128.3 I25. 9 I26. 0 124. 2. 
657.4 626.8 634.9 627.0 628.5 624. 2. 

4.1 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.2 4. 4 

79l.I 759. 0 767. 2 757.3 758.6 752.8: 

401.4 388.7 387.9 366.4 357. 1 346./ 
2, 652.6 2, 473.0 2, 488.I 2, 319.7 2, 239. 6 2, 145.l 

II. 4 12.2 12.I I2. 6 12.6 13.0 

3, 065.5 2, 873.9 2, 881. I 2, 698.7 2, 609. 4 2, 504. 8. 

ticular center for specific research and 
development work. 

Under the "service funding" concept, 
visibility of the operation at a particular
center is, to a large extent, lost to the 
committee. This visibility is very impor
tant in the R.D.T. & E. area. Under the 
direct appropriation process responsibil
ity can be affixed to a center for carrying 
out a specific operation. There are alsO> 
many other advantages, such as reduc
ing funding when appropriate. 

The committee would like to retain 
this visibility and I am requesting the 
Department of Defense to return to spe
cific line item requests for these centers 
in presenting the fiscal year 1973 budget 
request. 

We discuss, beginning on page 72 of 
the report, the procurement program, 
which is about an $18 billion program 
for all the services. 

I think I should not take any more of 
the time of the committee to discuss the 
details of the bill. Anybody who wants. 
to know more of the details, should read 
the report or portions of the report, and 
the bill itself, and portions of the nine 
volumes of the hearings which were con
ducted. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall not undertake 
to take further time at the present mo
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog-
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nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
MINSHALL). 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, and 
members of the committee, I, too, like 
the chairman, am not going to cover 
that material which I know will be 
thoroughly gone into on both sides of 
each question when the appropriate 
amendments are offered to this bill. 

As you all well know, we have 3 hours 
of general debate, and it is anticipated 
at this juncture that, ·with the amend
ments and all the discussions thereto, 
we will be very fortunate if we finish this 
bill even late tonight, or we might even 
go into tomorrow. Hopefully, we can fin
ish it tonight. 

The chairman has pointed out very 
well that this subcommittee has con
cluded its hearings, consisting of some 
56 days of testimony with over 8,000 
pages of testimony-some nine volumes 
of very detailed testimony. 

Of course, the printed volumes do not 
include those parts of the transcript that 
were deleted for security purposes
many pages more. As the Members well 
know, many of my f1iends on this side of 
the aisle and friends on the other side of 
the aisle have sat on this subcommittee 
for many years long before my tenure 
began in 1960. The gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. MAHoN), the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee, has, I think, a total of approxi
mately 30 years on the Appropriations 
Committee and in the Congress. I think 
I would be remiss if I did not pay tribute 
not only to those who serve on this com
mittee, including the chairman and 
those of the minority and the majority 
side, but also give due credit to the won
derful staff we have who have worked 
so tirelessly and diligently in giving of 
their time and patience and good coun
sel throughout the years. They have done 
an outstanding job. 

The chairman has summarized the fis
cal year 1972 Defense Department ap
propriation bill in his usually clear and 
fair manner. In following him, I would 
just like to underscore two areas which 
made our efforts to cut this budget often 
difficult and in some instances even im
possible. 

I should like to point out to the com
mittee a.t this point thart the House Ap
propriations Subcommittee over the past 
4 to 5 years has deleted from adminis
tration requests approximately $15 bil
lion, not with a meat-ax approach, but 
with a very careful surgeon's approach. 

This year we have eliminated $2.5 bil
lion in nonessential spending, lowering 
the Pentagon's request from $73.5 billion 
to our recommendation in this bill, which 
is now before the Members of $71 billion. 
This is a billion and a half dollars less 
than was appropriated for the Defense 
Department in fiscal year 1971. 

My colleagues and I have spent many 
hours of hard and often frustrating work, 
extending over much of this year, in our 
efforts to reduce this budget, and I want 
to emp!'l.asize without jeopardizing na
tional security---and it might be well to 
place our endeavors in that perspective. 

During World War II our Nation allo
cated more than 36 percent of our gross 
national product, our total economic out
put, for defense. Dw·ing the postwar 
period, defense spending dropped to a low 

of about 4.5 percent in 1948 and 1949. 
Then during the Korean war, it surged 
back to about 13 percent of our gross na
tional product. With this budget it ac
counts for only 6.5 percent of our gross 
national product. The lowest that it has 
been in nearly two decades. 

More than half of today's budget
and I want Membars to listen very care
fully to this-52 percent of it to be. exact, 
consists of pay and benefits for approxi
mately 2.4 million military and approxi
mately 1 million civilian personnel. 
Our bill provides for a reduction of more 
than 1 million military, below the peak 
of Vietnam war strength of 3.5 million 
in 19o8. As fiscal year 1972 closes, we will 
be at the lowest force level in more than 
20 years. It is in this area where we most 
graphically see the devastation wrought 
by inflation on attempts to keep this par
ticular budget down. 

By the end of fiscal year 1972 we will 
have some 200,000 fewer personnel than 
we had in 1964, the so-called prewar 
year, yet personnel coots in 1964 were 43 
percent of the budget, almost 10 percent 
less than today. Inflation has added over 
$17 billion to the personnel costs of the 
Department of Defense, and that figure 
does not include the recent pay raise. 

Just as startling is the projection of 
retired pay for military retiTees. Today's 
bill-and the report bears me out-in
cludes $3.8 billion for some 870,000 re
tirees. Since retired pay continues to in
crease each year, our committee asked 
the Defense Department to project the 
number of retirees and the cost in the 
year 2000. Now listen to this: By the 
turn of the century we will have an esti
mated 1.6 million retirees drawing mili
tary retirement benefits at an annual 
cost-an annual cost in the year 2000-
of around $36 billion. 

Testifying before our subcommittee, 
the Defense Comptroller, Assistant Sec
retary Robert C. Moot, said he did not 
find the term "explosive" too strong a 
word to describe the impact of inflation 
on the defense budget. 

Another obstacle across the path of our 
economy efforts has been the Pentagon's 
compulsion to make decisions and com
mit billions of dollars on new weapons 
systems that exist only on paper. All of 
us have agonized over whether it would 
be less costly to go ahead or to retreat 
and start anew on the billion-dolla.r. 
bungles still haunting us from the Mc
Namara days. The point is, the awful 
mistakes that have resulted from de
cisions reached on the basis of paper 
studies should have pounded home the 
lesson, ":fly before you buy." 

I am proud to say that this adminis
tration has adopted the ":fly before you 
buy" concept. It is not truly ":fly before 
you buy," but at least during the be
ginning of the transition period they are 
starting out on the right track. 

Our committee most strongly and 
emphatically gives its endorsement to 
the concept of prototype development in 
the acquisition of new weaponry. Ten 
years' sour experience and the wasteful 
expenditure of billions of dollars in-
escapably prove that better procurement 
methods must be established. The argu
ment that design and development and 
competitive testing of a weapon could 

"take too long" is shot down when we 
look at the horrible results of the paper 
studies. 

I should like to recount a few of the 
bad bungles we have had in the past: 

The F-111 program. Members have all 
been aware of this fiasco. The F-111-B 
program was finally completely scrubbed 
by the Navy. 

The main battle tank program, which 
I believe should have been scrubbed 2 or 
3 years ago. We had at least the courage 
and foresight to not let them go any 
further in this year's budget, and took 
out the MBT funds. 

The C-5A. I do not need to say any 
more except to say that the ":fly before 
you buy" concept will hopefully prevent 
such boondoggles in the future. 

I should like to quote now from the 
committee report, which says: 

The very complex studies and analyses 
which have preceded weapons procurement 
have proven to be more costly than reliable. 
The results of the paper studies are inter
preted differently by different people. Ambi
guities exist and errors exist. The ability of 
men to put all the pertinent factors involved 
on paper so that other men can make the 
proper decision as to which of two weapons 
systems should proceed has proved faulty. 

Secretary Laird, I believe, has now put 
this train on the right track. He has done 
an outstanding job, and will, I know, 
make every effort to avoid the derail
ments that plagued the previous admin
istrations. 

Our committee feels that fabrication 
and testing or prototype models in a 
competitive environment would minimize 
the problem of concurrency which has 
existed between development and pro
duction phases of major weapon systems 
programs. This excessive concurrency 
ha..s been a serious source of waste re
sulting in numerous deficiencies in pro
duction equipment, reducing the effec
tiveness or increasing the price of the 
equipment, or both. And all too often, I 
must say, both. 

To obtain maximum advantage from 
the prototyping concept, our consensus 
is that competition should be established 
between at least two companies on each 
system, with the incentive of a profitable 
procurement contract insuring maximum 
effort on the part of the competitors. 

I want to assure my colleagues in the 
committee that if this administration 
follows these guidelines-and I believe 
they will-this will result in savings, as 
we look down the road, of literally bil
lions of dollars. I am only sorry that the 
":fly before you buy" concept was not 
started sooner. 

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle

man for a question. 
Mr. YATES. The gentleman said that 

he was glad to see the administration had 
adopted the :fly-before-you-buy concept. 
Would the gentleman say that that ap
proach is applicable to the F-14 pro
gram? 

Mr. MINSHALL. No. I said in the be
ginning of the transition period there 
were certain foibles and weaknesses in 
this program, but we are transitioning 
as fast as we can, to avoid the mistakes 
of the past. This is the plan of Secre
tary Laird and the administration. 
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Mr. YATES. With respect to the F-14, 
it is a concurrency program at present? 

Mr. MINSHALL. It is to a degree, and 
I am sure we are on top of it and will 
make sure that there is no more waste 
and extravagance in the program than 
can possibly be avoided. 

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MINSHALL. I am glad to yield to 

the chairman of the committee. 
Mr. MAHON. I think in all fairness it 

should be said that it will probably not 
be possible to use the prototype approach, 
the fly-before-you-buy approach, com
pletely on all weapons systems. 

Mr. MINSHALL. I said that in my 
statement, Mr. Chairman, and I certain
ly concur with you, but at least we are 
pushing in that direction and we are go
ing to carry out the concept as rapidly 
and as best we can. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. MINSHALL. Thank you. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

10 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi (Mr. WHITTEN). 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
vote for this bill because neither the 
committee, the chairman of the full 
committee, nor the staff have had an 
opportunity to do the preliminary work 
which is essential to support the changes 
which I believe to be an absolute must 
if we are to save our Nation. 

Later in this speech I will elaborate 
on some of the things I say here, giving 
excerpts from the hearings and debates 
in the Congress to support my views. 

In the first place, I think this Nation 
is faced with certain realities of life and 
we will have to review our overall for
eign policy and our defense policy and 
scale down in a great way the total 
amount that we are spending in the 
name of defense which is not really that, 
in my opinion. 

As many of you know, I started serv
ing on the Committee on Appropriations 
in 1943. Except for 2 or 3 years, I have 
served on the appropriations end of the 
military operations since that time. 

Let me briefly tell you why I want to 
take this time. It is because, in the first 
place, after World War II, this Nation 
set out on an international policy of in
jecting ourselves into the internal affairs 
of just about every country in the world 
which would let us. 

THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. Ohairman, because in V/orld War 
I we had not joined the League of Na
tions and World War II came along, 
many people took the simple thought 
that had we joined the League of Na
tions we might not have had World War 
II. That does not necessarily follow. And, 
at this late date many people might have 
thought that the United Nations, since 
we did not get in the League of Nations, 
might be a deterrent to future wars and 
might prove to be an instrument for 
preventing what has happened. 

But now we look at it after 15 or 18 
years. What it turned out to be was a 
forum in which all of our enemies could 
reach the ears of the people of the 
world through the present news media 
and then, through our foreign aid pro
gram, we had to buy the votes of many 
sman countries which we had created in 
Africa, most of whom we had gotten 

into the United Nations. We know the 
U.N. or a majority of its members now 
seem to delight in turning down and con
demning our country. 

Mr. Chairman, largely through various 
foreign aid programs we have made com
petitors out of our customers. I know 
you have heard my colleagues go into 
many, many details, but this phase of it 
I do not know that you have had pre
sented to you, but we have had many 
companies organized for the specific pur
pose of handling foreign aid programs. 
Many have made their stockholders rich 
just to engage in the business of giving 
away the substance of the American peo
ple to almost everyone who would take it. 
Now after going in debt about $140 bil
lion, this program not only has failed but 
it h'as the United States in a bad way at 
home and abroad. 

Mr. Chairman, some years ago there 
was an investigation by a subcommittee 
which I had the honor to head to see 
what we were doing with American dol
lars and American technical know-how. 
It developed that we had 723 American 
experts teaching people all over the 
world how to produce the same agricul
tural commodities we produce in the 
United States today. We feel the adverse 
effects today. 

It was our country that went to Europe 
and said, "Well, you folks ought to get 
together and organize for a common 
market between yourselves, thus it was 
our Nation which sponsored the Euro
pean Common Market with our money. 
However, many did not realize and 
would not believe that when European 
countries got together they would make 
efforts to freeze us out--they see it now. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what is hap
pening. I say to you that we have made 
competitors out of our customers around 
the world. We have injected ourselves 
into the internal affairs of just about 
every country which would let us do it. 

Mr. Chairman, foreign aid has not 
gone to the people of the various re
cipient countries, it has gone to the in
cumbent governments. The result is that 
we have little support around the world. 
The situation is much the same as if you 
went into the adjacent States of Vir
ginia, Maryland, or even into Missis
sippi, took your money there and kept 
in power in those States officials beyond 
the time that the people themselves 
wanted to keep them, and the minute 
they ever throw out the officials we 
underwrite, they feel toward us like the 
people themselves feel today when they 
finally get rid of the officials we under
wrote. In other words, they, in tum, dis
like us. 

OUR COLOS S U S M ILirARY INTELLIGE NCE 

Now, one of the things that has not 
been touched upon but which is disap
pointing to me--and you will not find 
this in the report beoause the report 
reads almost like this committee ap
proves of what has gone on. I do not be-
lieve the American people have any idea 
of the way in which intelligence has 
been run or rather not run. 

My friends, if there ever ha.s been 
duplication of effort or lack of coordina
tion on anything it is with intelligence. 
The situation is downright dangerous in 
my opinion to this country. 

You know, they refer to the intel
ligence community. Why? Because that 
is the only apt way to describe it. It is 
almost like trying to run our defense 
through a town meeting. The various in
telligence agencies have trouble know
ing each other. 

Mr. Chairman, a few years ago we 
had an investigation at my suggestion 
and it developed that the Defense Intelli
gence Agency had 518 linear feet of re
ports-flat sheets filoo face to face-that 
they had not had an opportunity to 
examine. We felt the effects in the 
Pueblo incident, the Liberty, the Tet 
enemy offensive in Vietnam. Yes, we had 
and we have Navy Intelligence, Air Force 
Intelligence, Army Intelligence, Central 
Intelligence, but then with our boo-boo in 
Cuba we set up Defense Intelligence and. 
in effect, put a fifth wheel on top of the 
others. 

Mr. Chairman, what makes me sad 
about this situation is that we had to go 
into this matter with the Secretary of 
Defense and he brought in one of his 
good friends who acknowledged that he 
did not have any experience in military 
intelligence, but he said he had experi
ence in the study of management and 
the Secretary of Defense said that this 
man had spelled out to him how he was 
going to study this management prob
lem and how he was going to bring to
gether this big backlog and eliminate 
all of this duplication, which resulted in 
sending a message around the world, 
but ended up out here about 30 or 40 
miles away at Fort Meade, Md. How
ever, after a year he acknowledged that 
he had not reorganized this monstrosity 
of intelligence, so necessary to our safe
ty, the gathering of evidence to support 
decisions, but had only "put in a better 
man." 

Now, whether there is a better man 
in charge-and I do not mean to reflect 
on the men they have, but if the men 
they have are better than the others it 
does re:fiect on the others. My friends, it 
is the system, or lack of, which is bad. 
Imagine how hard it is to fix responsibil
ity or to obtain reliable answers where 
the responsibility is fixed in the intelli
gence community. 

EFFECT OF DEFENSE SPENDING 

We now come to the kind of situa
tion we face, and that is that no na
tion in history has, over a long period of 
time, spent over half of its total income 
on defense without ruinous inflation. 
That is what we are doing and for non
defense programs operated in the name 
of defense. We found in our subcommit
tee some years ago, when the Secretary 
of the Army said, "Listen, we bought 
$100 million worth of trucks to speed up 
the economy," that came at a time when 
we had trucks running out of our ears 
around the world. We can better spend 
those funds for needed programs. 

I am telling you that defense expendi
tures are the way we have been running 
many programs in the colleges and else
where, by contract and otherwise: that 
is the way we have been running our 
world affairs. Many of these programs 
may be worthwhile if properly justified. 
Some may need to go to the Department 
of Education, or maybe in other appro-
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priations, but they will be viewed for 
what they are. 

The thing about defense is that we 
have to have it. We have to have defense. 
Defense is necessary. But except for that 
fact, as a matter of economics, almost 
all defense expenditures are 100 percent 
inflationary. You do not get any useful 
goods. Oh, you may get a few research 
results, but you spend your money and 
you do not have anthing that contributes 
to the economy. 

But if to speed up the economy is the 
reason we spend, and we must make 
money flow-and you have been print
ing it for a long time-! am saying to you 
we are faced with a restudy of our over
all foreign policy, particularly of the 
United Nations. It has just about pulled 
us under, of foreign aid and, yes, of de
fense spending. We are faced with the 
realities of life. We can no longer take 
American dollars and underwrite every 
competing nation around the world, and 
all these American companies who profit 
by it. 

We must realize that we can no longer 
carry American experts around the world 
and make competitors out of our custom
ers. But the fact is that we are going to 
have to make a study of defense spending 
or spending in the name of defense and 
see what part of it is defense and what 
part of it is something else. 

We must turn to the National Guard, 
to the Reserves, while we center active 
service in key areas. 

You may say, well, you are making this 
speech-why do you not do something 
about it? But I am like you. Though I 
would eliminate many things I have dis
cussed now, however, as to defense, I am 
going to see that we have protection, just 
like my chairman, until we can make 
these studies so we may cut these items 
and know what we are doing. We are 
caught in this situation. But the storm 
signals are out. If you do not believe it, 
just look around you. 

I said in 1964, and in 1965, and in 1966, 
that we were in Vietnam because of for
eign aid, and I said then that we were 
never going to get out until we told the 
South Vietnamese what we are going to 
do, and mean it, because they will never 
voluntarily let us pull those billions of 
dollars out of their economy. We could 
never do anything that would satisfy 
them. As I said then, and I say it again, 
we are going to have to see what is in the 
true interests of the United States. The 
time has come that you cannot afford to 
put something not really defense under 
the name of defense spending and not 
feel the effect of it; that will not hold any 
more; it will not work. 

I heard my good friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio, make a statement a moment 
ago. He said: 

I have not had time to discuss the effect of 
inflation on military spending. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tlem9.n has expired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. WHITTEN). 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the extra 
time. 

And to repeat, the gentleman said: 
I have not had a chance to discuss the 

effect of inflation on defense spending. 

I recall a few years ago that the cost 
for the same things was increasing about 
7 percent a year because of inflation. 
Well, let us look at the other side of it, 
and that is: What is the effect of defense 
spending on inflation? It is the major 
cause-and much of it nonessential. 

I dare say that nondefense items in the 
defense bill probably have the major ad
verse effect. I will say again-and in the 
RECORD I am going to place, under the 
permission I received earlier, the details 
on the Liberty and the Pueblo, and t~e 
Tet offensive, and the statements by this 
man who came to investigate and reorga
nize the Defense Department, and ended 
up becoming Secretary of the Army, and 
said that all he had done was get a better 
man because he decided a better man was 
better than a reorganization. 

Oh I know you read in the paper 
wher~ the same man, and my good friend, 
is now going to reorganize intelligence. 
His statement again was in the press, on 
paper so to speak. The only thing is, his 
predecessor did not put it on paper. 

Perhaps I have gotten nowhere with 
this, but I hope somewhere, some t~e, 
that the President, and other offiCials 
on down the line, will read these hear
ings, make these reviews of our spend
ing policies. If they. study the f~cts I 
believe they will decide we are gomg to 
have to rearrange our objectives and 
start over. . 

I now quote from prior presentatiOns 
made here and in our hearings. 

[Excerpt from CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
Oct. 24, 1967] 

IT Is TIME To CHANGE OuR CoURSE 
(Speech of Congressman JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 

to the Fall Services Affairs Conferences, 
Reserve Officers Association, Biloxi, Miss., 
November 4, 1967) 

VIETNAM 
From a modest beginning-300 military 

assistance and foreign aid advisors in 1955-
we escalated our involvement to 692 advisors 
in 1957, and to 10,000 by the end of 1962. In 
1963 the Secretary, who each year estimated 
when our "involvement" would be over, 
joined by former Senator Lodge, said the 
maximum number we would need was 16,-
500. By July 1965 this number had gone up to 
72,000; by November 1965 it had increased 
to 165,700, and an admitted military opera
tion was on. No longer could the fantasy 
that our military personnel were there only 
to counsel and advise be maintained. Today, 
we know that we have more than 464,000 
Americans in Vietnam engaged in combat 
up to the hilt. The latest plan, according 
to the President, is for an increase to 525.000 
men by June 1968 ... 

Most of our people do not seem t.o know 
just how little united support we have in 
South Vietnam, when our enemies "hide 
among the people" which means tbat the 
South Vietnamese on our side won't report 
the other South Vietnamese, the Viet Cong 
who each night war against our men. 

Recently I have studied still further the 
history of Vietnam, of both North and South 
Vietnam. According to all the records, the 
south Vietnamese, allied with us, have his
torically managed to get by with others 
doing most of the fighting, even during the 
Franch occupation. In the early days of the 
present war, when our men were there to 
counsel, to advise and then to supervise, the 

South Vietnamese of course carried the 
brunt of the fighting, which was sporadic. 
But as time has passed, more and more the. 
full weight of the war has been. placed on 
the shoulders of our American boys. 

I know you, like me, find it difficult to ac
cept the fact that a hundredth-rate power 
such as North Vietnam, supported by the 
Viet Cong, has our Nation, with all its 
power, tied down half-way round the world. 
To me, every additional day such a condition 
continues increases their claim to victory 
and further weakens our position. 

I say here and now we must call on North 
Vietnam for an immediate peace. If this 1& 
not forthcoming, we must knock out every 
vestige of military power or supporting 
strength in North Vietnam. We owe to the 
more than 464,000 Americans we have there 
now, and to the others who are expected to 
be assigned there soon, this all-out action. 
Then, as soon as the job is done, we must 
turn to local officials in South Vietnam and 
say: 

"We have developed your country. We have 
built your roads, harbors, and airfields. We 
have brought you almost unlimited military 
equipment and taught you how to use it. 
We have provided more supplies and set up 
more reserve supplies than your country has 
ever known. We have virtually knocked your 
opposition out. Now that we have put you in 
the saddle, it is up to you to carry on, for 
we have done our part." 

And then we need to come home. 

[Excerpt from CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
Sept. 2, 1968] 

THE "LIBERTY" AND "PuEBLO" INSTANCES 
(Mr. WHITTEN asked and was given per

mission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
Another thing that is most disturbing is 

the ships, the Liberty and the Pueblo. In 
the Liberty instance tl;le message warning 
the Liberty they were in dangerous 
waters and to move first went to the Philip
pines. Message then came back here and was 
filed at Fort Meade, and never reached the 
ship, Liberty. A second message was then 
sent out and went to the ship, Little Rock, 
1n the Mediterranean, and then to Morocco. 
Of course, the ship had been struck before 
any word ever got to it. Human error is al
ways possible-but it seems impossible that 
we have a system where such things could 
happen, and the folks here sending out mes
sages have no way of knowing whether the 
message was received. 

With regard to the Pueblo, the number of 
conflicts or incidents between us or the 
South Koreans and the North Koreans had 
increased some tenfold within 12 months, 
and yet our people, from the hearings, seemed 
to have had no idea that this might indi
cate any greater likelihood of trouble. Ac
cording to the testimony, the North Koreans 
had made numerous passes at the ship to our 
knowledge prior to its being stopped. 

And prior to that, though we knew this 
ship was in, to say the least, dangerous waters 
and unescorted, we had made no arrange
ments through the United Nations to per
mit the South Korean Air Force, 15 minutes 
away, to protect such ship in case of need. 
Of course, earlier we had agreed that the 
South Korean Air Force, which we largely 
finance, would be subject to the orders of 
the United Nations and not to the United 
States. 

All of these things, when coupled with our 
situation in the rest of the world, to me 
mean that we must have a wholesale review 
of not only the war in Vietnam, but of our 
foreign policy generally. 

REVIEW OF INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM NEEDED 

So far as intelligence is concerned, when 
we woke up to the fact that with all of our 
Central Intelligence, the Russians had mis
siles in Cuba before we knew it. Instead of 
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a wholesale reorganization of the Central In
telligence Agency, we seemingly set up in the 
Defense Department an entirely new unit, 
which doutltless cost us billions of dollars, 
called the Defense Intelligence Agency. If 
you will read the hearings in part 4, pages 
400 through 524, you will wonder how we 
have done as well as we have. This Agency 
had all sorts of knowledge of the prepara
tions and movements incident to the Tet 
offensive, but apparently little idea that the 
North Vietnamese woUld strike on a holi
day, which they did. If you will read these 
pages, you will find that when our commit
tee made an investigation, the Defense Intel
ligence Agency had 517 linear feet of raw 
intelligence that had not even been ana
lyzed and that it took an average of about 
8 days for a piece of raw intelligence to be 
completely analyzed. 

You will note that it is said that hot intel
ligence gets quicker handling; but some
place, somehow, it woUld appear that we are 
getting such a huge volume of miscellaneous 
information that present systems seem to 
be breaking down because of numbers and 
agencies and money spent. Certainly some 
remedy should be forthcoming. 

(Excerpts from appropriation hearings, March 
1970] 

MONDAY, MARCH 23,1970. 
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT 

OF DEFENSE 
WITNESSES 

Robert F. Froehlke, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Administration). 

Vice Admiral Harold G. Bowen, Jr., Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence). 

Robert E. Morrison, Executive Assistant, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (In
telligence) . 

Robert I. Curts, Management Analyst, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (In
telligence) . 
RESPONSmiLITIES OF SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR 

INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. MAHoN. The committee will resume its 

hearing. 
Mr. Whitten will Chair the committee. 
Mr. WHITTEN. We are glad to have with us 

this afternoon the Honorable Robert F. 
Froehlke, who is wearing two ha~he As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Administra
tion, and also Special Assistant to the Secre
tary of Defense for Intelligence ... 

Mr. WHITTEN. On August 1, 1969, Secretary 
Laird issued a memorandum ass-igning Mr. 
Froehlke his special duties and outlining his 
responsibilities, which are: 

1. To establish an intelligence resource re
view and decisionmaking process which will 
encompass: 

(a) A mechanism for making comparisons 
and appropriBJte tradeoffs between major in
telligence activities and programs so that 
DOD decisionmakers can select the most ef
ficient and effective system for collecting, 
processing, producing, and disseminating in
telligence. 

(b) A 5-year intelligence resource plan. 
(c) A procedure for identifying and surfac

ing major issues of intelligence resource al
location and management. 

(d) A continuing system for review of in
telligence collection requirements balanced 
against colleotion resources. 

2. To improve intelligence communications 
among DOD agencies and between the De
partment of Defense and other agencies. 

3. To evaluate intelligence organizational 
relationships, roles, and missions. 

4. To review security policies and eliminate 
unnecessary classification and compart
mentation. 

The assignment of this special responsibil
ity followed a review by Mr. Froehlke of the 
management of intelligence operations in the 
Department of Defense during the spring 
and summer of 1969. 

Mr. Secretary, we realize it has been only 
about a year since you began your review o'f 
defense intelligence operations. However, the 
committee was desirous of your appearing to 
discuss with you fust-hand your responsibili
ties and the new organization you are head
ing. 

I believe, Mr. Secretary, that you were 
forewarned of the committee's desires when 
you appeared before the committee for the 
first time on June 23, 1969, in support of the 
budget for secretarial activities for fiscal year 
1970. O'f course, we want to be apprised of 
your opinions on the overall organization of 
intelligence operations in the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. Secretary, we welcome you and your 
associates before the committee. I see you 
have a prepared statement. You may proceed. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 
Mr. FROEHLKE. Thank you very much, Mr. 

Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mittee, I am pleased to have the opportunity 
of appearing before this committee to dis
cuss the 1971 budget es_timates for intelli
gence activities .... 

Mr. Chairman, you read from that assign
ment 'from Secretary Laird in opening the 
session this afternoon. 

Each member of the subcommittee has 
been furnished a copy of this statement and 
of my report. 

My prime responsi.b111ty is to establish a 
way of looking at defense intelligence re
sources which will let us make tradeoffs be
tween major programs to get the most return 
for the least dollars. This involves three re
lated actions. 

First. I must develop an intelligence re
source plan which will lay out, for a 5-year 
period, what we expect to spend on all major 
intelligence programs. This plan must show 
how and why all of the programs fit together 
and why we need the money, people, and 
machines in any part o'f the program. 

Second, I must look at intell1gence re
sources as a whole instead of the previous 
piecemeal approach. Such a review should 
correct previous errors in resource alloca
tion as well as to surface problems so that 
current and future resource decisions are 
made on the best available information on 
the problem. 

Third, I must establish a system for a 
continuous matching of requirements versus 
resources. I am doing this so that intelligence 
activities will not be overtasked, and so that 
the important requirements get the priority 
they deserve. 

My primary responsibility is for resource 
management. . . . 

[Excerpts from appropriations hearings, 
June 1971] 

REORGANIZATION OF INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES 
Mr. WHITTEN. What happened to your as

signment of reorganizing the intelligence 
community? Where did it disappear? 

Mr. FRoEHLKE. When I was appointed to 
this position, the Secretary directed me to 
perform four specific assignments: (1) I 
should look at the management of resources 
and make any improvements necessary to 
make sure the allocation of resources would 
improve; (2) he told me that I should im
prove communications among the Defense 
intelligence agencies, including CIA, and the 
State Department; (3) he told me that I 
should take a look at the organization of the 
intelligence community, and recommend any 
actions that my study would develop; (4) he 
asked me to look at the compartmentation 
and classification situation within Defense 
and come in with any recommendations. He 
did not specifically order me to make a re
organization, unless I thought that was the 
best way to better allocate resources or cor
rect a problem that my study developed. 

Mr. Chairman, may I respond to another 
statement you made? 

ASSIGNMENT OF INTELLIGENCE OFFICERS 
Mr. WHITTEN. Certainly. 
Mr. FROEHLKE. You indicated the possi

bility that I was being taken over. I recognize 
anybody new to Washington runs the risk of 
being taken over by the bureaucracy, the mil
itary, or any oldtime Washingtonian. I also 
recognize that I would be the last one to 
recognize that. 

Mr. WHITTEN. My statement was to some 
degree facetious. 

Mr. FRoEHLKE. I think it is a real danger. 
Mr. WHITTEN. My thought was based on 

having listened to your statement. 
Mr. FROEHLKE. That is a very real danger. 

I do want to point out an important point. 
No one at this head table is an oldtime in
telligence type. I am a manager from civil
ian life, and each one of the officers at the 
table has not been in intelligence--

Mr. WHITTEN. I would not be so proud of 
that. We have had some good people in intel
ligence. 

It does raise an issue of whether we should 
assign people to head intelligent agencies who 
do not know about intelligence. I agreed with 
the Secretary when he brought you in, that 
we needed someone outside to take an ob
jective look at this matter. Now I find that 
your assignment has changed. 

You have so confined yourself and so elim
inated your activities that you have pulled 
yourself in to where your original assign
ment seems to have been lost sight of. You 
are a civilian trained in business and anal
ysis of operations and you were supposed to 
bring to a head the sum total of all of these 
intelligence operations. Now it seems that 
you have fenced yourself around, from your 
own statement, so that the original assign
ment seems to have been lost in the shufile 
somewhere. 

I raise this question that you may give 
tho answer. 

QUESTIONABLE CHANGE IN ASSIGNMENTS 
Mr. FROEHLKE. I do not believe, at least as 

I understood my original direction from the 
Secretary, in August of 1969, that my assign
ment has changed, and that assignment was 
not to move in and operate the various in
telligence agencies, it was specifically to re
main out of the operational area, and to al
locate resources. This was the first and fore
most assignment. 
PERSONNEL CHANGES TO IMPROVE INTELLIGENCE 

ORGANIZATIONS 
Mr. WHITTEN. Just tell us briefly what you 

have done to reorganize intelligence opera
tions to keep another Cuban situation from 
occurring. What have you done about the 
518 linear feet of records that the Defense 
Intelligence Agency had not gotten around 
to reviewing? What have you done to keep 
these and other things from happening 
again? Have you gotten acquainted with the 
various agencies to the point that you are 
now thinking that it was not your job to 
reorganize and coordinate intelligence ac
tivities? 

The more questions I raise, the more 
chance you have to answer. I do not make 
any apologies for raising these questions be
cause I think you have too many cooks in 
the kitchen. Sitting on this side of the table 
you begin to wonder about the intelligence 
community-at least I do. 

When I see these experiences happen to 
the 1ntell1gence community, that rather con
firms my thought that Defense has too 
many cooks. I thought you were going to 
bring these intelligence operations to
gether-maybe I gathered the wrong opinion. 
I will go back and review the hearings but 
I think that was your assignment as you so 
described it to the committee. 

I do not see where you have done anyth1ng 
like tlmt from listening to your staltement. 
Whra.t have you done specifically to coordi
nate and prevent another CUban sltu&tion or 
aa:1.0ther Tet offensive si~uation? Wha.t have 
you done to coordinate these aot1vities? 
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Mr. F'RoEHLKE. No official in the Defense 

Depa-rtment oa.n say he is not concerned and 
has no responsib111ty for the various situa
tions you described, Mr. Oha.irman. However, 
tha.t is not my primary responsib111ty. As to 
the specdfics, I think the one specific that 
I ha.ve dO'Ile that will most insure that thiS 
will not occur is thSJt I have joined in the 
selectdon of Don Bennett as the Director of 
DIA, Admiral Bowen as my Chief Deputy for 
Intelligence, and Admiral Gayler as Director 
of NSA. 

Mr. WHITTEN. You have been serving as 
a personnel offioor. 

PERSONNEL TO SOLVE PROBLEMS 
Mr. F'ROEHLKE. I have assisted in th<alt area. 

I think in the long run, as I indicated in my 
siialtement, and thiS is a platitude, but I firm
ly believe it, people are going to solve the 
pTOblems. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Froehlke, I do not mean 
to be argumenta.ti ve, but again speaking 
from recollection, it was org'3.niza.tion and 
management that you were an expert in. 
You oame from the business world where you 
had analyzed busineSses that were not run
ning right and you knew how to analyze 
them and organize them so they would run 
right. 

Now you tell me what you really had in 
mind was to get people a-nd keep the system 
as it is. You have done a good job of select
ing people but you do not tell me that you 
improved the system. I am quoting your last 
answer. 

Mr. FROEHLKE. Generally, if I have to make 
a. choice, you correctly described my choice. 
I would take people every time over reorgan
ization. 

Mr. WHITTEN. You would not do tha-t if 
Y'Gllr ass.ignment was to study the organiza
tion which I understood you were here to do. 
If that was your assignment, you would not 
neglect your assignmerut to go out and find 
people and keep the same old system. 

Mr. FROEHLKE. I did study the organization 
which was my assignment. As a result of the 
study I recommended that there be no radi
cal change in the orga-nization. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill which 
has the unanimous support of the 
members of ·the subcommittee. It is 
a very important bill because it pro
vides for expenditures for the entire De
fense Establishment of the United States. 
It has always been an important bill but 
I think is particularly important now be
cause of the fact that we are winding 
down the war in Vietnam and are shift
ing gears in matters of defense so that we 
can start to do some of those things that 
we should have been doing back in the 
sixties and the early seventies in order 
to m~ke sure our Nation's strength is 
sufficient for the challenge we face in 
the future-not from the people of 
Southeast Asia-not from the people of 
Europe-but from the Communist world 
which. next to ours, has the most so
phisticated military establishment that 
the world has ever seen. I say next to 
ours-and when I say that I mean only 
today. I do not necessarily mean 2 or 3 
or 4 years from now because as we have 
seen in our hearings, and the record of 
the h '3arings is replete with this--many 
of the best military minds of our coun
try feel that the Russians, and yes, the 
Chinese, are well on the way of catching 
up with us in many vital areas of de
fense. In fact, in some areas they are 
ahead of us today. 

During August I took the opportunity 
which was offered by the recess of the 

Congress to visit the 6th Fleet in the 
Mediterranean. During that time I was 
able to fly out to the aircraft carrier, 
U.S.S. America, to land on the ship, to 
take off later in an EC-2 and to go down 
and see firsthand some of the ships that 
the Russians have in the Mediterranean. 

I was enabled to have briefings which 
compared the ships we face against the 
ships that we have and believe me it does 
not leave one very complacent to have 
such a briefing as that and to see the 
ships of the Russian Fleet in the Medi
terranean literally bristling with arma
ment. They have the most sophisticated 
and newest types on the line now, and 
they are building many more ships than 
the ones that I saw-many more ships 
than we are. 

Under the waves of the Mediterranean 
and under the waves of the oceans of 
the world there is a Russian submarine 
fleet, much of it nuclear powered, which 
is second only to our own submarine 
fleet. 

This is the reason why many of us 
felt that the DLGN nuclear frigate 
which was in the budget originally 
should have been funded. We would have 
gone ahead and appropriated $14 mil
lion which would have allowed the Navy 
Department to procure long leadtime 
items for this frigate. 

We are now constructing three nuclear 
frigates. It is true it is an expensive ship. 
But they are very capable ships. And 
when you sail across the ocean as my 
good friend the gentleman from Penn
sylvania pointed out in the Committee on 
Appropriations and you have a nuclea;r 
aircraft carrier you need not three nu
clear frigates as escorts-you need four
one on each corner. It is going to be 
necessary for us to provide these frigates 
and many of us hoped we could begin 
with this bill. 

However, be that as it may, we have 
gone ahead with the shipbuilding pro
gram and it is our hope that in the years 
to come we will be able to accelerate this 
building program so that we can have a 
Navy in the future which will continue 
to be second to none. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. DENNIS. The gentleman in the 
well mentioned a moment ago that he 
would like to have spent another $14 mil
lion for a frigate. I am much inclined, 
from what has been said, to agree with 
the gentleman. I was looking at page 
40 of the report, where I noticed that 
we have a provision for some $24 million 
for public affairs, public relations, and 
public information activities of the serv
ices. I am just wondering whether that 
might not be a soft spot, or whether 
there might be other soft spots where 
we could pick up $14 million and put it in 
a frigate or something that would do us 
some good and give us some muscle. 

Mr. RHODES. I certainly compliment 
my good friend from Indiana's vigilance 
in trying to find soft spots in the budget. 
However, I would point out to my good 
friend that in the middle of page 40 there 
is a table on expenditures for public 
affairs, which indicates that in fiscal 1972 
we will be spending some $17 million less 

for public affairs than we did in fiscal 
1970, which I think the gentleman would 
agree shows a healthy trend. 

Mr. DENNIS. I certainly agree with the 
gentleman--

Mr. RHODES. However, there are cer
tain requirements for the delivery of in
formation to the media and to the people 
of the country which the Department of 
Defense is expected to perform. I say 
to my friend it would not be possible, in 
my opinion at least, to cut the appropria
tion earmarked "public affairs" any fur
ther. 

Mr. DENNIS. Well, the gentleman may 
be quite right. I certainly feel that you 
are going in the right direction. 

I just cannot help but remember a lit
tle trip I took, and I know many of us 
have taken trips. I took one with the Air 
Force which was a very instructive trip, 
and I know it was valuable to me and all 
those on it, but I have always wondered 
why we had to fly in a luxury plane, stop 
at the plush hotels and have a brigadier 
general shepherd us around, when we 
could have stopped at the BOQ and have 
ridden on a regular bomber and have 
gotten the same job done. 

Of course, I went where the Air Force 
took me, as anybody else would, but I 
would have been just as satisfied if they 
had taken me where I used to live, to 
the BOQ, instead of to the Broadmoor; 
and if we would do that, and if we would 
add it up, it would save a good deal of 
money. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, let me 
compare a few figures that we have on 
this bill as compared with others. In the 
first place, let us talk about manpower. 
The manpower situation is that we will 
drop one and one-quarter million people 
since 1968. This is a definite reduction 
in manpower since the Vietnamese war 
was begun to be wound down. 

Many people have talked about the 
Vietnamese war dividend, and I have 
heard people ask "Where it is?" Here we 
are winding down a war which used 
to cost $30 billion a year which now costs 
somewhere between $5 and $8 billion. 
People say "Where is the dividend? 
Where has it gone?" 

Here is where it has gone. These :fig
ures are given in 1964 dollars, and they 
represent the Department of Defense ap
propriation for every year since then. 
For 1964, in 1964 dollars, the Depart
ment of Defense spent $50.8 billion; in 
1965, it went down to $45.3 billion; in 
1966, it went to $51.2 billion; in 1967, it 
went to $61.7 billion; in 1968, it went 
up to $68.4 billion; in 1969, it was 
$65.4 billion; in 1970, it went down to 
$59.4 billion; and in 1971, it was $53.2 
billion; and in 1972, in 1964 dollars, this 
budget we are asked to approve today 
would cost $49.8 billion. 

This is in comparison with the $76 bil
lion, in 1972 dollars, which is in this bill, 
which means that the number pro
vided in this bill is $27 billion in ex
cess of the number of dollars which 
would be required in 1964 dollars. So in 
many respects our dividend from the 
Vietnamese war has gone to inflation. 

Let me mention some more figures. In 
fiscal year 1964 military basic pay and 
related items cost $8.4 billion, but the 
cost of the 1964 program in fiscal year 
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1972 dollars would have been $15.6 
billion. 

The civilian payroll was $7.3 billion in 
1964 dollars. It was $11.8 billion in 1972 
dollars. The military payroll was $8.4 
billion in 1964 dollars and would have 
been $15.6 billion in 1972 dollars, the 
total for the fiscal year 1964 military 
outlay was $50.8 billion in 1964 dollars, 
and after the inflation factor of 49.2 per
cent, it would have been $75.8 billion in 
1972 dollars. 

Let me give another figure which is 
rather interesting. In fiscal year 1968, 
at the height of the Vietnamese conflict, 
we were spending on defense $99.920 bil
lion in 1972 dollars. In other words, for 
the 78.027 billion we spent on defense in 
1968, if that amount had been spent in 
1972 dollars, it would have been $99.920, 
almost $100 billion. 

Now, compared to that expenditure for 
fiscal year 1968, the fiscal year 1972 
budget, of course, in 1972 dollars, is $76 
billion. So, since 1968, there has been 
already a dividend of $23 billion in 1972 
dollars from the wind down of the Viet
namese war. 

Where has it gone? Let me give some 
other figures. Nondefense spending since 
1967 has gone up $67 billion. Since 1964 
it has gone up $90 billion. Compare this, 
if you will, with the fact that defense 
expenditures are down very considerably. 

Applying the inflationary factor of 
49.2 percent, that still is an increase of 
nondefense spending of $45 billion since 
1964, even in 1964 dollars. So, Mr. Chair
man, it is very easy to see what has hap
pended to the Vietnam dividend. It has 
gone to inflation, and to very substantial 
increases in nondefense spending. 

There will not be any possibility, in 
my opinion, of having anything more in 
the way of a meaningful Vietnam divi
dend until several things happen. One 
of them of course, would be the suc
cessful c~mpletion of the SALT talks, if 
that is possible to do. Another would be 
the completion of some sort of arms 
limitation treaty beyond SALT. 

But this is wishful thinking at the 
present time. In this fiscal year of 1972, 
the care with which we all must approach 
the responsibility which we have of de
fending this country dictates, Mr. Chair
man, that this bill be passed without se
rious amendment and that we proceed 
from there to go ahead to provide for 
the defense of this country. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Fifty-six Members are present, not a 
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 

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

Abbitt 
Alexander 
Blackburn 
Buchanan 
Bymes, Wis. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Celler 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 

(Roll No. 393] 
Clay Eilberg 
Conyers Findley 
Corman Flowers 
Derwinski Fraser 
Diggs Fulton, Tenn. 
Dowdy Fuqua 
Downing Giaimo 
Dulski Gibbons 
Edwards, Calif. Goodling 
Edwards, La. Gray 

Halpern Link 
Hanna McClure 
Hansen, Idaho McKevitt 
Hastings McKinney 
Hebert Macdonald, 
Hillis Mass. 
Horton Mathias, Calif. 
Jarman Mikva 
Kastenmeier Mills, Ark. 
Kuykendall Po:tf 
Landrum Preyer, N.C. 
Leggett Rees 

Reid, N.Y. 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Rosenthal 
Scheuer 
Sebellus 
Steed 
Taylor 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wright 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill H.R. 11731, and finding it
self without a quorum, he had directed 
the roll to be called, when 367 Members 
responded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the point of 

order of no quorum was made, the gen
tleman from Alabama <Mr. ANDREWS) 
had been recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this bill 
making appropriations for the Defense 
Department for 1972 and totaling ap
proximately $71 billion. The Committee 
held extensive hearings and built up 
about seven volumes of testimony and 
went into all phases of the Defense De
partment very thoroughly. I think we 
have brought a good bill to the Members, 
as good as could have been expected. 

I am disappointed in certain areas of 
the bill naturally. I have been here a 
long time and I have never seen a bill 
that met my satisfaction in every respect. 
One thing that disturbs me about this 
bill is the lack of sUPport for our Navy. 
Our Navy has been sadly neglected for 
the last 15 years, and as a result tllis 
afternoon we might have a Navy second 
to the Soviet Navy-and naval experts 
will tell you that. 

Russia, on the other hand, has had 
a phenomenal buildup in its navy, in 
its surface ships. I do not believe there 
is any question but that they are way 
ahead of our Navy in all respects except 
that of the carrier. For some reason, 
known only to themselves, they have not 
placed emphasis on carriers and, so far 
as we know, they have no carriers. 

Within the next 2 years we will have 
in the water, in operation, three nuclear 
powered aircraft carriers. The Enterprise 
is now in the water; the others are the 
Nimitz and the Eisenhower. 

We have funded to date seven frigates 
to be used by those carriers to make up 
task forces. A nuclear powered carrier, 
to be effective and to be safe, must have 
four frigates, one on each comer. 

We have already appropriated $50 
million for an eighth frigate, which would 
give us a total of eight frigates, which 
would take care of two of those carriers. 

In this bill before us today there is no 
money for that eighth frigate. The $50 
million heretofore appropriated has been 
rescinded, and there is no lead item 
money for the eighth frigate. 

They tell us that a carrier without 
those four frigates, figuratively speaking. 

is about like a man buying a new suit 
of clothes and having no shoes. 

I hope that the Senate will see fit to 
put money in the bill-$14.6 million
long lead item for the eighth frigate. 
I had hoped to see $14 million in this bill 
to continue purchasing lead items for 
that eighth frigate. And when we get the 
eighth frigate and get the third can-ier, 
we still will need four additional frigates. 
It is just that simple, four frigates for 
each carrier. 

I have been told by knowledgeable 
naval people that if we had an en
counter in the Mediterranean between 
our 6th Fleet and the Russian fleet to
day the issue would be in doubt. It is 
doubtful whether we could represent our 
interests and protect ourselves with that 
6th Fleet. 

Eighty percent of the ships in our fleet 
are more than 20 years old, many of them 
over 25 years of age, and 20 years is the 
life expectancy of a ship. On the other 
hand, 80 percent of the ships in the Rus
sian fleet today are less than 10 years old. 

"It's later than you think." 
Now we are reaching what we all hope 

and pray to be the end of the war in 
Southeast Asia. 

Our troops are being withdrawn on 
schedule and at a fast pace. That natu
rally reduces the cost of the war as re
flected in this bill. I have not approved of 
the way the President prosecuted this 
war. However, I have supported him. I 
have not voted for the Mansfield amend
ment or any amendment of that type, and 
there will be one offered here which is 
comparable to the Mansfield amendment 
before this bill is completed. The thing 
which worries me and which frightens me 
is the future of our prisoners of war. If 
we cannot get a return of those prisoners 
while we are strong in Vietnam, I wonder 
how effective our pieas will be for the re
turn of them when we get down to the 
point of real weakness in South Vietnam. 

A lady called me last Sunday after
noon. She is one of the finest ladies in my 
district. She was not emotionally upset; 
she was not crying, but she was broken
hearted. Her son had been a prisoner of 
war for 6 years-6 long years-and she 
asked me: 

Congressman, why have you not voted for 
the Mansfield amendment? 

She thought that that amendment 
would return the prisoners of war and 
end the war. She said: 

I will tell you, the House did not lack but 
12 votes of passing it. I am surprised that you 
did not vote for it. 

Well, that was a hard question to an
swer, I tried to assure her that the Pres
ident was doing all in his power to get 
those prisoners returned. I expressed to 
her the hope that he knew more than I 
did about What was going on; and I hope 
and pray that he does and I hope and 
pray that he has some plans to get the 
return of those prisoners. I would hope 
that he would tell the American people as 
much as he can about those plans. As far 
as I know, there is nothing concrete that 
you can put your finger on. There is 
nothing that you can tell these broken
hearted parents. 

You are going to have an opportunity 
to vote on an amendment here today that 
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will make you think that if you adopt that funds basis and $28 billion on the unified 
amendment those prisoners will be re- budget basis. It knows full well that our 
turned and this war will come to a quick Government cannot control inflation on 
end. The chairman gave me a letter a long term basis unless Federal receipts 
signed by the national coordinator of an begin to match more closely Federal 
organization in that field. spending. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the g·en- The President's budget for fiscal year 
tleman has expired. 1972 recommended $73,543,829,000. The 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the - committee recommends $71,048,013,000 
distinguished gentleman from Alabama 2 in new appropriations, which represents 
additional minutes. a decrease of $2,495,816,000 below the es-

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Here is timates of which $535,000,000 is offset by 
what she said. I will not read the letter, transfers. 
because I do not have the time, but I hope The sum recommended by the commit
each one of you gets a copy of it. She tee is $1,467,311,750 above the corre
said categorically that her organization, sponding appropriations enacted for 
which is the National League for Families fiscal year 1971. 
of American Prisoners Missing in South- The net reductions recommended in 
east Asia, that she hopes you will vote the new appropriations requested in the 
against this so-called Boland amend- bill total roughly 3 percent of the esti
ment. I have my thoughts about how this mates. Of the sum requested, 97 percent 
war should have been prosecuted from is recommended for appropriation. 
the time it first started. I said from the In taking its action, the committee 
well of this House many times over ape- feels that the amounts recommended for 
riod of 7 or 8 years that had I been run- appropriation will be, first of all, suffi
ning that show, I would have given the cient to provide our Nation with adequate 
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong 30 military strength in fiscal year 1972 and, 
days to get out of there and, if not, I secondly, will give us the necessary base 
would have knocked them out with the for carrying this strength forward into 
Air Force. You never could have won that subsequent fiscal years. 
war down there on the ground. This was We realized that reductions had to be 
a guerrilla type of war, and every expert made, and I believe that the committee 
in the world will tell you that in that kind acted wisely and cautiously in this re
of war you cannot hope to win unless you spect. Those reductions that have been 
have a superiority of 10 to 1. made can be accommodated without 

I am happy to see the action wound denying programs essential to the basic 
down in Southeast Asia. I hope the Pres- military strength of our Nation. 
ident will keep the Air Force stationed We are attempting to provide an in
there, however, so that we can get that crease in military strength through the 
job done and stop fooling around about improvement of management practices 
these prisoners of war. and procedures in the Department of 

I am going to offer another suggestion Defense. 
t~ the President: A~ter we get our tr~ops The appropriation of funds recom
Withdrawn b.ut still have a sufficient mended in this bill should provide for 
n':lmber o~ Air ~orce people over there, increased readiness, as well as the mod
With sufficient aircraft and bombs, let us ernization of hardware and equipment iil 
serve notice and quit playing around 
with them, to either bring those prison
ers of war down t..o the DMZ and release 
them to us on a date certain, or we are 
going to blast them off the face of this 
earth. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the only way I 
see we can get those prisoners back. 

Mr. Chairman, these are difficult times 
for our Nation. We know that we must 
maintain a high level of military 
strength to insure our national survival. 

At the same time, we know that our 
economy is racked by a crippling infla
tion, fueled by runaway spending by our 
own Federal Government. 

Our national debt is staggering, having 
increased rapidly in the last few years, 
and we are assured that such increases 
will continue. 

The dollar is taking a beating all over 
the world, and that means that our de
fense dollar buys far less than it did a 
few years ago. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee faces a dif
ficult task in providing sufficient funds to 
keep our defenses strong, while at the 
same time making certain that unneces
sary budgetary items were not included, 
thereby providing a measure of relief for 
our infia tion ills. 

The committee knows full well that 
deficit estimates for this fiscal year are 
approximately $35 billion on a Federal 

many areas. 
The action of the committee should 

reduce budgeted outlays by about $1 bil
lion in fiscal year 1972. 

In the consideration of this bill or any 
other bill which deals with the military 
might of the United States, we would all 
do well to realize that the Soviet Union, 
despite its participati·on in the strategic 
arms limitation talks, is building up 
militarily. 

We cannot sit on our hands, while a 
power with the might of the Sovie.t Un
ion, dedicated to our destruction and 
world domination, grows into an unstop
pable military menace. 

We must be certain that our own forces 
are adequate to discourage any attack 
based on a Soviet miscalculation of weak
ness on the part of the United States. 

The committee, in its consideration of 
this bill, certainly realized the threat 
posed by the Soviet Union, and decided 
rightly that Soviet actions alone would 
prevent our making any drastic reduc
tions in our defense budget at the pres
ent time. 

While the budget did not request any 
additional strategic bombers or strategic 
missiles, the budget does provide for 
improvements in our strategic forces 
through use of the multiwarhead Posei
don sea-based missiles and the upgrad
ing of our Minuteman force. 

The fiscal year 1972 budget, and the 
appropriations recommended in this bill, 
represent increases over the previous fis
cal year, even though our active partici
pation in military operations in the Viet
nam war has decreased. 

This $1.5 billion increase is due in part 
to high defense costs, which are affected 
by inflation just like anything else, and 
to the desire to continue ongoing pro
grams and installations in order to pro
vide jobs. 

The committee has reported a good 
bill. Extensive hearings have been held 
on budget requests, so much so that nine 
volumes of hearings have been printed, 
totaling 7,590 pages. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin <Mr. DAvrs). 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I share the pride that other mem
bers of this subcommittee have expressed 
in this bill and the report that accom
panies it. 

I suppose that there is not any one of 
us who could say fairly that this bill is 
exactly the way that he would have pre
pared it, but I do ask you to consider the 
fact that this is a product of good pre
hearing work, of exhaustive and yet se
lective emphasis in our hearings, and the 
acceptance of the responsibility by the 
members of the subcommittee. 

Oh, I know that you have probably 
heard from some of your colleagues that 
this bill is t.oo big, that it is $1.5 billion 
over last year's bill, and the inference is 
that we were rubberstamps for the Pen
tagon. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we must give 
proper weight to the advice of the man
agers of our national defense. 

If the members of the committee will 
read th e report-and it is a detailed re
port-! think they will be convinced that 
we have not been afraid to apply our 
judgment to the recommendations which 
have come to us. You will find this judg
ment in many instances involving heavy 
responsibility, but responsibility falls on 
the shoulders of those who are able to 
carry it. I think we have carried that 
responsibility. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been a matter of 
concern to all of us that increasing 
dollars are buying less and less of the
hardware of defense. I suppose there is 
validity to the argument that is made 
that it just does not make sense to de
velop a new weapons program unless we 
are to have the best. The sophistication 
of defense and the ever-increasing cost 
of new systems are indeed expensive. Re
flecting our concern in some cases we 
have discontinued programs, significant 
programs, programs that in many in
stances would have increased the de
fense capability of our country. It is 
always something of a gamble for which 
we must take the responsibility when we 
discontinue a program with instructions 
to develop systems that are less sophisti
cated and less costly, but this in several 
instances we have done. 

As another example of applying our 
judgment, contrary to recommendations 
that were made, I would direct your ~t~ 
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tention to pages 62 and 63 of our report 
in which we deal with the matter of the 
use of private shipyards in order to main
tain the conversion, alteration, overhaul, 
and repair capabilities of the private 
shipyards of this country. We were 
tempted to take some arbitrary action in 
this regard to reflect the picture of a 
constant descending percentage of such 
work being done in the private yards. 

But we chose the r<>ute of the language 
in the report to attempt to bring this 
matter forcibly to the attention of those 
who have this administrative responsi
bility. 

In this, as in other areas, we did resist 
the temptation to take the bull by the 
horns, and instead by persuasion and 
information to indicate, forcibly, action 
to be taken by those in charge of the day
to-day administration, and in some cases 
the legislative committees. 

On pages 11 and 12, for instance, you 
will find a discussion of the proliferation 
of generals, colonels, admirals, and cap
tains in the armed services of our 
country. 

Frankly, because we had directed the 
attention of the people in the Defense 
Department to this problem a year ago, 
with no apparent results, I had personal
ly favored a direct limitation being writ
ten in the defense bill, but in deference 
to the opinions of my colleagues I did 
settle for the language which appears on 
pages 11 and 12 of the report. 

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

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. The House of 
Representatives, in the Congress of the 
United States, is fixed by law at 435 
Members, no matter how big the country 
gets. Why can we not insist upon the 
same thing for the general officers in 
the armed services? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I think the 
problem there is tha.t while the total per
sonnel, unlike the personnel of this House 
of Representatives, which is constant, 
the total personnel of our armed serv
ices are going down and down but the 
number of people in the higher ranks 
are g<>ing up and up, and I think this is 
a very serious problem. 

I think that, unless, having twice called 
it to their attention now, the Committee 

· on Armed Services, and of the personnel 
people in the Pentagon, if they do not 
take some constructive, direct action in 
the course of this current fiscal year, the 
time will then come when we will have 
to take some direct action by way of a 
limitation in an appropriation bill. 

I do not favor that procedure, but I 
think that, failing in persuasion we will 
have to t ake that kind of direct action. 

Then on pages 4 7 and 48 of the report, 
you will :find a discussion of the projec
tions of the cost of our retired military 
personnel. We hear discussion currently 
about recomputation of those benefits. If 
you will look on page 48 and look at the 
bottom figure in the lower right in the 
report, you will see a projected cost with 
the recomputation in the year 2000 of in 
excess of $43 billion. We simply cannot 
carry that kind of a load in the defense 
appropriation bill which is in essence not 
productive of the defense of this country. 

I think that if the Committee on Armed 
Services is going to give serious consid
eration to increasing the retired service 
benefits, they owe it to us to bring to us 
a contributory system so that the net cost 
to this Government will not reach that 
kind of figure, which will run 60 percent 
of the current defense costs of our coun
try as of this year. 

Yes, this is a $71 billion bill, and yet 
less and less of these annual appropria
tions are providing for the hardware of 
our defense. Certainly Congress must 
weigh carefully the dollar impact of the 
actions which are taken which will in
crease the cost of our defense, and will 
not directly increase the competence of 
the defense of our country. 

This bill with its $71 billion does not 
include pay raises which will take ef
fect sometime during the fiscal year. 

It does not include the recomputation 
for the retirement which is currently be
ing considered. And in spite of the great 
improvements that we have seen in re
cent years it probably does not ade
quately reflect the acceleration of costs 
on the many long-term items-the ac
celeration during the interim years of 
construction or the costs of modifica
tions and modernizations as new tech
nological advances are made. 

Mr. Chairman, in summary this bill 
has been well considered. The decisions 
were carefully and responsibly made, and 
it ought not to be weakened by unselec
tive reductions or confused by extraneous 
amendments. 

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

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am happy 
to yield to my friend, the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I hope I am not asking a question that 
has already been answered. But did the . 
gentleman say that funding of the pay 
raise that went into effect just the other 
day is or is not contained in this bill? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It is not in
cluded in this bill, in accordance with 
the usual practice. 

Mr. GROSS. And the pay increase for 
the military connected with the Federal 
employees' pay bill, that would become 
effective next July 1, unless it is again 
postponed-and whtch would have be
come effective on January 1-no pro
vision for that is made in this bill either; 
is that correct? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. GROSS. How will Congress fund 
either of those pay increases if not in 
this bill? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It would be 
through a supplemental appropriation 
bill. But I suspect maybe some part of it 
may be absorbed-but I would have to 
estimate that the best part of it would 
have to be separately appropriated in the 
supplemental bill. 

Mr. GROSS. And by the supplemental 
appropriation bill the gentleman means 
the catchall supplemental that will be 
acted upon before this session of the 
Congress adjourns sine die? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I would doubt 
thart. But I would guess it would probably 
be in a supplemental bill next year. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

to the distinguished gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. HUNGATE) . 

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill comes to the floor against a back
ground of increasing support in the 
Nation and in this House for setting a 
withdrawal deadline subject to release 
of American prisoners. 

Since July the Harris polls have re
ported that a majority of the public con
cludes that the President has not told the 
American people the complete truth 
about the war. Fifty-five percent of the 
public are opposed to leaving even 50,-
000 noncombatant troops. Fifty-seven 
percent oppose continuing to use bombers 
and helicopters. Seventy percent object 
to sending $1 billion a year in military 
aid to the South Vietnamese. Sixty-five 
percent now think it is "morally wrong" 
for the United States to be fighting in 
Vietnam. 

The President continues to talk not 
only of a Vietnam settlement but of an 
Indochina peace embracing Cambodia 
and Laos. The bait he offers is a pull
ba.ck from the entire area including U.S. 
Air Forces in Thailand. Meanwhile, from 
Vietnam, come television pictures of sol
diers who resent anyone saying, as the 
President did on November 12, that only a 
few casualties now are occurring. 

The Prisoners of War/Missing in Ac
tion Families for Immediate Release 
Committee fully supports the view that 
a termination date must be established. 

The $71.05 billion provided in the bill 
for fiscal year 1971 represents a signifi
cant increase in defense spending at a 
time when many expect defense expendi
tures to be heading in the other direc
tion. Despite net reductions in appro
priations for military personnel of al
most $1 billion from last year's bill, the 
bill this year is almost $1.5 billion over 
the $69.58 billion appropriated from flS
cal year 1971. 

The upturn results from increases over 
last year's appropriations for new 
weapons systems totaling $2.85 billion
$2.16 billion in procurement and $693 
million in R. & D. The Appropriations 
Committee in its report says there is a 
desire to stimulate the economy and help 
relieve unemployment through increased 
defense expenditures. If Federal expendi
tures are to reduce unemployment why 
not spend on water resources and en
vironmental improvement, rather than 
on "think tanks" and "dummy drives"? 

The bill proposes abolition of the serv
ice quota system for recruitment of low
IQ personnel into the Armed Forces. 
Did you realize before that we had such 
a policy of seeking low IQ recruits for the 
armed services? Can you believe it? 

The Appropriations Committee levied 
a number of cuts at various "outside" 
think tanks funded by DOD, and a num
ber of social science research projects 
being conducted by the Army. The com
mittee cut $1.8 million from $7.4 million 
requested for the Research Analysis 
Corp., $2.1 million from $8.6 million re
quested for the Center for Naval Analy
sis, $3 million from $11 million requested 
for the Rand Corp., $2.5 million from 
$11 million requested for the Institute 
for Defense Analysis, and deleted en
tirely $5.7 million requested for the In-
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stitute of the Individual Soldier. Re
quests totalling $18.4 million for various 
Army social science projects were cut a 
total of $4.9 million. Did you realize this 
was going on? Can you believe it? 

The committee also noted the prolifer
ation of colonels, admirals, and generals 
in the services, pointing out that there 
are more three- and four-star generals 
and admirals in uniform now than at 
the height of World War II, when there 
were 12 million men in uniform. 

Did you realize this? Can you believe 
it? Have we not made enough defense 
mistakes on the side of high and waste
ful spending? Is it time to demand more 
e:fficiency and economy? 

Is it not true, as the organization of 
POW /MIA's and others assert that the 
only remaining interest in Vietnam is 
the release of our POW's, and the Oc
tober election travesty has consigned to 
hist01ry the proposition that we are in 
Vietnam to assure self -determination for 
the people of South Vietnam? They 
argue that only by setting a withdrawal 
deadline can we secure the release of 
the POW's. 

The Boland amendment would pro
hibit use of funds for military opera
tions in Indochina only after U.S. 
prisoners are returned. In the absence 
of Executive willingness to establish a 
deadline, does Congress not have a clear 
responsibility to do so in light of the 
overwhelming desire on the part of the 
country for such a deadline? 

After every major war in recent his
tory, defense expenditures have gone 
down. The committee bill instead con
tains $1.5 billion in increases over last 
year. I say "no." 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Boland and Aspin amendments and if 
necessary to oppose this bill. Krogers 
urges consumers to "live better for less", 
let us have the Defense Department try 
it. 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York 
(Mr. ADDABBO). 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 11731, the Department of 
Defense appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1972. As a member of the House Commit
tee on Appropriations and its Defense 
Appropriation Subcommittee, I am satis
fied that the committee has carefully 
scrutinized the budget requests of this 
administration and has made reasonable 
and responsible reductions in those re
quests. The bill before the House today 
would appropriate $71,048,013,000 or over 
3 percent less than requested for fiscal 
year 1972. 

Major areas of reduction include a 
50,000-man force reduction mandated 
under the draft laws, reductions in the 
Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile program, 
and elimination of duplication in mili
tary intelligence operations. I believe 
these reductions are consistent with 
sound national security requirements. 
Having previously supported elimination 
of the draft and having voted against the 
Safeguard program, I am pleased with 
these actions by the Appropriations Com
mittee. 

Perhaps further cuts could have been 
made but it is important to note that dur
ing the past 4 years, the Congress at the 

recommendation of the Appropriations 
Committee has reduced Defense Depart
ment appropriations by the sum of $15 
billion. \Vith the gradual slowdown of 
U.S. military involvement in Vietnam this 
has reduced the mill tary budget from 
more than $83 billion to the level recom
mended to the House today. This is true 
even though there has been tremendous 
inflation in cost of materials and we have 
authorized military pay increases of more 
than $17 billion, salaries making up 60 
percent of defense spending. It should 
also be pointed out that a goodly portion 
of the dollars for materiel is for arma
ments to be delivered years hence. So to 
a great extent we must anticipate future 
needs and possibilities. 

This trend toward reduction in defense 
spending has been approved by Congress, 
partially in response to the need for more 
careful appraisal of the necessity for 
such spending. It has in my opinion been 
a most responsible and well considered 
action. I want to commend the commit
tee and especially the staff for their work 
and outstanding report. 

Two areas of both national interest as 
well as concern to my constituents are 
covered under this legislation. The first 
relates to drug abuse in the military and 
efforts to control this alarming problem. 
The legislation before the House con
tains no cuts in requests for drug abuse 
programs, an indication that the com
mittee feels quite strongly that firm and 
effective steps must be taken to treat and 
rehabilitate those servicemen who have 
become addicted. I was pleased to partic
ipate in hearings on this subject earlier 
this year and. to have supported full fund
ing for these important programs. A spe
cial budget amendment has been ap
proved appropriating more than $34 mil
lion for identifying and treating those 
servicemen addicted to heroin. In addi
tion the bill appropriates more than $13.8 
million for military personnel to support 
the drug abuse control programs. 

Of particular importance to residents 
of the Queens, N.Y., area is the statement 
of the Appropriations Commi-ttee in op
position to the proposed closing of the 
obstetrical department at St. Alban's 
Naval Hospital. The proposed shutdown 
would create a hardship for naval person
nel and their families in our area and 
I am quite pleased that the committee 
has stated that it "expects the NaVY De
partment to carry out its obligations to 
provide continued full medical services 
at the St. Alban's Naval Hospital, New 
York, including an obstetrical depart
ment.''-Committee report, page 63. 

Finally Mr. Chairman, I want to again 
express my complete support for an 
amendment to be offered by our dis
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BoLAND) to prohibit 
the use of these funds for any U.S. mili
tary operations in Indochina subject to 
the release of U.S. prisoners of war and 
no later than June 1, 1972. I have sup
ported similar amendments in the past, 
Mr. Chairman, and I am convinced that 
Congress must exert this kind of pres
sw·e in order to assure that our military 
role in Indochina will be brought to a 
close. The American people have been 
frustrated time and time again by signs 
that our role might be brought to a con-

elusion. The tragic loss of life in Indo
china and the loss of spirit at home have 
been too costly to consider prolonging 
our announced withdrawal. This estab
lishment of a date for withdrawal and 
a clear statement of our policy on this 
issue can lead to a real negotiated end 
to the war and the release or our pris
oners. We have been in South Vietnam 
for 10 years, they have had their elec
tions, it is time for South Vietnam to 
assume their role and responsibility. 
There are funds included for their Viet
namization program. 

The amendment to the defense ap
propriation bill will also protect us 
against further expansion or relocation 
of our military role by prohibiting use 
of funds for a military role in Cambodia 
and Laos as well as North or South Viet
nam. Surely we can unite behind such 
an amendment with its assurance against 
future Vietnams. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and to vote for the defense 
appropriation bill of 1972. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RoBISON). 

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I gave the Boland end-the
war amendment my most careful con
sideration last week on Thursday, when 
our full committee met to mark up this 
appropriations bill. 

And I was one of that majority of 31 
to 15 that voted, then. to defeat it. 

Now, in all candor, that particular 
vote gave me some trouble. For I have 
held to the position for some years now
beginning back in the time when to do so 
was not as politically popular as it now 
is--that our overinvolvement in the 
tangled affairs of the people of South 
Vietnam was a tragic mistake. And I 
have also, both persistently and consist
ently, and both by my votes and public 
statements, deplored the fact that the 
Congress--which, under our Constitu
tion, is supposed to at least share with 
the President the responsibility for shap
ing this Nation's foreign policy-has, 
since its adoption of the ill-fated 
Tonkin Gulf resolution, found itself 
incapable of expressing itself in any de
finitive sense relative to the manner and 
method of correcting that mistake. 

Again, with all candor, those votes 
and public statements on my part have 
not always been appreciated by either 
the majority of my colleagues, nor by our 
leadership, on this--the Republican
side of our center aisle. However, I have 
found it difficult-indeed, impossible-to 
declare that a war which I thought was 
engaged in by our Nation for the wrong 
reasons, with the wrong methods and in 
the wrong place, under a Democratic 
President, had somehow become right 
when carried on by a Republican Presi
dent. 

Naturally enough, I have appreciated 
and applauded President Nixon's efforts 
to wind down that war; albeit with such 
a degree of gradualism that it has been 
difficult for me to conceal my impatience. 
But whatever else can be said, it is surely 
true that the President has successfully 
reversed the trend of instinctive escala
tion which was part and parcel of the 
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policy he inherited almost 3 years ago. 
Americans no longer argue whether or 
not we should be fighting a ground war in 
Southeast Asia; they argue instead about 
the timing and the totality of our with
drawal-and there is an important dif
ference. 

However, the questions still facing us 
are crucial. They involve the advisability 
of retaining in Vietnam a residual force 
of several thousand troops for protec
tion of U.S. facilities and logistical sup
port of the Saigon Government. They in
volve the wisdom-and the morality-of 
continued widespread bombing attacks 
in both Vietnams, Laos, and Cambodia. 
They involve the negotiating posture of 
the United States in Paris. They involve 
our efforts to get our prisoners-of-war 
back home. 

And finally-and no less importantly
they involve the role of Congress in the 
months ahead in sharing with the Presi
dent some of the many decisions which 
must be made in these areas of concern. 
It is this role that we turn to once again 
today, perhaps with an overbearing sense 
of deja vu. For it was only a few months 
ago-in consideration of the Military 
Procurement Authorization bill-that we 
entertained what became known as the 
Nedzi-Whalen amendment, calling for 
an end to American involvement in 
Southeast Asia by December 31, 1971. 
That amendment was similar in intent 
to the Boland amendment at present, al
though its effectiveness was question
able due to the legislative vehicle to 
which it was attached. 

I did not vote for the Nedzi-Whalen 
amendment. Instead, as some of you may 
recall, I offered a substitute for the 
amendment that would have conditioned 
any application of a ''cut off" date upon 
the happening, prior to April 30, 1972, 
of two related events: the arrangement 
of a cease-fire; and the consummation 
of an agreement for the identification 
and exchange of prisoners of war. 

It was my feeling that such congres
sional language would not unduly ham
string the President, but would instead 
encourage negotiations; and I believed 
then, as I believe now, that this war can 
only be brought to an end for all the 
parties involved through negotiations. 

Merely ending our involvement in the 
war does not necessarily mean that fruit
ful negotiations will take place; even less 
does it mean that the fighting and 
carnage will cease for the peoples of 
Southeast Asia. Thus, I felt the proper 
role of Congress was to "lean a little" on 
the Pres-ident--to say, in effect, "we want 
you to seriously negotiate, and if you 
think setting a tentative deadline date 
for American withdrawal is helpful, we 
want you to set such a date." But my 
substitute amendment did not force upon 
the President an arbitrary deadline date 
without requiring some concessions from 
the other side-and hence, I felt it a 
better vehicle for expressing congres
sional sentiment. 

Well, my substitute was defeated; and 
then, the Nedzi-Whalen amendment was 
defeated as well. Since then there has 
been no apparent breakthrough on the 
negotiating front. However. also since 
then, this Congress has expressed its 

sentiment that we should completely 
withdraw from combat in Southeast Asia 
as soon as we can negotiate the release 
of our prisoners-of-war. The conferees' 
compromise on each of the so-called 
Mansfield amendments was a clear signal 
to the President of our desire for an end 
to this war through negotiations, and he 
has accepted that signal. This is as it 
should be, for as the Christian Science 
Monitor editorialized yesterday: 

Ultimately, of course, any settlement in 
Vietnam must be a political one. It is now 
just a matter of finding the correct com
bination of carrot-and-stick techniques that 
will satisfy both sides. We can only hope the 
numbers oome up soon. 

Of course, we also have to bear in mind 
the fact that, in their original form in 
the other body, the Mansfield amend
ments came dov..n hard on setting a "date 
certain" for our total withdrawal from 
the Indochina theater, first as the "sense 
of Congress" and then, later, as being 
"the policy of the United States," though 
the effectiveness of this was questionable, 
again considering the vehicle used. 

Finally, as we also know, the conferees 
reverted back to "the earliest practicable 
date" approach, and that is the language 
the President now has before him as a 
provision in the Military Procurement 
Act of 1971. The President has not yet 
signed that bill, so far as I know, but it 
is assumed he will do so with whatever 
degree of stated reluctance. 

With this backdrop, we now have be
fore us the Boland amendment which, 
in effect, sets for the President next 
June 1 as that earliest practicable date 
for total U.S. withdrawal. Its sponsors 
argue Congress must now take this ini
tiative because the President refuses to 
establish any such terminal date-and 
then they further argue, along lines we 
have heard before, that this simple act 
is the ''magic key" that will unlock and 
swing wide open the door that has so far 
barred either meaningful negotiations 
or the identification and release of those 
Americans held prisoners of war. 

I wish I could be as sure as those spon
sors that the scenario they have prepared 
will be played out as easily and as ex
actly as they envision it. But it can be 
argued just as persuasively that the es
tablishment of such a deadline-through 
cut-and-dried congressional action
would give the other side even more of a 
reason tp be intransigent. It is this fear 
that prevents me from supporting the 
Boland amendment--no matter how 
much superficial appeal it has to those 
of us who are sick of this war, and sick 
over what it has done to our country over 
the past 6 years. 

What, then, do I think Congress should 
do? I could answer that question with 
more confidence if I knew what was in 
Richard Nixon's mind. But, since I do 
not, I can only work on the basis of what 
would be in my mind, were I in his shoes. 

If that were the case-and I am grate
ful it is not--I would now be bending 
my every effort toward negotiating a 
larger settlement of this areawide con
flict than merely total U.S. disengage
ment. But, at the same time-and this 
is a crucial point-! would be using 
for all they were worth the final acts of 

our disengagement to buy the best bar
gain I could. As essential elements of that 
bargain, I would want the identification 
and return or' all Americans held any
where in any Southeast Asian prison 
camp, and I would want the arrange
ments for this worked out and tied down 
before I anted up my last chip. 

I would also want to work out a larger 
Indochina settlement than just one get
ting us out of South Vietnam. We owe the 
people of South Vietnam-after all the 
anguish and bloodshed we have helped 
put them through-m0re than a mere 
wave of farewell from our last troopship 
as it pulls out of Saigon harbor. And we 
also owe the people of Cambodia and Laos 
at least one last effort at ending all of the 
Indochina fighting-not just American 
participation therein-for these people 
h -ave already endured far, far too much 
suffering. 

Then, t oo, I would be thinking ahead 
about the practical side of all this for my 
own people. I would know-without con
stantly needing to be reminded of it-
how tired my people were of this con
flict and how desperately they want tQ> 
be shed of it. And I would fully under
stand why many of these same people
after accepting the simple lesson we have 
all learned from Vietnam to the effect 
that there are limits to what is possible 
and limits to what is truly in our nationai 
interest--now want no part, or as small 
a part as possible, of the world outside our 
own boundaries. So, understanding all 
that, I would want that wider settlement 
of this whole Indochina conflict so that 
I would not feel compelled to ask these 
people, in the years ahead, to support 
programs of indirect military assistance 
for those Southeast Asian nations still 
being subjected to externally supported 
aggression. 

And I would be looking forward to my 
forthcoming visits to both Moscow and 
Peking because, rightly or wrongly, they 
both had "client states" in the same area 
too, and maybe-just maybe-they 
shared with me the desire to somehow 
neutralize the area again, but to do it 
right this time, so that we could all three 
of us look to other interests. I would 
have to look in those directions, be
cause I could see little, or no hope of 
any meaningful breakthrough on the 
negotiating fronts in either Paris or 
Hanoi. 

And, as I thought about all this I 
would realize that I did not have mt,{ch 
left to dicker with. With my troop 
strength dwindling fast toward a resid
ual force of some sort--and remember 
that, if the troop withdrawal rate re
mains next year at its newly announced 
level, we will be down to only about 45 -
000 men in Vietnam by next June !_:.I 
would recognize the fact that about 
20,000 of those men would be assigned 
to logistics, handling the military sup
plies I would hope to be still authorized 
to send to South Vietnam and protecting-
my supply bases, while the rest would be 
CI·ewing, maintaining, and supporting my 
remaining helicopter fleet, or assigned to
perhaps three tactical air squadrons and, 
maybe, four artillery battalions, all held 
in reserve to give the South Vietnamese 
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military units emergency assistance, 
should they need it. Beyond these forces, 
I could probably have a few advisers out 
in the field with those South Vietnamese 
military units. 

But, that would be it-and what it all 
would mean was that the American com
bat role in Vietnam was at an end and 
could not, given the force of public opin
ion here at home, again be revived. 

Thus, the only real bone I would have 
in the enemy throat would be the ~on
tinued maintenance of even this small a 
residual force, my determination to con
tinue to provide South Vietnam, Laos, 
and Cambodia with military supplies so 
long as Congress permitted and they 
continued to need it, plus, of course, my 
threat to go on using my strategic bomber 
force from bases in Thailand or else
where for purposes of harassing the en
emy in his base areas and interdicting 
his supply routes. 

As to this latter item, I hope I would 
realize-from my own instincts as well 
as from such studies as the recent Cor
nell University indepth look at "The 
Air War in Indochina"-that my use of 
this kind of aerial firepower was not only 
very costly but also largely ineffective, 
and quite likely counterproductive from 
a politico-military viewpoint. Thus, I 
would hope I would want to stop it-or 
at least cut it back sharply-just as soon 
as possible, but I would want something 
in return for doing so. 

And all these items would be my store 
of bargaining chips, at both Moscow and 
Peking-admittedly, not very many, but 
now I have to make do with what I have 
left if I am to make one last try at getting 
that larger settlement. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, to get back to the 
situation at hand, what would our adop
tion of the Boland amendment, in its 
present form, do to those bargaining 
chips? In attempting to answer, I rec
ognize the fact that when it comes to say
ing anything about Vietnam these days, 
"Truth is in the eye of the beholder"
since, for every truth about Vietnam, 
there is an opposing truth. 

But, at least in my judgment, our 
adoption of the Boland amendment would 
wipe those chips off the board. Put an
other way, the Boland amendment would 
knock the props out from under the 
President as the only negotiator we have 
for purposes of producing an acceptable 
settlement of this tragic con:fiict. 

The amendment's author said to me, 
the other day, that all his amendment 
does is "keep the President's feet to the 
fire." I've been doing that, too, in my own 
way, with my recent votes, including 
those for the Mansfield amendments. 
But this is not the Mansfield amend
ment in either variation thereof. Nor, 
even if it were, can it properly be al
leged-despite claims to the contrary
that the President has actually yet re
fused to set that date certain. Instead, 
this effort is an outright congressional 
mandate to end this war for the United 
States regardless of the nature and man
ner of its ending. 

As such, it puts the President's feet 

into the fire-rather than holding them 
to it-and thus threatens to destroy 
whatever bargaining leverage he has left 
for use at either Moscow or Peking. 

I do not argue that Congress cannot 
take this ultimate step. Of course, we 
can-and it would indeed be an "historic 
action" as the amendments sponsbrs put 
it. But I do argue that for us to take any 
such action now--out of our own rising 
tides of impatience and in response to 
ow· constituents' manifest frustrations
would be a most irresponsible and, from 
the longer ranged viewpoint, quite prob
ably a counterproductive action, as well 
as one damaging to the prospects for 
world peace. 

\-Ve have-after a long journey and 
much backing and filling-just com
pleted the task of finding a consensus as 
to the "policy of the United States" for 
terminating this war, and for the recov
ery of those held prisoner therein, at 
the earliest practicable date, and in the 
doing thereof we have urged the Presi
dent, in his capacity as negotiator, toes
tablish a final date for our total with
drawal from Indochina. As soon as he 
signs the Military Procurement bill this 
will be the established foreign policy of 
ow· Nation insofar as the same relates to 
Indochina. 

Let us now, then, give that same Presi
dent the opportunity, along with the 
needed flexibility, for effectuating that 
policy by voting down the Boland 
amendment. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire <Mr. WYMAN). 

Mr. WYM..-'\N. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, it is an honor 
for me to be associated with the distin
guished members of the Defense Appro
priations Subcommittee, many of whom 
have served on that committee, as the 
gentleman from Ohio has pointed out, 
for decades. Their experience is vast, 
their responsibility is great, and the re
marks that I make here in the course of 
this general debate this afternoon are 
made with a sense of deep humility as I 
have been a member of the Defense Sub
committee for but 1¥2 years. I shall con
fine my comments chiefly to basics and 
not to details. 

Our distinguished chairman's <Mr. 
MAHoN) conscientious devotion to duty 
is paralleled by that of Mr. MINSHALL, 
Mr. RHODES, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Alabama, Mr. SIKES, Mr. FLOOD, Mr. AD
DABBO, and Mr. McFALL whose labors are 
reflected in eight thick volumes of sub
committee hearings for fiscal year 1972 
alone. 

In this single appropriations bill we 
have before us almost half of the budget 
of this country. In this appropriation 
more than half is for salaries, for pay 
and allowances of personnel. This is 52 
percent at the present time. I am con
cerned about this, Mr. Chairman, be
cause we are talking now about imple
menting an all-volunteer Army. 

The experts tell us that if we have a 
volunteer Army, the cost of personnel in 
the military budget will go to 69 percent 

while the Soviet Union spends only 20 
percent. I think we need to remember 
that Rome also hired itself an army, 
and when it started hiring itself an army 
and its young men turned to material 
things and material pleasures and left 
the fi~hting for Rome to the hired hands, 
that 1s when the Roman Empire crum
bled. We could well take that fact to 
heart today, because in a very real sense 
the state of American defenses as re
flected in this bill that is before us now 
is not good. And I say this with all due 
respect to the optimistic assurances of 
our learned and capable Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. Laird. ' 

The Soviet Union is ahead of us in 
missilery. It is ahead of us in known 
numbers of missiles. It has a substantial 
number of huge SS-9's with supermega
tonnage warhead capabilities ready for 
delivery. We have Minuteman with a 
much smaller warhead, a lesser overall 
number in holes in the ground in thi~ 
country, the exact locations of which are 
undoubtedly already bracketed by the 
Soviet Union. 

A lot of money has been spent on an 
anti-ballistic-missile system. We talk 
about this as a means of having some 
leverage to persuade the Soviet Union 
in the SALT talks at Helsinki to make 
some concessions. Maybe we will mu
tually agree that we will not have an 
ABM system. Maybe there will be pro
vision for inspection. There must. 

But this is mostly a delusion because 
for both sides the eyes of an ABM system 
are above ground-the radar-and any 
substantial megatonnage warhead ex
ploded in the atmosphere above the 
United States or the Soviet Union by a 
missile which would not be intercepted 
would incapacitate that radar and effec~ 
tively destroy the capability of any ABM 
system including what the Soviets have 
around Moscow. 

This vulnerability to a knockout nu
clear blow in the atmosphere is a matter 
of ~ommon knowledge. It is not classified. 
It IS perfectly obvious even to the un
expert; and yet we are and have been 
spending billions in this direction for a 
surface ABM. I have grave questions 
about the value of this because the true 
retaliatory capability we have in terms of 
a deterrent to persuade those who might 
be inclined to commit aggression is in our 
nuclear-powered, missila-carrying un
dersea vessels. It is in our submarines 
our Polaris and Poseidon conversions' 
with their ability to hit a designated tar~ 
get from far out under the sea and with 
their MIRV capability to scatter from 
differing angles. 

And yet we know that the Polaris mis
sile boats and even the Poseidon missile 
boats are limited in terms of range. 
Poseidon has a little bit greater range 
than Polaris, but either can only oper
ate from certain parts of the world to 
be able to hit certain parts of the world 
from the ocean, which confines their 
available ocean range and increases their 
vulnerability to detection. The Yankee 
class submarines being built by the Soviet 
Union, as reported in Jane's Fighting 
Ships, are adding nuclear missile carry-
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ing and attack submarines to the Soviet 
fleet resulting in a growing lessening of 
our present thin advantage in weap
onry being built up under the seas. 

Yet when we look to the Air Force, 
even there we find no new bombers any 
where near production. We even find it 
suggested in the other body that the B-1 
bomber ought to be deferred and delayed. 

There are continuing huge cost over
runs, even with respect to planes funded 
in the present bill. 

Mr. Chairman, what is really happen
ing in defense procurement for our Na
tion is that America is pricing itself out 
of a defensive capability. We are paying 
more for what we are getting for our 
defense dollar than any other nation of 
the world. We are getting less and less 
per dollar invested. I do not know what it 
will take in order to restore a certain 
amount of verve to those who work with
in and for our Defense Establishment, so 
we can get our costs down, but somehow 
we must arrive at a system in relation to 
the defense of this country in which 
personnelwise we will have many less 
personnel in our Air Force and Army and 
Navy who will be provided with fewer 
but superior weapons. 

We have to think about our mount
ing procurement and personnel costs and 
how the system under which we have 
been and are operating has become tre
mendously expensive, leading to huge 
cost overruns, often resulting from sub
stantial underbidding by contractors who 
later make it up by cost overruns. We 
should turn to prototype production and 
then have an in-house clearing out of 
cost overruns in the Defense Establish
ment itself by tightening up our con
tract provisions. 

Also somewhere along the line we must 
develop in this country a cruise missile 
capability comparable to that which the 
Soviet Union has at the present time. 
We are alarmingly late with this as well 
as remarkably disingenuous. 

Mr. Chairman, this Nation must build 
up its defense capabilities. We must stay 
so strong in America that no other na
tion of the world dare attack us. We are 
not doing this now. Unless we keep 
America strong enough militarily to 
deter attack upon us, everything will go 
down the drain. 

Renewed appeals to revise priorities 
in spending are almost always at the 
expense of defense dollars. They are the 
largest controllable amount of dollars 
in the Federal budget--those in the de
fense budget. At a time when the Soviet 
capabilities are demonstrably being in
creased in almost every field, from mis
siles to ships to submarines, we need to 
spend more in defense of this country, 
not less. 

Of course, waste is to be eliminated 
and cost overruns must be checked, and 
defense procurement costs must be ad
justed downward, but the sad truth is 
that more billions of dollars are needed 
for defense of the United States at this 
hour and not less. We should be build
ing five times as many naval vessels and 
twice as many submarines. The United 
States should be much further along 
than it is in the Navy's deep long-range 
submarine program, ULMS which should 
be sharPlY accelerated. All of this is in 

the name of survival. It is a reality. It 
is for our survival as a free nation with 
our people living free from totalitarian
ism and the terror that is still the af
:ftiction of private life under communism. 

Most alarming in the U.S. overall de
fense posture is the deplorable status of 
the U.S. Navy. The latest edition of the 
authoritative Jane's Fighting Ships 
credits the Soviet Union with superPower 
status in terms of its naval vessels in
being and rates the U.S. Navy as inferior 
at the present time, with the situation 
steadily worsening. Even after reducing 
the fleet to a 700-ship level, most of those 
remaining are at least 20 years old and 
many date back to World War II. Few 
modem replacements have been author
ized and fewer are actually on the ways. 
The Soviet Union, however, is presently 
expanding its new and efficient navy at 
three times the rate of the United States. 
At the same time, the Soviets are con
structing additional shipyards to fur
ther accelerate their naval expansion. 
As with tactical aircraft and missiles, the 
Soviets have taken the lead in the oceans 
of the world and are making every effort 
to increase their lead. 

The disquieting Soviet military advan
tage coincides with a rise in isolationism 
and antimilitary feeling in this country 
which is based on the naive belief that 
even defensive weapons, rather than the 
aggressive designs of men and nations, 
are the true causes of war. This is simply 
not so. In the rush to satisfy domestic 
priorities such as exist in no other nation, 
the damage to our defense capabilities is 
appalling. We cannot put the cart before 
the horse. It is impossible for this Nation 
to advance the principles upon which it 
is founded without first assuring free
dom from outside aggression. Often for
gotten is that in the last analysis, it is 
the American people who stand to lose a 
200-year experiment in freedom-an ex
periment in which the well-being of the 
individual has risen to heights never 
before equaled. We, as representatives of 
the American people, cannot afford to 
fail in our responsibilities to provide an 
adequate national defense. 

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

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

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, I compliment the gentleman from 
New Hampshire on a very interesting 
statement the gentleman has made. 

Can the gentleman give us any idea 
of what this would cost in appropria
tions, and if not, can the gentleman even 
tell us where we can cut elsewhere to 
balance the increases? 

Mr. WYMAN. I would say it would be a 
$3 billion increase in the coming fiscal 
year. After that it would depend upon 
the services requests and demonstrated 
need. We should make countervailing 
decreases chiefly in the costs of person
nel, in my judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make a 
few observations now on the subject of 
a proposed cutoff date for military costs 
in Vietnam. There has been a great deal 
of talk about this here today. The gentle
man from Alabama referred to it, and 
there has beeL. wide discussion that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts will offer 

an amendment to this bill to place a 
deadline in the so-called existing Mans
field amendment which is now the law 
and attach it to the appropriations bill 
by way of a limitation. 

We all want out of Vietnam-yesterday 
for that matter. But there is a right way 
and a wrong way out. We must have 
assurance of protection of our reduced 
forces there to the last man. We must 
have our prisoners returned and ac
counted for beforehand-or there is 
little chance we will ever get them back. 

President Nixon is taking us out of 
Vietnam. He is taking us out of Vietnam 
responsibly. He has us down under 200,-
000 troops. We will be down to fewer than 
50,000 by next summer. And those will 
be support troops, not combat troops. 

But the minute we put a deadline into 
the bill, a cutoff date-and I believe it 
important the American people realize 
this--then we deliberately cut the ground 
out from under the security of our men 
in the field, whether they are support or 
combat troops, because if the amend
ment to stop all the expenditure of funds 
passes, it would make it unlawful to pay 
the salaries, to supply the training, to do 
the things necessary to keep a fighting 
team in the field. No guns, no ammuni
tion, no funds, no food-all while the 
enemy attacks. How silly can you get in 
the haste to get out of a tragic involve
ment of a prior administration. Should 
funds be required by law to be cut off at 
a certain date, without an assured cap
ability for the protection of our troops 
as they are withdrawn, then obviously 
we may imperil the lives of tens of thou
sands of Americans who will still be over 
there. 

By that very act we would stop the 
pay for training Vietnamese who are here 
being trained by us to operate the su
perior technological equipment we pro
vided over there. We want them to be 
risking their lives to defend their na
tional integrity as distinguished from 
having American boys risking theirs over 
there. 

A required deadline would tie the 
hands of the President. I believe it would 
be a great mistake. 

As the gentleman from Alabama said, 
what is our President going to negotiate 
with, if the Congress of the United States 
directs: 

Whether or not you get the prisoners back 
there w111 be no more money for this war by 
June 1, 1972? 

This is a very serious consequence. It 
should be remembered that the Mansfield 
amendment is now law at the present 
time, which states the policy of the 
United States to get out just as soon as 
we honorably and responsibly can do so. 
And the President of the United States is 
doing this. He has been doing it ever 
since he beca.me President as he pledged 
to do to the American people. President 
Nixon is keeping his word. The Mans
field amendment merely reflects what the 
President is and has been doing all along, 
without it. 

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

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from illinois. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman overlooks 
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the negotiations that have been taking 
place in Paris, where the negotiators for 
the other side have indicated that if a 
definite date is set for the U.S. troops 
to be withdrawn from Indochina, ar
rangements can be made for the return 
of our prisoners of war. And I assume 
that negotiations can finally get on a 
level which will bring the hostilities in 
Vietnam to a close. 

Mr. WYMAN. I would observe to the 
gentleman that I suspect, without know
ing it, that the rather dismal proposi
tion has been already presented to the 
other side at Paris to the effect that "If 
you give us our prisoners back we will 
get out by a certain date," and I suspect 
it has been rejected. I say dismal because 
unless South Vietnam can defend itself 
50,000 American lives have been lost in 
vain. 

I cannot see having a bill passed by 
the Congress that cuts off money and 
support for the Vietnamization program, 
cuts off the capability of defending the 
men who are still there, and aggravates 
a potential prisoner situation by not re
quiring that we have the prisoners in 
hand beforehand. 

If one has looked at all to the proposal 
suggested to be amended to this bill 
later on today or tomorrow, as the case 
might be, one will find there is no explicit 
condition precedent that we should have 
the prisoners in hand beforehand. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WYMAN. I yield further. 
Mr. YATES. The gentleman knows I 

am one of the sponsors of the so-called 
Boland amendment, and I signed the 
separate views that appear in the report 
on this bill. It was explained in the com
mittee that the purpose of the amend
ment is to implement the so-called 
Mansfield amendment, and the Mans
field amendment establishes as one of 
its conditions that the prisoners of war 
shall be retmned before our troops are 
withdrawn from Vietnam. 

Mr. WYMAN. I have to respectfully 
differ with the gentleman. I say that 
the condition in the so-called Mansfield 
amendment which was supposed to have 
insisted on that, or which allegedly con
tained that, by its terms is not that 
explicit. 

From what I have seen in the way of 
the proposition suggested by the gentle
man from Massachusetts-it may not be 
that way when actually offered-it does 
not expressly require as a condition pre
cedent that the prisoners shall have been 
returned to us first, before the cutoff 
date becomes effective. 

I say to the gentleman, while I cer
tainly respect his right to file such views 
as he may wish, I read from the addi
tional views, page 127 of the committee 
report: 

The reason for this is clear and simple
the Executive Branch refuses to establish a 
termination date for getting our military 
forces out of Indochina. 

I would like to observe, as a member of 
the Defense Appropriations Subcommit
tee, that I think the integrity and relia
bility and responsibility and good faith 
of the military personnel and the civilian 
part of the military who testified before 
us cannot be seriously questioned. 

CXVII--2613-Part 32 

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield the gentleman 
5 additional minutes. 

Mr. WYMAN. All of them have testified 
before us that it is contrary to the best 
interests of the security of the United 
States and contrary to the best interests 
of getting our prisoners back and ac
counted for who are over there and con
trary to the best interests of getting us 
disengaged in Vietnam and Southeast 
Asia permanently to have a cutoff date 
announced to the enemy in advance. I 
think it would be a great mistake for this 
Congress, with all due respect to the 
views of the gentleman from Tilinois, to 
insist on such a cutoff date and publish
ing it to the world. 

Mr. SIKES. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentleman 

from Florida. 
Mr. SIKES. I think the gentleman 

made a very able statement on this per
plexing and troublesome problem. May I 
point out in support of his position that 
what is proposed here is a unilateral ac
tion on our part, with not a scintilla of 
evidence from any reliable source in the 
North Vietnamese Government or their 
negotiators in Paris that they would 
honor such action on our part. 

Mr. WYMAN. I agree with the gen
tleman. 

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. WYMAN. I cannot yield to the gen
tleman any further at this time. 

Mr. RHODES. Will the gentleman yield 
briefly? 

Mr. WYMAN. Yes. I yield to the gen
tleman, briefly. 

Mr. RHODES. As the gentleman from 
Florida said, the probability is the fact 
that this very proposal has been made in 
Paris many times and has been turned 
down. 

Mr. WYMAN. That is correct. It is my 
understanding. I wish it could be an
nounced officially to the American peo
ple, however. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us, I am sure, the 
gentlewoman from New York, the gentle
man from Illinois, all of us, are concerned 
about America's strength, not just in a 
military sense but in what you might call 
a character sense. We realize that what is 
needed here is a renewal of our dedica
tion to flag and country, to honor and 
courage. 

Today in the minds of young people 
and some of the Members of this body 
and in the minds of too many Americans 
there are grave questions about Ameri
can honor and integrity. To a certain ex
tent, unfortunately, this is justly so. Tai
wan wonders right now about American 
honor. The GI's in Vietnam wonder about 
American honor. They were sent over 
there to risk their lives in a war that we 
never fought to win. Israel wonders about 
American honor. We are sending no more 
Phantoms over there while the Soviets 
build up the Egyptians. West Germany 
wonders about American honor. And so 
do I. 

What should we do? I think first we 
should materially increase our defense 
procurement including research, and re
duce the cost of our military personnel. 
Secondly, we should demand weighted 

voting in the United Nations-each na
tion's vote to reflect 25 percent on the 
basis of population and 75 percent on the 
basis of the gross national product
and then insist that the contributions to 
the expenses of the U.N. should be in ac
cordance with each weighted voting 
strength. I think it is important that we 
should make it clear we are going to get 
out of Vietnam, as President Nixon is 
taking us out, with all deliberate speed, 
and that eventually we will get out of 
all of Southeast Asia not only with re
gard to combat troops but with regard to 
support troops as well. And once our pris
oners are back and we are out, then I 
think we should make it very clear to any 
American President, whether Demo
crat or Republican, that there will be 
no future commitment of American per
sonnel to war anywhere in the world 
without a prior declaration of war by 
the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

think the g.entleman made an excellent 
statement today. 

I commend the gentleman particularly 
for pointing out how we have been living 
off the shelf and what we must do in the 
future for the security of this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman being 
from New Hampshire, I would like to ask 
if it is not true that the people in New 
Hampshire will have a primary election 
there on March 7 this coming year--

Mr. WYMAN. Yes. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. And, that is just 

a little more than 3 months from now. 
The President will be making his ac
counting to the New Hampshire people 
for his conduct of this war. This is one 
thing which, in my opinion, we have over
looked when we talk about a date cer
tain for the pullout of our troops. 

Mr. Chairman, there will be 17 pri
mary elections around this country. I say 
that setting a date certain as has been 
suggested as an amendment is not nec
essary. The President knows these pri
maries are to be held and he has told 
the American people he expects to be 
held accountable, and they will hold him 
accountable. He accepts this. Therefore 
restricting the President as has been sug
gested by insisting on a date certain is 
totally unnecessary. 

Mr. WYMAN. I think it would help if 
the people were told more clearly all of 
the things which President Nixon is do
ing and has done in taking us out of 
Vietnam. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I commend the 
gentleman for his statement. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania <Mr. DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, since this 
legislation has in it the procurement of 
a great deal of equipment and ships and 
so forth, all of which would require the 
use of steel, I think it is very interesting 
to present to the House the action taken 
at the U.N., a United Nations bulletin 
which just arrived whicb reads as fol
lows: 

The U.N. General Assembly, with the 
People's Republic of China. casting its first 
vote, called on the United States today to 
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prevent the importation of chrome from 
Rhodesia. 

By a vote of 106 to 2, with 13 abstentions, 
the Assembly expressed "grave concern" at 
Congress' decision last week to permit Amer
icans to import Rhodesian chrome in de
fiance of a security council embargo. 

China voted in favor of the resolution. 
Only Portugal and South Africa opposed it. 
The United States did not take part. 

"We do not participate," said astrona-qt 
Alan B. Shepard, Jr., when the chair reached 
the United States in the rollcall. Shepard is 
a delegate to the 13-week assembly. 

Mr. Chairman, the first vote of the 
Red China delegates gives some idea as 
to how badly the United States wa.s de
feated when our closest friend in the 
U.N. was dumped by these same nations 
who can and will twist Uncle Sam's 
whiskers on every vote. It is beat the 
United States days in the U.N. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say this to you. 
Every pound of steel going into these new 
ships you are going to build, every pound 
of steel going into the armaments you 
a.re going to build and procure requires 
chrome ore. The Japanese and the Rus
sians and every other steelmaking coun
try in the world is procuring Rhodesian 
ore. They were a part of the U.N. em
bargo. But, the audacity of this graup-
U.N.-whom we have nurtured and fed 
since its beginning to condemn the Con
gress of the United States when this was 
the first move it has made in 25 years 
to defend itself against international 
piracy makes me wonder why our dele
gate had not the time or the inclination 
to get up and defend the elected repre
sentatives of the people of the United 
States. 

I want to say to you that brokers in 
the world today, the brokers of chrome 
ore voted to condemn us for importing 
chrome ore. Yet, they are the brokers 
who are buying it from Rhodesia and 
shipping it to the United States. If the 
nations were not bringing Rhodesian ore, 
in violation of the U.N. embargo, Rhode
sia would be shut down. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
minutes to the ~entleman from Florida 
(Mr. SIKES). 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, Defense 
appropriations bills are always extremely 
interesting and important. This is the 
best opportunity presented to Congress 
to exercise oversight and guidance to the 
Nation's Armed Forces in the discharge 
of their great responsibility. A sound 
and adequate defense is essential to the 
security of America. Cost problems make 
this objective increasingly elusive-for 
instance there is the matter of modern
ization. 

Mode1nization, which is dependent 
upon procw·ement, is the key to the fu
ture successes in combat of American 
military forces. Our force levels are con
sistently lower than those of the Com
munists. The numbers of planes, ships, 
tanks, and guns which we have are con
stantly dropping behind the numbers in 
the hands of Communist forces. It does 
not make sense to keep trying to tell 
ourselves that our personnel and our 
weapons are better. Communist weapons 
are as good as any in the world and some 
of them are more modern than ours. It 
is seriously to be doubted that they are 
having the morale and disciplinary 

problems which we are having. I think it 
better to call the shots the way they are 
than to lull ourselves into false security. 

With that background, we must face 
up to the fact that this year's procw·e
ment for new weapons and weapons sys
tems totals $18,185 million. This is $2,156 
million above fiscal year 1971 funds. It 
should be clear that increasing costs, 
including inflation are much more than 
the increase in the appropriations. We 
are not catching up. We are falling fur
ther behind. We must spend more for 
modernization. High prices thus far 
have made it impossible to acquire 
enough new and modern weapons to off
set the growing strength of Soviet and 
other Iron Curtain countries. Wages and 
salaries are a big contributing factor-
50 to 60 percent of the costs of Ameri
can weapons are in this area, contrasted 
to 20 to 25 percent for the Russians. 
They get 2-to-3 times the weapons for a 
dollar that we get. 

I know the facts of life. We are not 
going to cut wages. And we are all aware 
of increasing pressure for additional tax 
moneys for domestic problems. There 
can never be enough money to satisfy 
all the demands, and of course, many 
of the demands are fully legitimate. In 
addition, the American public and the 
Congress are concerned about the 
mounting costs of defense. 

These costs as often as not are head
lined in the newspapers as waste. There 
is always waste when we deal with sums 
as big as defense appropriations, and 
more particularly there are huge cost 
overruns, but a determined effort is being 
made through this committee and others 
and through top officials in the Pentagon 
to keep unnecessary costs as low as pos
sible. Nevertheless, the problem of ob
taining congressional approval for ade
quate defense funds is growing year by 
year. The Russians are watching this and 
they will be tempted to flex their muscles. 
They have had to back down in previous 
confrontations because we possessed 
superiority in weapons. They have not 
forgotten and it rankles them. We no 
longer possess superiority. They know it. 
There may be other confrontations. The 
first time we have to back down will be 
the time when our system of Government 
begins the long, sad march downhill to 
oblivion. These are not idle words. These 
facts must be considered when further 
cuts are proposed. 

Speaking of weapons and moderniza
tion, I have seen a recent statement that 
the French armaments industry is now 
the world's third largest. At any time a 
country with money finds that it cannot 
buy from traditional sources the weap
ons which it needs, France is ready to 
provide them. For instance, the Irish 
Republic, during the Ulster crisis, has 
been unable to turn to Britain, its tradi
tional anns source, for armored cars. The 
French promptly provided 50. They are 
selling tanks to Greece and other coun
tries which want American tanks but find 
them unavailable. They are selling air
craft all over the world, including South 
America, South Africa and Rhodesia. 
Only the United States and Russia pro
duce more weapons. 

The sad part of this commentary is 
that many of the countries which buy 

from France would prefer American 
weapons and equipment. Because of vari
ous commitments which make no sense to 
me, our arms manufacturers are not 
permitted to sell to these nations or our 
State Department says they can not af
ford modern weapons. Neither of these 
is impressive reasoning to the countries 
concerned. They buy from the French. 
The American manufacturer loses the 
business and more and more of our peo
ple in the weapons and aircraft indus
tries become unemployed. This is a very 
important area in which America's in
terests are being neglected. The sale of 
weapons is accompanied by training 
teams and by technicians who have an 
excellent opportunity to assist America's 
objectives abroad. When these techni
cians and training teams are not Amer
ican, they are Russian or French or what
ever nationality, and they are not boost
ing the United States or its objectives 
for peace in the world. 

It will be noted that the committee 
has taken strong action on tanks. For 
years the United States has been seeking 
to develop a new main battle tank. We 
entered into an agreement with the Ger
mans in 1963 for a new tank. Historical
ly, the Germans have been rated the best 
tank people in the world and this seemed 
an excellent opportunity to obtain the 
best tank that could be built. It is hard 
to determine who was at fault, but the 
joint effort failed and it was terminated 
in December 1969. The Germans now are 
building two advanced models of their 
best tank, the Leopard, utilizing some of 
the features proJ)'osed for the joint main 
battle tank such as engine, transmission, 
and suspension system. 

The U.S. Army aJttempted to carry 
on the design begun under the joint 
effort, but as the cost advanced, began 
to cut back on improvements which orig
inally were planned. Estimated costs had 
reached the frightening sum of $850,-
000 per unit. An austere version of the 
main battle tank was projected to cost 
$600,000 per unit. Later estimates indi
cated tnat even the austere version might 
cost as much as a million dollars, and 
there are too many indications that the 
tank would not possess some of the most 
important features needed in a modern 
tank. It contains expensive and compli
cated features and some automatic sys
tems that can be expected to break 
down and require an excessive number 
of trained technicians to keep it in oper
ation. It has an engine of doubtful ca
pacity. It does not have such important 
assets as the ability to fire in motion 
which is possessed by Russian tanks. The 
Russians may well have taken over from 
the Germans the status of the best tank 
people in the world. They have first-class 
tanks. They have three times as many as 
we and our allies. Sixty-five percent of 
our tank force is made up of the old 
M-48's which represent the technology of 
the early 1950's. This is not an encourag
ing picture. 

It is essential that we stop dilly-dally
ing on tanks and get down to the de
velopment of the best tank we can at a 
more reasonable cost. That is what the 
committee is trying to accomplish by 
terminating funds for the main battle 
tank and adding $20 million for a new 
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prototype program. It is possible that 
a very effective tank can be developed by 
improvements upon existing models. We 
know the Israelis were able to take our 
M-48 tanks and by improvements in the 
gun and turret develop a first-class fight
ing weapon. I know of no reason why the 
United States cannot do as well using 
the most modern tanks we have and the 
most advanced techniques now available 
to us. These, of course, are the M-60Al 
and the M-60A1E2. Apparently the 
U.S. tank program needs someone 
who can knock heads together and re
quire results. We do not want to spend 
the decade of the 1970's falling further 
behind the Russians. At the very least, 
we should avoid spending another $200 
million in develapment costs to match 
that already spent in this hitherto non
productive program. 

The Nation must have a better tank 
for the years ahead. The soldier who 
fights on the ground suffers most of the 
casualties in war. A good tank is essen
tial for the success of his operations. 

The Russians are building a new and 
modern fleet with emphasis on heavy sur
face vessels and nuclear-powered sub
marines. They are second only to the 
United States and the majority of their 
ships are much newer than ours. 

Our navy also is confronted with a 
serious threat from Russian cruise mis
sile ships. Many of these are small, fast 
vessels which fire an effective missile we 
are not yet prepared to counter. These 
missiles also are found on major ships 
and submarines. In this, the Russians 
have devised a dangerous answer to 
American sea power. This weapon appar
ently was fully in operation before we 
knew much about its existence. It poses 
a serious threat, particularly to U.S. 
surface vessels and I question that 
sufficient emphasis is being placed on 
countermeasures and on the develop
ment of a similar American capability. 

We hear much about the Russian Fox
bat which is now seen in the skies around 
Israel. It has a ceiling of 80,000 feet and 
a speed of mach 3%. It is the world's 
most advanced aircraft. It is ironical that 
the United States could have had an op
erational aircraft with characteristics 
that are very similar 5 or 6 years ago. The 
House Committee on Appropriations 
funded the F-12, a titanium high-alti
tude mach 3 aircraft, in two successive 
years. The Pentagon refused to produce 
the plane because of excessive costs. I 
saw the prototype and was very much im
pressed with it. A modification of this 
aircraft is the RF-71 which is being pro
duced today for reconnaisance purposes. 

Safeguard funding may be a contro
versial item in this bill. Most of the Safe
guard moneys, including military con
struction, are carried here rather than in 
the military construction bill because of 
delays in authorization. Details will be 
found on pages 15 and 16 of the com
mittee report. It is highly significant that 
the funds for Safeguard will allow con
tinuation of sites near Grand Forks and 
Malmstrom Air Force Bases, and ad
vanced preparation for sites at White
man Air Force Base and Francis E. War
ren Air Force Base. The language in the 
authorizing legislation apparently elimi
nates the possibility of deployment at the 

National Command Authority site near 
Washington, but funds are available 
which may be used for minimum required 
research on protection of the Capital 
area. 

This is in striking contrast to the need 
for 12 sites which once the Pentagon felt 
to be essential if we are to provide rea
sonable protection from a Russian or 
a lesser number for a Chinese missile 
strike and to enable us to launch a 
retaliatory strike. Very probably this 
situation is in part a result of the SALT 
talks. The Russians have been able to 
lull us into a sense of security. This is 
what usually happens when we become 
involved in endless negotiations with 
other powers. We have obtained nothing 
firm from the SALT talks except occa
sional statements from the negotiators 
which express pious hope and help to 
soothe the American public. In the mean
time, the Russians have an antiballistic 
missile capability which they continue to 
improve. 

Every American family that has a 
loved one in uniform is worried about 
drugs and morale problems in the serv
ices. 

A few months ago the American people 
were bombarded by the news media with 
horror stories about widespread use of 
drugs, low morale and serious problems 
of discipline among U.S. Forces. There 
were even instances where U.S. soldiers 
refused to follow orders for combat or 
patrol duty. The worst of these cases 
have been in Vietnam and that is to be 
expected for that is where the fighting 
is and the fighting has in large measure 
been done by men who did not volunteer 
to risk their lives in that far away part 
of the world. Serious problems have also 
been reported in Germany where ex
tremely poor housing has aggravated the 
picture, and to a much lesser extent in 
the United States. 

It has been said many times that an 
Army without discipline is a mob, and 
here, I think, is the basic problem that 
affects our Forces today. The hearings 
will show that I asked many questions 
of military witnesses in an effort to pin
point the real cause of trouble among 
military personnel. Two things were par
ticularly alarming to me. I could not 
assure myself that the top people in the 
Pentagon have a realistic knowledge of 
the problem or its causes. I think many of 
them are too busy with top level problems 
and too far removed from wh8t is hap
pening in the ranks. I was unable to find, 
and this is even more disturbing, that 
a realistic training program is in progress 
for junior officers and noncoms to equip 
them to deal more effectively with morale 
and discipline problems of today's en
listed personnel. 

The young men in military forces to
day are just the same as those of their 
age group in college or in civilians careers 
or on the streets. They are knowledge
able. They do not consider themselves 
bound by customs of earlier generations. 

They are subJected to massive doses 
of propaganda by the malcontents and 
Communist sympathizers and some of 
them believe what they hear and read. 
A majority of them are serving because 
they were drafted. Some are college grad
uates doing work which they consider far 

beneath their capabilities. They have 
been told time after time even by highly 
placed people in the Congress of the 
United States that Vietnam is a waste 
of time and that we should get out now; 
they should not be required to serve any
where against their will. 

It is hard to exercise leadership and 
discipline under these conditions, much 
harder than in other wars. It takes a spe
cial brand of leadership and training. I 
am confident we have the leaders but I 
do not think we have the training to en
able them to obtain the results that are 
required. 

Idleness is a big part of the problem. 
The fighting is almost over in Vietnam. 
Training apparently has not been par
ticularly rigorous anywhere in the world. 
Idle young men in ur..iform are going to 
seek ways to work off steam. Every mili
tary force in history has had its prob
lems of discipline and morale when troops 
are idle. It should not take very long for 
our military leaders to discover how 
these matters were dealt with under ear
lier circumstances in other countries. 

Today's efforts are being directed to
ward an all-volunteer force. Despite all 
the good intentions of the world and a 
very tremendous boost in pay and other 
activities, the effort is probably going to 
fail. America just is not geared to the 
concept of an all-volunteer force, partic
ularly where the Army is concerned. That 
is where the dirty work is done, where 
most of the dying takes place when there 
is combat. 

I have been puzzled by the failure of 
the services to take full advantage of the 
opportunities which they have to obtain 
personnel already on duty or to attract 
others with prior service. For instance, I 
have had many instances called to my at
tention of 20-year men with good service 
records being discouraged from continu
ing for another 10 years on active duty. 
If a man is good enough to make 20 
years, he should have qualifications which 
make him desirable for 30. He has had 
training, usually in several specialties. I 
find also tr..ere are many men with prior 
service who leave the Armed Forces 
thinking to enjoy a better life in civilian 
ranks or whose families were unhappy 
about constant change of station and 
family separation, later they realize that 
they left advantages in the service which 
they do not find on the outside. There 
seems to be a strange reluctance on the 
part of the services to permit these prior· 
servicemen to reenlist. Here again is a 
source of trained men who can rejoin the 
active services with efficiency that a new 
recruit could not possibly offer. 

We in the committee also found in
stances where witnesses complained 
about the difficulty of obtaining an ade-. 
quate number of junior officers or where 
they were not available long enough ro 
permit the best use of their services. This~ 
does not square at all with the fact that 
many of the ROTC graduates who are ob-. 
ligated for 2 years of active duty are, 
permitted to leave the uniformed rankc:; 
after 3 months. It simply does not ap
pear that full use is being made of the 
junior officers who are available in this 
category. I feel that a more realistic ap
praisal of these and similar categories 
is in order. 
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It will be well for the services to give 
much more thought to the problem of re
taining personnel in the regular forces 
and in the reserves if the all-voluntary 
concept fails to produce. Money is not 
going to be sufficient. We have tried that 
time and again. There must be an educa
tional process to bring back to the Ameri
can people a consciousness of the im
portance of military service and ap
preciation for the patriotic motives which 
should be associated with military serv
ice. In that connection, I think it is prop
er to ask what is happening to Amer
ica's appreciation for those who wear or 
have worn their country's uniform, and 
in particular why so little is being said 
and done about the service of those re
turning veterans who fought in Vietnam. 
It has been a tradition in America to dis
play through parades and other public 
events the esteem in which we hold those 
men and women who have served our 
country well and honorably in its fight
ing forces. It is not to our credit that this 
show of appreciation and esteem is now 
being neglected. We must not forget. 
There are forces at work in this country 
which seek to destroy the Nation's faith 
in its Armed Forces. Proper demonstra
tions of appreciation and support will 
help to overcome the difficulty of retain
ing personnel in our peacetime forces in 
the years ahead. 

It is obvious that the principal fight on 
this bill will be in the form of an end-the
war amendment. By some magic the 
proponents expect to bring about an au
tomatic end to our involvement in South
east Asia and free the prisoners of war 
in 6 months. This is not magic, it is 
alchemy, and it is a sad play on the hopes 
and emotions of the families of those 
Americans missing in action and pre
sumed to be prisoners of war. 

Let us consider this rationally. There 
is not the slightest reason to believe that 
the act of specifying a date for U.S. with
drawal would influence North Viet
namese policies toward the prisoners of 
war or toward the conduct of the war it
self. The chances are that having gained 
a date for end of U.S. participation they 
would simply demand further conces
sions-like handing over the Saigon Gov
ernment to the Communists. There is not 
a scintilla of evidence to show any posi
tive commitment by any North Viet
namese official. All that we have are the 
statements of touring Congressmen and 
others who feel that they have received 
assurance from someone, somewhere, 
that an end of war declaration by the 
U.S. Congress will automatically convert 
the North Vietnamese warlords into gam
boling lambs who want to live happily at 
peace with the world forevermore, and 
assure the safe return of nearly 1,500 
missing Americans, most of whom it is 
sad to relate, probably have long since 
been dead. 

No, Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
can serve no useful purpose for the 
United States or the POW's. It can only 
tie the hands of a President who has done 
a remarkably good job in extricating U.S. 
forces from the difficult and complicated 
controversy in Southeast Asia. The 
American military has all but ceased 
ground combat. A few will have to remain 

and let us not go off into the wild blue 
yonder about residual forces. We have 
forces all over the world. It is considered 
essential to the U.S. and free world inter
ests that we follow such a policy. 

We cannot write off Vietnam and 
Southeast Asia and forget them. They 
still are a very important part of the 
world to U.S. and free world interests. 

If we adopt the amendment proposed, 
we tie the President's hands. We free the 
Communists to take advantage of many 
alternatives which now are closed to 
them. The President must have this flex
ibility to carry on to a successful con
clusion our objectives in Vietnam. Re
member that the North Vietnamese ne
gotiators in Paris can end all the uncer
tainty and bring about assurance of peace 
and return of prisoners of war at any ses
sion they wish by a simple statement of 
intent. Yet in all the years of wasted ef
fort by our negotiators in Paris the North 
Vietnamese have not in a single in
stance showed good faith or good in
tentions. Do not play their game here to
day in the U.S. House of Representatives. 

It is up to all of us in Government, 
whether in Congress or in the Pentagon, 
to assure that we make every possible 
effort to obtain the most efficient use of 
the funds that are made available for 
defense. No one enjoys paying the high 
taxes with which we are faced today, but 
the average American believes in an ade
quate defense, supports it, and will not 
complain as long as we can assure him 
that his money is being used carefully 
and wisely and that it will furnish this 
great Nation the degree of national se
curity which it deserves and requires. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. DENNIS). 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman and mem
bers of the committee, I understand that 
it will be suggested that we attach to this 
bill for military appropriations a rider 
specifying substantially that none of the 
money appropriated is to be used for 
the conduct of any military operations in 
Indochina after June 1, 1972. 

There is an old and familiar saying, 
"It's a hell of a way to run a railroad." 
With all due respect to my colleagues 
who sponsor or support this proposed 
amendment, in my judgment this is, in 
truth, "a hell of a way" to determine the 
military program and the foreign policy 
of the United States. 

It is important to remember that we 
are not now deciding whether or not we 
ought to have intervened with troops 
in Vietnam. Neither are we consider
ing-as I agree that we should-ways 
and means which may be devised for a 
greater degree of prior consultation by 
the Executive with the Congress, before 
American troops are again committed to 
military action abroad. 

On the contrary, we are in the midst 
of an ongoing war, which the Com
mander in Chief is engaged in phasing 
out, in accordance with a considered 
plan; and we are at a point, during the 
course of that war, when the Com
mander in Chief is about to enter into 
delicate personal negotiations with the 
heads of state of the principal powers 
which back our current antagonists with 
money, with diplomacy, and with arms. 

Who can tell, at this point-how can 
any Member of this House determine
whether a reasonable and necessary im
plementation of American policy in the 
Orient will or will not require the pres
ence of some residual American forces in 
Vietnam after June 1, 1972? How can we 
possibly determine that such forces will 
be needed there on the 31st of May, and 
will no longer be necessary on the 1st of 
June? As the distinguished chairman, 
Mr. MAHON, said earlier after years of 
effort and the pouring out of blood and 
treasure in Vietnam are we, when the 
war is nearing its end with a measurable 
degree of relative accomplishment and 
success apparently at hand, to throw it 
all away by ill-considered action in this 
body? Since when, I ask the House--since 
when has any sensible approach to state
craft determined that high national 
policy should be decided, war should be 
waged, peace made, and the future should 
be charted by the vote of 435 Members of 
a legislative body, met to pass on an ap
propriation bill? 

Consider, too, the fact that the Presi
dent of the United States is about to 
travel to Peking and to Moscow. Shall we 
send him off to these difficult discussions 
handicapped by a congressional expres
sion of lack of confidence in him and in 
his policies, and crippled by public notice 
to the opposition that the President and 
the Nation will, in any case, be helpless 
to act in any manner, to any degree, and 
anywhere in Indochina after the first day 
of next June? Is this the will of the 
American people? I do not think so; and, 
to me, it is almost incredible, Mr. Chair
man, that such conduct should be seri
ously suggested by responsible repre
sentaJtives of a free republic. 

I urge the defeat of the so-called end
the-war amendment. 

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
frona VVashington. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I can sel
dona remember hearing anyone express 
my own views with such logic, and I want 
to associate myself with the statement 
that the gentleman just made. 

Mr. DENNIS. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement and his contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. FLYNT). 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, once again 
the House of Representatives finds itself 
acting on a defense appropriations bill 
and today finds attached to the report on 
that bill additional views which call for 
an end to the war in Indochina by a date 
certain. I support those additional views. 
My signature appears thereon. 'When the 
amendment is introduced to implement 
those views, I shall support it. I shall vote 
for it and I hope that it will be adopted. 

A few minutes ago one of my good 
friends, who came to Congress about the 
same tinae I did and whose views gener
ally coincide with mine, except on the is
sue of the Vietnam war, and I were dis
cussing the Boland amendment. He 
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chided me for my position in ending the 
war by saying: "There were only five 
Americans killed last week." 

I think that is five too many. If there 
had been only one killed, I would think 
that one is one too many when the deci
sion has already been made and an
noWiced to withdraw our forces from 
Southeast Asia. 

Members of this body have divergent 
views which are poles apart on the sub
ject of the war in Vietnam. Some believe 
that it should be terminated immedi
ately, others apparently believe that it 
should be carried on forever. I do not 
question the motives of any Members of 
this House for the views which he holds. 
One of the most tragic results of this 
whole question of Vietnam is that some 
have come to question the very loyalty of 
those who disagree with them, some
times apparently solely because of their 
disagreement. Some Members are so sure 
of the righteousness of their own views 
on this war that they seek to gag other 
Members, and deny them simple and very 
brief extensions of time in which to ex
press their views. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one bill on which 
I wish there were unlimited debate so 
that every Member could have as much 
time as he desires to bare his conscience 
and his soul and say whatever he desires 
for as long as he desires on the subject 
matter of the amendment which will be 
offered later today by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. BoLAND) and 
of which I am a cosponsor. 

While there are several provisions of 
this bill which some of us would like to 
change by taking away fWlds in some in
stances and adding fWlds in others, we 
are basically of one accord on all of the 
provisions of this bill with the exception 
of the amendment which, if adopted, will 
be renumbered section 745 which reads 
as follows: 

On page 48, after line 7, insert: 
"SEc. 745. In line with national policy as 

set forth in Title VI {the Mansfield Amend
ment) of the Military Procurement Act of 
1971 calling for termination of all U.S. mili
tary operations in Indochina at the earliest 
practicable date and prompt and orderly 
withdrawal of all U.S. military forces at a 
date certain, subject to the release of all 
American prisoners, and notwithstanding any 
other provision in this Act, none of the funds 
appropriated by this Act shall be used to 
finance any military combat or military sup
port operations by U.S. forces in or over 
South Vietnam, North Vietnam, Laos or Cam
bodia, after June 1, 1972." 

In my opinion it is very clear that the 
authors of this amendment have the 
same objective that the President of the 
United States has. That objective is to 
stop all combat roles by U.S. Armed 
Forces in Indochina as soon as possible. 
The President and the Secretary of De
fense have annoWlced that this is the 
policy of the administration. This 
amendment says the same thing except 
it goes a step further and adds the words 
"not later than June 1, 1972." 

Mr. Chairman, I personally-and with 
some experience in military operations-
oppose the policy of gradual withdrawal 
just as strongly as I oppose the policy of 
piecemeal commitment of forces. Any 
student of military history as well as 
those who have been a part of it know 

from such history or experience that 
piecemeal commitment of forces is an 
open invitation to disaster. It violates all 
of the principles of war, tactical and 
strategic, which have guided successful 
military commanders throughout history. 
Gradual withdrawal or piecemeal disen
gagement likewise violates those same 
principles of war. 

Mr. Chairman, I would never have 
adopted or implemented a policy of piece
meal disengagement, but that decision 
was not mine to make. The decision to 
disengage has already been made by the 
decisionmaking authority. The only deci
sion left for me to make is whether I 
want to prolong the process of piecemeal 
disengagement over what could be a pe
riod extending to several years or do it by 
a time certain. The decision for disen
gagement having already been made by 
others, and I have made my decision to 
try to set a date. I want to be a part of 
the decisionmaking process which the 
House of Representatives, the Senate 
concurring, has the constitutional au
thority to make-to set June 1, 1972, as 
the termination date for combat and 
support roles of U.S. forces in Indochina 
and for their total withdrawal, subject to 
the release of all American Prisoners of 
War-prior to that time. The announced 
piecemeal withdrawal of forces invites 
total destruction of the comparatively 
small residual force which remains. 

As long as there is piecemeal dis
engagement and as long as a residual 
force is left in Indochina, there is no ba
sis for negotiation for the release of the 
American prisoners of war held by North 
Vietnam and the Vietcong, unless a re
liable commitment has already been 
made to the President of the United 
States by China that China guarantees 
such release. 

This morning while driving to work, I 
heard on the radio news a statement at
tributed to the President "that General 
Abrams will have to get along with less 
than 90,000 troops, perhaps as few as 
65,000 by next July-1972." Since the 
President is reported to have annoWlced 
that by July 1, 1972, that General Abrams 
will be reduced to 90,000 troops or per
haps as few as 65,000, he has destroyed 
the basis to negotiate for the release of 
our prisoners of war. Unless the Presi
dent already has a reliable commitment 
for the release of American prisoners of 
war, he will have no basis of strength 
upon which to negotiate. If he already 
has such a commitment from China and 
North Vietnam upon which he can rely, 
then there is no further reason for re
taining a residual force in Southeast 
Asia. 

While this may be an oversimplifica
tion of a long and complex subject as far 
as the issue of the release of American 
prisoners of war is concerned, the Presi
dent already has a reliable agreement 
that they will be released or else he is 
denigrating any chance he has to nego
tiate for their release. In either event, he 
might as well stop the war and bring back 
all the U.S. troops. 

Mr. Chairman, the establishment of a 
residual force in Southeast Asia would, 
for all practical purposes, turn back the 
clock to either 1956 or 1961 when we 
adhered to the policy of sending advisers 

to the Army of South Vietnam. That 
policy escalated to a combat role in 
which at one time more than 550,000 
American troops were committed. The 
late Senator Richard B. Russell, of Geor
gia, told President Eisenhower that if 
he sent U.S. troops to serve as advisers 
to the South Vietnamese, he would even
tually have to send 200,000. His presci
ence and his vision were based on his 
long-time service as chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Defense and as chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services. The only 
error contained in his predictions was the 
number of men we would eventually have 
to send. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department of De
fense informs me that 3,155,650 men have 
been committed to Vietnam with more 
than 550,000 committed at a single time. 

Any decision to make a complete with
drawal from Vietnam by a date certain 
will be a traumatic and agonizing ex
perience. I am willing to make such a de
cision because it is to me no more t rau
matic or agonizing than to augment a 
policy of piecemeal disengagement and 
to establish a residual U.S. force in 
Vietnam. 

What would be the purpose of such a 
residual force? Would it be for the sole 
purpose of maintaining the Dictator 
Thieu as the U.S. appointed "President" 
of South Vietnam? If this is the case and 
if events of the next 8 months prove that 
to be the case, I will never again vote for 
an authorization or appropriation bill 
which has funds used to place, maintain, 
or perpetuate in office in a foreign coun
try a dictator who will not permit the 
name of an opposing candidate on the 
ballot. In 1971 there were two major po
tential candidates, General Minh and 
General Ky, each of whom had and has 
a substantial following among the people 
of South Vietnam, possibly as great or 
greater than President Thieu would have 
without the military support of the 
United States. If either of them had re
mained a candidate and had dared to go 
down to the wire in a campaign for Presi
dent against Thieu, he or they would 
probably have suffered the same fate as 
the candidate in the presidential elec
tions of 1966 and who according to last 
reports is still imprisoned like a common 
criminal. 

The statement that the United States 
is in Vietnam at the request of our allies 
is one of the most damnable fictions of 
all time. It may at one time h ave had 
some semblance of validity but for many 
years, and certainly now, the United 
States is committed in Vietnam at the re
quest of nobody except United States
appointed Vietnamese puppets. 

I quote from a letter from an Ameri . 
can soldier to a friend back home in 
which, among other things, he describes 
how newsmen pose shots supposedly 
taken in action in which he says: 

Hell, I've never been so disillusioned with 
our country after my experience over here. 
He continues, however most of my disillu
sionment comes from the sorry ... attitude 
of the Vietnamese people. Especially the edu
cated leaders of this country are so rotten
dirty no-good thieves. They are Communist
haters but all have fat bank accounts in for
eign banks. They deposit every month several 
times their salary in these bank accounts 
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outside the country. In this one area-where 
I was adviser to the [deleted] and also adviser 
in psychological warfare--the U.S. govern
ment (through Vietnamese channels) was 
paying salaries to 338 cadres. The cadres were 
supposed to be pacifying an area five villages 
in size. However there were only about 50--60 
cadres working in the area. So this meant a 
group of about three minor government offi
cials (Vietnamese) were stealing $4,000 per 
month. I reported this but nothing was done. 
I raised so much [flak) about it that they 
transferred me out to a straight combat unit. 
At the same time this was going on, the Viet
namese reports were very rosy and you would 
believe the war was almost won. They said 
that we distributed some 4 million pills and 
treated several thousand villagers when we 
had no medicine at all-it had disappeared 
before it reached us-more likely sold in the 
big cities. They said my battalion (250 men] 
killed or captured 175 Viet Cong. However I 
have seen only two bodies and about eight 
prisoners in all of our actions. Even account
ing for the ones dragged away after they're 
dead by the Viet Cong, I think we killed only 
21. However we lost 50 of our men killed and 
35 wounded and 16 captured. I personally saw 
and helped carry out 25 of our own dead
but they report we lost about 12. But these 
false paper reports satisfy Washington. 

This is typical of many such state
ments which have been related to me by 
numerous American soldiers who have 
returned from Vietnam. Some have said 
that the reports of "body counts" and 
"enemy casualties" have been so ridicu
lously high that some units resorted to 
wanton killing of women and children to 
lend some credibility to these exagger
.ated enemy casualty reports. 

The U.S. policy in Vietnam has totally 
prevented the national plebiscite which 
was promised to the people of Vietnam
North Vietnam and South Vietnam 
.alike-in the Geneva Accords in 1954. If 
this plebiscite had been held, I do not 
know what the result would have been, 
but in my opinion whatever the outcome, 
it would have been far, far better for the 
people of Vietnam, the people of the 
world, and especially the people of the 
United States, if that plebiscite had been 
held and tlie decision made at that time. 
We have artificially imposed our will on 
the people of South Vietnam and are 
trying to impose it on the people of 
North Vietnam. lf anyone seriously 
thinks we can succeed in doing either, 
he is badly mistaken. 

Information which is effectively de
classified because it is now in the public 
domain, states that in one report as far 
back as 1953, the Central Intelligence 
Agency showed an active interest in one 
Ngo Dinh Diem, who at that time was 
not even living in Vietnam, but was 
living in exile. The same report adds: 

This new information makes a monkey of 
the Johnson Administration's claims that we 
have come to t he aid of our allies (in Viet
nam). In reality, we have come to the aid of 
our own unpopular puppets. (New York 
Times, February 12, 1968, Page 9 . ) 

Mr. Chairman, I have never visited 
Vietnam and I sometimes regret that I 
have not done so, if for no other reason 
th9.n to learn firsthand what a farce this 
entire military operation has been. I 
think that if I had gone, I might have 
seen through some of the tactics which 
have been used on many visitors to that 
area of the world. 

One officer described in some detail 

the methods used by the commanders in 
Vietnam and their staffs to inspire a posi
tive attitude ·in visiting dignitaries who 
began flying into Saigon in ever increas
ing numbers "for a closer look at the 
war." 

The same officer says: 
We may not have learned to pa.cify Viet

nam, but the efficiency of the High Com
mand in dealing with visitors is a wonder 
to behold ... Depending on the (visitor's) 
orientation, the first dinner and meeting are 
scheduled for maximum impact. If the 
(visitor) is a potential critic ... the dinner 
and briefings are used as an initial assault 
to break down his resistance . . . The loca
tion of the dinner is determined by the 
(visitor's) rank ... When the entourage 
reaches the briefing room, a well-oiled 
mechanism is brought into play. The vari
ous staff officers spring to attention and 
introductions are made. When the (visitor) 
is seated, the overture begins. 

Because many of the (visitors) are smart 
and tough, and could possibly see through 
the fancy footwork, the briefing takes place 
on the first night. Although it is only 9 P.M., 
in Saigon, it is 3 A.M. or later in the (visi
tor's) physiology. 

The exhausted (visitor), takes in very 
little but is too vain to admit it lat er or too 
embarrassed to ask for another run-through. 
The next morning, still exhausted, he is 
rushed off on a skillfully conducted tour of 
certain battle areas, after which he flies on 
home. 

Mr. Chairman, the foregoing has be
come commonplace during our venture 
into Vietnam. It has become a foray into 
a grandiose attempt to deceive ourselves 
that we are there for a rightous cause, in 
the interests of the United States and 
that our mission is being successfully ac
complished. Nothing could be further 
from reality. Objective future historians 
will undoubtedly record that we were 
not there for a righteous purpose nor for 
the protection of legitimate U.S. inter
ests, that in the end we deceived no one 
and after 16 years of unqualified and un
warranted meddling in the internal af
fairs of an Asian country, our efforts were 
not successful. 

Fifty-five thousand Americans dead, 
over 400,000 wounded and only God 
knows how many prisoners of war and 
missing in action, together with $235 bil
lion in borrowed money expended in a 
futile effort is a horrible price to pay for 
this noble experiment into Asian politics. 
On top of this tangible cost in lives and 
treasure, we have lost face in the Orient 
and prestige throughout the world which 
we may never recover, and have created 
a division among our people greater than 
any time since the period of 1861-65. The 
overall population of this country has 
never supported the war in Vietnam, al
though at times the majority may have 
given lipservice to it. As a result of this 
casual, almost indifferent attitude by 
most of our people, the grief, suffering, 
and hardship not only of our American 
casualties but of their families has vir
tually been ignored with callous indiffer
Ence by most of the population. 

This attitude among most of our peo
ple may be due to in whole or in part to 
the fact that they have never been con
vinced of the rightness of our official posi
tion in Vietnam, or the righteousness of 
our cause, or that this war was in any way 
in the best interests of the United States 
and its people. 

Had the vast body of Americans be
lieved in this war and that it was in our 
national interest, they would have sup
ported it as totally as our people sup
ported our war effort in World War II. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel as if I owe a debt 
to my constituency which I can never 
repay, as well as an apology which I can 
never adequately make for not having 
adopted this very posture against the 
Vietnam war 7 years ago. I came very 
close to taking the same position which I 
take today on September 30, 1964, when 
I said: 

I sincerely believe that we need revision 
of our Foreign Policy in which we clearly 
announce that policy and make it a policy of 
strength and stability. 

We must soberly acknowledge the global 
dangers which confront us. We must bring to 
the defense of this nation every ounce of 
loyalty, devotion, and courage that is within 
us, and do so without reservation or hesita
tion. 

In an effort to be objective and fair, I must 
say that I am greatly concerned about the 
future of our position in Southeast Asia, par
ticularly South Vietnam. I do not set foreign 
policy but if I were asked, I would recom
mend a policy of leading South Vietnam to 
victory against the Viet Cong or else get out . 

Our prestige there suffers daily in the 
morass of hesitation and indecision. It may be 
that since the overthrow and assassination 
of the Dinh brothers that the South Viet
namese Government leaders do not want 
to win. If the present Vietnamese leaders do 
nat have the will to win, we cannot supply 
that vital ingredient. 

If we cannot inspire and lead them to 
victory, we should get out and save what face 
we oon. 

Many people to whom I have related 
this, including some of those who were 
present when I said it have very properly 
asked me: 

If you felt that way in 1964 why didn't you 
do something about it then? 

The only answer which I could give 
then and the only answer which I can 
give now is that there are certain times 
and certain circumstances when you have 
to trust somebody and take certain things 
on faith. It turned out that I trusted the 
wrong people and that I took certain 
things on faith that simply were not so. 

In 1964 I believed and recognized then 
that our military involvement in Viet
nam was a serious mistake. I supported 
it only because I had an undeserved faith 
that those who made decisions had in
formation that I did not have and I 
believed that they had the interests of 
the United States of America in their 
hearts and minds. As soon as I reached 
the decision that our military involve
ment in Vietnam was a tragic mistake, 
and that those who made the decision 
to so involve us may have had no more 
and no better information than I had, I 
began to turn my efforts toward termi
nating the tragic mistake of our involve
ment in Vietnam. Since 1964 there has 
been an intensive effort, amounting to 
mob hysteria, to compound the mistakes 
of 1964 instead of making some effort to 
correct them. 

Mr. Chairman, in July 1966, when the 
House considered and debated the de
fense appropriations bill that year, I 
came very close to making the same 
speech then that I make today. But even 
L'l 1966 I still had that faith which I no 
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longer have. On July 20, 1966, I said and 
I quote from the RECORD of that day: 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min
utes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
FLYNT]. 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 
15941, and I suppoiit the total a.ppropriate.d 
amount of $58,611,045,000, and I support 1t 
without reservation or equivooa.tion. I sup
port it because the security of the United 
States of America and the defense of freedom 
on this planet depends upon it. I am grate
ful to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations for his gen
erous allocation of time to me and for assign
ing this time immediately following the 
members of the Subcommittee on Defense 
Appropriations. 

The subject matter of this bill is not ques
tioned by any Member of this House. I hope 
that it will pass by a unanimous vote. 

Mr. Chairman, if the bill provided a greater 
or a lesser amount, my support of this ap
propriation bill would be equally strong. The 
easier course of action would be to commit 
my remarks to writing and to extend them in 
the RECORD at this point. However, I sub
scribe to the words of Edmund Burke: 

"All thiat is necessary for the forces of evil 
to triumph is for good men to do nothing or 
to remain silent." 

I have no question about the need for the 
amount contained in this bill, but I do have 
certain questions which should be asked. As 
a member of the Committee on Appropria
tions I have thrrut right, and this is the proper 
forum for such questions to be asked. The 
first question-and it is of a general nature
is what is our policy and what is our objec
tive in our present military commitment and 
our involvement in war in Vietnam. 

We shall follow our troops and our flag in 
any direction, but we are entitled to know 
our destiruation and the purpose of the trip. 

There have been certain decisions which 
have led to our massive commitment in Viet
nam which I have opposed. If I had been 
called up to make the original Vietnam com
mitment, I probably would not have made 
a military commitment in Vietnam under 
the unstable political conditions which ex
isted. Yet, when the Commander in Chief, 
and indeed three separate Commanders in 
Chief, committed our men at arms and the 
flag of our country, he committed me at 
the same time. It is my purpose as a citizen 
of America and as a Member of this body to 
support this country and this Government 
in every way thwt I can. 

When the bullets are flying, and the honor 
and prestige of this country are committed 
on a foreign battlefield, politics should prop
erly end at the waters' edge. 

It is the responsibility of each of us in the 
official capacity in which we serve to make 
ceiitain that the members of the armed 
services committed in Vietnam receive the 
unreserved suppoi't of the Congress of the 
United States a•nd of the American people. 

Especially, it is the responsibility of us 
to make certain that the funds which are 
appropriated in this general appropriation 
bill for the Department of Defense, are ex
pended wisely in such a manner that the 
commitment and honor of the United States 
are upheld. 

Therefore, I renew the question which I 
have earlier raised: What is our policy in 
Vietnam, and where is it going to lead? 

In the early part of this year, in a confer
ence participated in by a number Of my 
colleagues and myself, with a number ()four 
counterparts from the House of Commons 
of Great Britain, we received there a sub
stantial consensus of the thoughts of offi
cials, businessmen, and private citizens, of 
probably the greatest ally ~hat this country 
has, Great Britain. 

There were those who spoke quite frankly 
during this conference. There were those 
who were alarmed by the lack of a definite, 

stated policy of our position in Vietnam, and 
where that policy will lead. 

Mr. Chairman, there were those, includ
ing various senior members Of the House of 
Commons--and there was one who had 
served as Prime Minister and another who 
was formerly a Minister of Defense in the 
British Government--who were outspoken 
in their belief that unless the United States 
of America took such action as might be 
necessary to promptly terminate this mili
tary involvement in Vietnam and with a 
military victory, that the alternative might 
be a 30-year land war on the continent of 
Asia. These men know from experience and 
their own national history what is involved 
in military operations in Asia. 

Each of us deplores the possibility of a 30-
year land war in Asia or a prolonged military 
involvement in warfare there. 
-It is extremely doubtful that this, or any 
other Western power, could survive a land 
war in Asia of the duration and magnitude 
that such a contingency would require. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I think the time 
is not only present, but it has longer since 
passed, that our military objective in Viet
nam be announced and that it be announced 
in language so clear that it can be under
stood throughout the world by friends, foes, 
and uncommitted nations alike. 

Ma.ny of my friends at home as well as 
many of our colleagues feel-and with this 
I must agree-that a military solution alone 
does not hold the complete answer to what 
is taking place in Vietnam. However, just as 
I recognize that fact, I firmly believe that 
we cannot achieve the other and equally 
great solution without first achieving a mil
itary victory in the same way that every 
military force of the United States through 
World War II has always achieved victory 
when committed to warfare, declared or 
undeclared. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman 
from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman from Georgia 5 additional min
utes. 

Mr. FLYNT. I thank the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. Chairman, during the past few weeks 
I have had the opportunity to meet with and 
to discuss in both small and large groups, 
the war in Vietnam. As a result of those con
ferences and meetings, I think that there 
is absolute assurance that the people with 
whom I have talked, the people of the Sixth 
District of Georgia, and as near as I can as
certain, all of the people of our great State 
not only love our country, but they support 
it and its policy. They support our Govern
ment, right or wrong, and whether they 
agree with the administration or not, they 
support the policy of the United States and 
our Armed Forces engaged in Vietnam. How
ever, I am convinced that this support would 
be more enthusiastic and 10 times as strong 
if there were a definite announced and stated 
policy of terminating this war with dispatch, 
with honor, and with victory. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret that I did not 
follow my remarks on July 20, 1966, by 
offering an amendment to set a termi
nation date for U.S. combat operations 
in Vietnam. I have no illusions that such 
an amendment would have been adopted 
on July 20, 1966, but subsequent knowl
edge proves to me, at least, that it would 
have been the right thing to do. 

When I came to the full realization 
that what we were hearing about the 
Vietnam war was only what the admin
istrwtion wanted us to hear, I came 
to the position which I now hold. If there 
had not been a change of administra
tion on January 20, 1969, I would have 
come to this position then. I still delayed 

taking this position because I recognized 
the fact that President Nixon had not 
started this war but had inherited it, and 
in his campaign for the Presidency in 
1968 he assured the American people that 
he was going to bring it to an end. I be
lieve that this assurance given to the 
American people was the deciding factor 
in his election to the Presidency. The vote 
for President in 1968 was so close that I 
believe that the President would not have 
been elected in 1968 had he not made this 
assurance. 

Believing his assurance that he was go
ing to terminate the war and also he was 
going to terminate our military presence 
in Southeast Asia, I withheld my im
mediate change of position and wrote the 
President the following letter: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., April17, 1969. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: During the Easter re
cess, nearly everyone with whom I spoke 
asked my impression of your first three 
months as President, and of your adminis
tration generally. 

You would be pleased with what I said 
publicly and privately. In both prepared re
marks and in response to questions, I spoke 
in very high terms of you as a man of great 
ability, strong character and great integrity. 
I praised your Cabinet appointments. I ex
pressed my intention to do my part to 
make your administration a success and to 
strengthen our country. I believe my con
stituents feel the same way. 

The overriding issue in the minds of nearly 
everyone is the Viet Nam war and its con
duct. With great respect, Mr. President, a 
significant factor in your election was the 
faith that the American people had that you 
would change the old policy, abandon the 
idea of appeasement, and either terminate 
the war by a military victory, or denounce 
the old policy as a tragic mistake and with
draw unilaterally, if necessary. 

The people with whom I talked were ap
palled that the Secretary of State, my good 
friend Bill Rogers, reportedly told the Senate 
Foreign Relations Commd.ttee that the policy 
of this administration was not to achieve a 
military victory. 

They feel and I feel that this statement 
by the chief architect of Amel'ican foreign 
policy (next to yourself) was tantamount to 
a victory for Ho Chi Minh, North Viet Nam 
and the National Liberation Front. If that is 
our policy there is no reason for our enemies 
to come to terms at any negotiating table. 
When the belligerents are as unevenly 
matched as the United States and North Viet 
Nam, a failure for us to prevail militarily is 
a complete military and political victory for 
our enemy. 

War should be avoided at all ·costs, save 
cowardice, but once we are committed to 
war there is no alternative than to apply 
every available means to bring it to a swift 
and decisive end. War's very object is vic
tory-not prolonged indecision. 

There seem to be among your advisers 
those who fear what China will do and rec
ommend to you a course of action which 
would appease Red China. Those who so ad
vise you are blind to every clear lesson of 
history. 

The seizure of the Pueblo in 1968 and the 
shooting down of an American unarmed re
connaissance aircraft on 15 April 1969 would 
never have taken place except for the ap
parently indefensible position we take in 
Viet Nam. All other nations, friend and foe 
alike, are now looking on us as a gutless 
paper tiger instead of a world leader. 

If this policy continues, we will be sub
jected to an interminable series of humilla-
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tions which include acts of piracy and acts 
of war. 

One of my British friends recently asked 
me why we were so concerned about the 
spread of communism in Southeast Asia 
when we were oblivious to a total Commu
nist take-over 90 miles from the United States 
mainland. I could not answer. 

Mr. President, there may be reassuring 
facts to which I do not have access. If there 
are, arrange for these facts to be made avail
able to me. I shall keep inviolate their clas
sified status, but I need such facts in order 
to give some kind of assurance to the people 
whom I represent. 

I feel that the Paris negotiations are a 
farce a.t best and a. fraud at worst. They seem 
to be doing nothing but prolonging the Viet 
Nam war. This country cannot survive a pro
longed wa.r in Southeast Asia or a resump
tion of the Korean Wa.r, and we are peril
ously close to having to engage in both si
multaneously. 

Mr. President, I shall support your deci
sion to achieve a. military victory or to with
draw. I ca.n no longer support a continuation 
of the present no-win policy. 

This letter is not being written to serve 
as a springboard for a public statement. It 
is written because I think the future of our 
country demands that I write it to you. 

I believe that I am entitled to a reply from 
you because I need some answers for ques
tions which my constituents ask me. 

With great respect and high esteem, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

JOHN J. FLYNT, Jr., 
Member of Congress. 

In December 1970, I reached the de
cision that if the war in Southeast Asia 
is going to be terminated that the Con
gress and Congress alone must do it. Ac
cordingly, since that time I have voted 
for every amendment that I thought 
would bring about the end of the war in 
Southeast Asia, and I have voted against 
all legislation which I believe will have 
the effect of continuing and perpetuating 
this war. This policy I shall continue to 
follow. I shall not vote against the de
fense appropriation bill, but I shall vote 
for it only after I have made every ef
fort to amend it so as to terminate the 
Vietnam war. 

I urge the adoption of the amendment 
which will terminate the war on or be
fore June .1, 1972. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land (Mr. LoNG). 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of this bill in gen
eral, but for a number of months I have 
been studying the F-14 program and I 
cannot help but be struck by a number 
of unanswered questions that surround 
this program. For example, are the car
riers on which the F-14 will be stationed 
excessively vulnerable especially to nu
clear attack? Do the Soviets have an air
craft truly superior to the present U.S. 
aircraft? Does the variable-sweep wing 
used in this plane have more advantages 
than disadvantages? Will the Phoenix 
missile and its associated electronic sys
tems prove to be an effective weapon in 
conjunction with the F-14 airframe? In 
sum, despite the extremely optimistic 
claims of the Navy, is the F-14A clearly a 
better aircraft than the present F-4? 

The importance of these questions is 
compounded by the enormous size of this 
program. Some estimates of the 10-year· 
cost of this program run to $25 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, my major concern with 
the F-14 program is that the Navy is 
moving into production too rapidly with 
the F-14A. Eighty-six of these planes 
are currently under contract, despite the 
fact that there has been no Navy flight 
test or evaluation of the plane-merely 
company testing. A number of compo- . 
nents of the F-14, which are critical to 
the development of the plane as a.n ef
fective weapon system, such as the B 
engine, are over 1 year behind schedule. 
The AWG-9 fire control system and the 
Phoenix missile have not been fully 
tested. A significant failure in any of 
these subsystems could jeopardize the 
entire system. 

In the past, the production of vast 
quantities of weapons before perform
ance has been demonstrated, has led di
rectly not only to substantial cost over
runs but also to weapons that are de
fective and in some cases unusable. 

It must be remembered that 141 
F-1ll's were purchased before the Air 
Force determined they were so under
powered they could not be deployed. 

However, the Navy argues that the 
F-14A is the only U.S. plane that can 
counter the main Russian threat-the 
Mig-23 Foxbat-and is therefore urgent
ly needed and the program cannot be 
slowed down. 

Much controversy still exists as to 
whether the F-14A is substantially better 
than the improved F-4J with maneuver
ing slats and an up-to-date fire control 
system. There are paper studies in the 
Pentagon that prove both sides are 
right, but I think the Congress has 
bought too many airplanes-based on 
paper studies. It is time we see the re
sults of real competition in flight. 

My real fear is that the Navy is em
barking on a multibillion-dollar program 
which may not produce a plane that is 
really better than the one we already 
have. 

The reason for my concern over this 
question is the very substantial difference 
which exists in the Pentagon's own stud
ies comparing the major criteria of the 
F-14A and the improved F-4J essential 
for a true air-superiority fighter. The 
divergence in claims is astounding. 

During the Senate debate on the F-14, 
Senator SYMINGTON quoted a Pentagon 
study which claims that the F-4J is su
perior to the F-14A, thus corroborating 
another study that Senator PROXMIRE 
had quoted. The Symington study seemed 
to show that the F-4J outclimbs the F-
14A; at combat gross weight, the F-4J 
outtums the F-14A; and the F-4J also 
accelerates faster than the F-14A from 
cruise speed. 

However, on the other side of the battle 
of paper studies, Admiral Zumwalt 
claims that "analyses consistently show 
the F-14A will be significantly superior to 
the F-4J." The admiral's studies show 
the F-14A with 50 percent better acceler
ation; 15 to 55 percent better in combat 
rate of climb; and 40 percent better turn 
radius. 

Mr. Chairman, how is a mere Congress
man going to decide between these widely 
divergent counterclaims? With this kind 
of divergence, we have to reconcile the 
claims, and I think I have a sensible pro-

posal that is in the spirit of the Penta
gon's "fly before you buy" policy. 

The Navy has assured me that the full 
capabilities of the F-14A and its weap
ons systems should be verified in the June 
1972 second Navy preliminary evaluation. 
June 1972 would be a logical time for the 
Navy to make its case for the urgent need 
for the aircraft by staging a direct com
petition, or fly-off, between the F-14A 
and the improved F-4J, to make some 
concrete determinations as to the rela
tive effectiveness to the two planes . To 
assure fairness in the competition, the 
GAO should closely monitor these tests. 
The two planes should be compared over 
the full range of their fiight character
istics and with the latest measurement 
techniques. 

If it turns out that the F-14A is not 
substantially better than the F-4, the 
program should be slowed down imme
diately. Depending on the outcome, alter
native aircraft should be pursued, such 
as a new lightweight fighter similar to 
the plane the Air Force plans to build as 
a complement to the F-15-a concept 
that the committee vigorously supports. 

If the planes are essentially compara
ble in performance it is of devastating 
significance when we are thinking of re
placing the F-4 with the F-14A's costing 
more than four times as much per plane. 

If the Navy refuses to compare these 
two planes in a f.air flight competition, I 
would be extremely suspicious and I think 
there are many in Congress who would 
want to know what the Navy is trying 
to hide. 

Despite all these reservations about 
performance of the F-14, the Navy al
leges that a further slowdown would 
entail a breaking of the contract with 
Grumman, which it claims would add 
about $1.5 billion to the total acquisition 
cost. This contract was made in direct 
violation of the Pentagon's "fly before 
buy" policy. It should never have been 
made. But this is not the first time the 
Pentagon has violated its "fly before buy" 
policy, and it will not be the last unless 
the Congress bites the bullet and forces 
the Pentagon to accept the consequences 
of its haste-makes-waste policies. 

Never again should the Defense De
partment be allowed to put Congress 
over the barrel, as we are today. Never 
again should the Congress allow the De
fense Department to go into production, 
into mass production, on a weapons sys
tem that has not been fully tested and 
evaluated. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. TALCOTT). 

Mr. TALCOTI'. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I take this time to ask a couple of ques
tions of the chairman of the committee. 

It is my understanding-and I hope 
the chairman agrees with me-that some 
of the best personnel we have in all the 
services are the rated personnel, the men 
who fly airplanes, whether for the Army, 
the Marines, the Air Force, or the Navy; 
and that they are essential to the future 
of our military services. They are men 
we want to encourage to stay in the serv-
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ices and to develop their talents, skills, 
and motivation. 

Also, some of these very same people 
are the brightest young men we have
junior officers who want to go to schools 
of one kind or another to improve their 
talents and career advancement and 
their contribution to the service and to 
the Nation. 

Section 715, as I understand it, says 
that no funds in this act shall be used 
for proficiency flying except in accord
ance with a Department of Defense or
der, and there shall not be required the 
performance of proficiency· flying, but 
they may permit such flying except in 
the case of members who have been as
signed to courses of instruction for 90 
days. 

It seems to me we are saying that the 
rated personnel who want to go to school 
and develop themselves better are not 
going to be permitted to fly. Am I wrong 
in my evaluation of this section? If not, 
could the gentleman please tell me why 
we do not want our students to continue 
their flying? 

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

Mr. TALCOTT. Yes, of course; I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. To maintain airbases 
and airplanes and maintenance crews for 
these students did not seem to be wise 
or necessary under the circumstances. 
This was provided for in the law last 
year, and, to the best of my knowledge, 
there have been no serious problems arise 
as a result. I do know that some people 
are not entirely happy with it. 

Before these students or any rated offi
cer can return to operational flying after 
going to a school or after being assigned 
to nonflying duties, it is necessary to go 
through an extensive retraining program. 
The proficiency aircraft most pilots fly 
are far less sophisticated than the air
craft they would be flying when they re
turn to an operational billet. Perhaps this 
would contribute to their enthusiasm for 
flying but would be of very minimal value 
insofar as their fitness for military duty 
was concerned. 

It was just thought that this was an 
appropriate way to deal with this situa
tion. We have provided in this section 
for the possibility of making some reduc
tions in the cost of proficiency flying by 
not requiring people to do proficiency fly
ing under certain circumstances in or
der to get flight pay. 

I would be glad to say to the gentle
man, who is a very distinguished and 
very able Member of the House, that I 
will be glad to look into the matter fur
ther. I am sure the subcommittee will, 
too. It may be that some modification 
can be made. 

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

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to advise 
the gentleman that it was the intent of 
the committee in denying these students 
the right to perform proficiency flying 
that while attending school they should 
spend their time behind the books 
rather than behind the throttle. To send 
these pilots to school costs a consider
able sum of money and they should de-
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vote their full time and attention to that 
schooling. 

Mr. TALCOTT. I commend the chair
man and the ranking member and the 
full committee for trying to save some 
money. I think that we can save consid
erable amounts of money which are used 
in developing flying schools and in cre
ating flying facilities and in the main
tenance of aircraft and facilities if they 
are not necessary to maintaining flying 
proficiency. 

I simply wanted to be assured that 
rated personnel who become students 
would be permitted, like other personnel, 
to fly, to keep up their proficiency, if they 
desired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. YATES). 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chailman, I am con
cerned with the provisions of section 713 
(c) which a.ppear on page 34 of the bill. 
When the House reads the bill for 
amendment I shall offer an amendment 
to change the section by limiting the 
power it gives to the President to 60 days 
at the end of which time he would be 
required to come to the Congress to ob
tain its approval for the additional troops 
that he has called up. The reason for 
my amendment is that this section gives 
the President a blank check to give him 
the right to call to active duty as many 
troops as he thinks necessary even 
though that number exceeds the manda
tory troop levels that have been estab
lished by the military committees of the 
House and the Senate and by the fund
ing of the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House and the Senate. What awe
some power to give to the Chief Execu
tive and without check. 

Some years ago when President Tru
man seized the steel companies, the Su
preme Court decided that he had ex
ceeded his powers as Chief Executive 
having acted without congressional au
thority. In his decision Justice Jackson 
said: 

We may say that power to legislate for 
emergency belongs in the hands of Congress 
but only Congress can prevent its power from 
slipping through its fingers. 

In section 713 (c) of this bill, it is pro
posed that Congress should relinquish its 
power, should let it slip through its fin
gers by giving complete authority to the 
President to call up as many men into 
the Armed Forces as he thinks neces
sary. Even the gravest emergency should 
not provide the Chief Executive with 
such power without congressional ap
proval. The Constitution gives the Con
gress the responsibility and the authority 
to raise armies and to provide the funds 
to pav for them. It is a joint responsibil
ity. Congress must be consulted. 

Even the best of Presidents should not 
have such power, for all Presidents are 
mortal with human failings. If he is a 
good President, he will not want such 
power. If he is a bad President, he cer
tainly ought not to have it. 

If there is any lesson to be learned from 
Vietnam it is that the Executive should 
not be permitted to act without congres-
sional supervision. 

Unfortunately, too often the Congress 
has deferred in its judgment to that of 

the executive branch. Unfortunately, too, 
these days the executive branch has come 
to assume that in matters of foreign 
policy-especially foreign policy which 
may lead to wars-the Congress is under 
the duty to accept the judgment of the 
executive branch. 

Too frequently the executive branch 
has failed to follow the sage advice of 
the late Senator Vandenburg that the 
Congress should be informed and con
sulted before the takeoff and not merely 
at the end of the crash landing of an ill
fated venture. 

And, that is the purpose of my amend
ment: To bring the Congress into the pic
ture before we are so overcommitted by 
the President that it almost impossible 
to extricate ourselves. In this day and 
age when wars can break out anyWhere 
on the face of the globe, when it may be 
decided that American Armed Forces 
should be dispatched to an area of con
flict in order to influence the decision, the 
Congress must be consulted. In a time 
when wars need not be declared-indeed 
today that formality is rarely observed
in a time when wars can be undertaken 
solely by Presidential decision, it is of 
critical importance that there be con
gressional review and that such review 
occur within a reasonable period. 

In the absence of a declaration of 
war, the only oversight Congress has of a 
Presidential action initiating American 
armed intervention is through its power 
over the purse strings. Section 713(c) 
proposes to waive that power and to give 
the President the absolute right for the 
duration of a fiscal year at least to do as 
he wishes with our Armed Forces ex
panded to any size he sees is necessary 
without having to come back to Congress 
for funds to assist such action. 

I believe the authority requested is ex
cessive, arbitrary and unreasonable. 

I shall offer my amendment at the ap
propriate time. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BADILLO). 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, from 
all appearances, President Nixon has 
convinced most Americans that he is 
ending our involvement in Vietnam and 
he is now mesmerizing them with the 
illusion of action to end our economic 
chaos. The defense a.ppropriations bill 
before us today offers a prime oppor
tunity to set the record straight on both 
counts. 

First of all, the President is not get
ting us out of Vietnam. It is apparent 
that he has every intention of maintain
ing a permanent military presence in 
Southeast Asia and of merely substitut
ing increased air warfare for the decline 
in ground combat. It is also apparent 
that the withdrawal of our uniformed 
combat forces is being more than 
matched by the escalation of covert ac
tivities, particularly in Laos and Cam
bodia, under the aegis of the Central 
Intelligence Agency. 

Actually, Mr. Nixon no longer has to 
rely on a massive U.S. military force in 
Vietnam. He obviously feels the Ameri
can people will tolerate any level of air 
combat, regardless of how much of Indo
china is laid waste in the process. And 
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with the failure of Congress to effectively 
prevent the President from conducting a 
secret war through the CIA and through 
paid mercenaries, his freedom to con
tinue our tragic involvement in South
east Asia remains unchecked. 

The fraud of his Vietnam policy is 
more than matched, however, by the 
fraud of his economic policy, as evi
denced by the bill before us now. The 
economic dislocations under which so 
many millions of Amerioons are suffering 
are the direct result of our involvement 
in Southeast Asia and the continued 
dominance of defense spending is our 
first national priority. The defense ap
propriations bill on which we will soon 
vote perpetuates a distortion which not 
only has been a prime cause of inflation, 
but which also has seriously retarded 
our ability to meet urgent domestic 
problems. 

More than a billion and a half dollars 
of this $71-billion bill is earmarked for 
one item: procurement of ammunition 
for all Army weapons except missiles. 
The committee would have us spend half 
a billion dollars more on this item than 
spent last year and this increase repre
sents fully a third of the total increase in 
the bill over last year's defense money 
bill. If the war in Vietnam is ending and 
our troops are coming home, why are we 
spending so much more on ammunition 
for the Army? 

Let me read you the paragraph from 
page 84 of the committee report. It says 
as follows: 

This appropriation finances the procure
merut of ammunition for all Army weapons 
except missiles. It also provides industrial 
facULt ies needed for production of anununi
tion end items and componeruts, the mod
ernization of Army ammunition plants. and 
the layaway of Government-owned plants 
and equipment at the time ammunition pro
duction is completed and where it has been 
established tha..t the facilities will be re
quired in the event of mobilization. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us analyze 
that paragraph to see why we need an
other one-half billion dollars more for 
ammunition for the Army. What hap
pened to the wage-price freeze? Why does 
it cost that much more money to manu
facture these items? Do we need it for 
the industrial production-for the pro
duction of ammunition? Do we mean 
that after all these years we no longer 
have industrial facilities with which to 
produce this ammunition? Do we need 
it for the modernization of Army am
munition plants? What is meant by this? 

They say that we want it for "the 
layaway of Government-owned plants 
and equipment at the time ammunition 
production is completed, and where it 
has been established that the facilities 
will be required in the event of mobili
zation." 

Are we preparing to mobilize for some 
unknown war, and that is why we have 
to spend half a billion dollars more this 
year than last year? 

I wish that the distinguished gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. GRoss) were to take 
this bill apart in the same way that he 
takes apart the bills that we propose for 
education and for housing. But certainly 
if the Committee on Appropriations is as 
concerned about what they refer to on 

page 3 of the report as excessive spend
ing affecting the economy, it would seem 
to me that the half-billion-dollar in
crease should not be for ammunition for 
the Army or for building toward any 
future mobilization, but should be spent 
on the legislation that we propose for 
education, for housing, and for the needs 
of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, it is precisely this kind 
of unnecessary and unproductive spend
ing that causes the inflation about which 
the committee expresses such deep con
cern in the report accompanying this bill. 

If the Committee on Appropriations 
wants to end unemployment and bring 
our economy out of the doldrums, let it 
bring forth increased appropriations for 
housing, health programs, mass transit, 
and education. Let it not resist our at
tempts to reorder spending priorities 
through such efforts as the Hathaway 
amendment to the education appropri
ations bill. And let the committee insist 
that the White House end the totally 
unjustifiable freeze on more than $12 
billion in congressionally approved 
appropriations for housing and commu
nity development programs. These meas
ures will stimulate the economy. These 
measures will create jobs where they are 
needed most. And these measures will 
enable us to get on with the important 
work of repairing the fabric of American 
society that has been so cruelly torn by 
the war in Vietnam. 

We are told that the war is being 
wound down. But the military budget 
goes up. This is the only time in Ameri
can history that we will spend more for 
the military at the end of a war than 
while the war was still going strong. It 
is time to ask some hard questions. 

Why is it that in a period when the 
yearly costs of the war in Vietnam have 
been cut in half from the high of about 
$25 billion in fiscal 1969, the military 
budget should rise? 

Why is it that the United States, 25 
years after World War II, still stations 
over 300,000 troops plus their 200,000 
dependents in Europe and spends about 
$14 billion a year on NATO defense? 

Why do we continue to devote a dis
proportionate share to the defense of 
Europe when the European nations havP 
never met their NATO commitments. 
when their balance-of-payments posi· 
tion contrasts favorably with ours, when 
their population is in fa~t larger than 
that of the United States, and when they 
have made a full and complete recovery 
from the devastation of World War II? 

Is it not about time that the doctrine 
President Nixon enunciated at Guam
th3 doctrine which proclaims that--

We shall look to the nation directly threat
ened to assume the primary responsibility of 
providing the manpower for its defense-

Be applied to Europe? 
And whv should defense spending rise 

when the Secretary of Defense has pub-
licly proclaimed that the basic concept 
of our military strategy has changed 
from the two-and-a-half-war concept to 
that of having sufficient forces to fight 
one major war and one minor war. 

In my view, this bill should be de
feated. That is the only way we will get 
a reassessment of the proper role of de-

fense spending. But I realize there is little 
likelihood sufficient votes can be mus
tered against this bill. 

The very least we must do, therefore, 
is to adopt the Boland amendment set
ting a June 1 deadline for termina
tion of our military operations in South
east Asia, and the Aspin amendment re
ducing the military appropriations for 
fiscal 1972 to the level of the last fiscal 
year-$69.5 billion. 

This administration has done nothing 
to put the Nation's spending priorities 
where the needs really exist. Congress 
must accept the challenge. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
my greatest concern at this time is the 
potential danger to our defense posture 
from the standpoint of tactical fighter 
aircraft. The only tactical fighter air
craft, productionwise, available to the 
Air Force, as I understand it, at this 
time, are the F-4, the F-111, and the A-7. 

The F-15 and AX are in the develop
ment stage, but will not be available in 
sufficient production quantities until 
sometime after 1975; more than 4 years 
from now. 

It is disturbing to note that as the 
F-111 and the A-7 lines are closed, only 
the F-4 and the F-15 would be in pro
duction with one manufacturer and a 
monthly tactical fighter aircraft delivery 
rate of less than 10 per month in calen
dar year 1974. The potential danger to 
the defense posture of the United States 
by our low total tactical aircraft inven
tories and minimum number of aircraft 
production lines require that existing 
production lines remain in being. The 
options with present aircraft types 
should be continued until the United 
States is guaranteed that future aircraft 
developments are proven and available 
in sufficient operational quantities to 
meet any potential threat to this country. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I object to 
many of the provisions in the $71 billion 
defense appropriation bill under debate 
today. I will support amendments toter
minate American military involvement in 
Southeast Asia as of June 1, 1972-if our 
POW's are released-and to provide that 
the total defense appropriation for fiscal 
year 1972 shall not exceed the amount 
appropriated in fiscal year 1971. 

If these amendments fail, I feel that 
it will be necessary for me to cast my 
vote against this bill. 

The American people have clearly and 
overwhelmingly indicated that they want 
this war to end. As 14 members of the 
Appropriations Committee stated in sep
arate views to this legislation: 

The story of the immense and immeasur
able loss to this country, in lives and limbs, 
in resources, in spirit, in direction and in 
the imbalance of our overall defensive pos
ture, has been told again and again. The even 
greater costs to the people of Southeast Asia. 
similarly have been spelled out. 

The publication and discussion of the 
Pentagon Papers and the travesty of the 
recent presidential election in South 
Vietnam have accelerated our people's 
disgust and sorrow with this tragic war. 
A Harris poll released November 11 in
dicates that those who feel that our in
volvement cannot be morally justified has 
jumped from 47 percent to 65 percent. 

The Mansfield amendment, accepted 
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as title VI of the military procurement 
bill, calls for the termination of all U.S. 
military operations in Indochina at the 
earliest practicable date and for the 
prompt and orderly withdrawal of all 
U.S. military forces at a date certain, 
subject to the release of all American 
prisoners and an accounting for Ameri
cans missing in action. By indicating 
a specific date of withdrawal the North 
Vietnamese will be induced to cooperate 
on the issue of POW exchange. 

If the amendment is not accepted, I 
must vote against the total bill, because 
recent court decisions have held that 
continued congressional approval of De
partment of Defense appropriations has, 
to the satisfaction of the courts, demon
strated national support of a war con
ducted through proper constitutional 
channels. 

I do not support endless continuation 
of this war. I believe that our Consti
tution and separation of powers doctrine 
has been severely hurt by the fact that 
this war has gone on for 10 years, at one 
time engaging 500,000 men, has cost us 
over 55,000 men killed, all without a for
mal declaration of war and national de
bate by the Congress. According to the 
courts, Congress has, for all practical 
purposes, declared war by approving ap
propriations of the Department of De
fense. For the sake of the Constitution 
and the future policy decisions of this 
Nation, this practice must end. 
-The court cases in this area are worth 
describing in more detail. On October 21, 
1971, the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the First Circuit handed down a 
decision in the case of Massachusetts 
against Laird. In this case Massachusetts 
sought a declaration of unconstitution
ality concerning our involvement in Viet
nam, since war had not been · declared or 
ratified by the Congress. It, therefore, 
sought an injunction against the Secre
tary of Defense barring further orders 
to duty in Southeast Asia of Massachu
setts men, if, within 90 days of a decree, 
the Congress did not declare war. In ad
dition, Massachusetts claimed damage 
both as a sovereign State and to its citi
zens, citing the deaths and injuries of its 
inhabitants, consequential loss of their 
prospective civic and tax contributions, 
increased claims of dependents, addi
tional burdens on its economy, mass 
demonstrations, and damage to its 
public's morale. 

Complaints that would be valid in any 
State of the Union. The State of Massa
chusetts held that participation by the 
United States in hostilities other than an 
emergency is unconstitutional unless ini
tially authorized or subsequently ratified 
by a congressional declaration of war ac
cording to the constitutionally estab
lished procedures in article I, section 8, 
clause 11, of the Constitution." The State 
did say that constitutionality could be 
achieved by a "constitutional equiva
lent" for a declaration of war or by spe
cific ratification of executive actions. 

The Court upheld the executive 
branch, saying: 

All we hold here is that in a situation of 
prolonged but undeclared hostilities, where 
the executive continues to act not only in 
the ab6ence of any conflicting Congressional 

Claim of authority but with steady Congres
sional support, the Consrt;itution has not 
been breached. The war in Vietnam is a 
product of the jointly supportive actions of 
the two branches to whom the congeries of 
the war powers have been committed. 

To support this appropration bill 
would be to support the indefinite con
tinuation of the war. This I cannot do. 

Even if the war question were not at 
issue, I would seriously object to some of 
the major programs which are being 
funded by this bill. 

The bill includes an appropriation of 
nearly $1.2 billion for the ABM Safe·
guard system. At a time when the SALT 
negotiations are continuing, at a time 
when the President is planning a visit to 
Moscow, I seriously question whether 
this appropriation should be made at 
this time. It is argued that it is needed to 
convince the Soviets that we mean busi
ness. If so, why not appropriate the 
money on a contingent basis. Otherwise, 
we may be pouring concrete and order
ing equipment that we will soon scrap. 

The bill also includes funds for pur
chase of the F-14 aircraft for the Navy; 
yet, weapons systems on which this plane 
is dependent have not yet been proven or, 
in cases, developed. This advanced 
fighter, on which there has already been 
heavy cost overrun, is designed to protect 
the fleets' aircraft carriers. But the wide 
range of missiles and submarines which 
the Soviets could deploy against these 
ships makes them so vulnerable that seri
ous question must be raised about the 
placing of fighters worth $16.6 million 
apiece on board these ships. I will vote to 
strike out the appropriation for the F-14 
aircraft. 

In a bill of this dimension, it is im
possible for the legislator to prudently 
evaluate and monitor such an immense 
package of public spending. It seems 
that this legislation is presented in this 
way to suppress inquiry and the initia
tives of economy. Irrational and exce3-
sive military spending can no longer be 
tolerated. The Congress and the Amer
ican people must be more active and in
formed participants in decisions which 
constitute so large a commitment of 
manpower and resources. It is my hope 
that this legislative precess can be made 
more responsive to the real needs of the 
national security. Under the confusing 
conglomerate of a $71 billion expendi
ture of the taxpayers' dollars in a sin
gle bill, this legislation presents a most 
difficult and impossible task to the legis
lator who endeavors to participate con
structively in the critical decisions which 
are involved in a bill of this magnitude. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to take a moment to pay special 
tribute to the Appropriations Committee 
for the action that they took in connec
tion with the so-called main battle tank, 
the MBT-70 or as it is now designated, 
the XM-803. Although the conference 
version of the defense authorization bill 
provided funds for continued research 
and development on this tank, I have 
been fighting against it, as Members 
know, for several years as an unneces
sary and extravagant waste of the tax
payers' money. 

I am delighted to see that the facts 
which I have been presenting to the 

House and also to the conference, inci
dentally, have registered with the Com
mittee on Appropriations and that they 
have now very wisely eliminated from 
this bill all funds for the main battle 
tank program. 

The reasons for this action are spelled 
out in some detail on pages 73, 74, and 
75 of their report. They can perhaps best 
be summarized by making three specific 
points. 

First, the Army has finally succeeded 
in marrying the Shillelagh missile to the 
chassis of the M-60A1 tank, which is cur
rently our main combat tank in Europe. 
This effort, stalled for technical reasons 
for too long a time, has finally succeeded, 
so that now the M-60A1E2 is a reality, 
and this new tank, combining the com
bat capability of the M-60A1 and the 
Shillelagh missile firing capability of the 
Sheridan, represents a capability which 
is almost as good as the MBT-70. More
over, it is available now, whereas the 
MBT-70 would not be available at best 
for at least 3 or 4 more years. 

Second, the costs of the MBT-70, as 
the Appropriations Committee has very 
clearly pointed out, !lave continued to 
soar, so that even if the MBT-70 were 
to become available, it would cost some 
$900,000 a copy for a single tank, mind 
you, compared to only $450,000 a copy for 
the M-60A1E2, which, as I have already 
indicated, performs almost as well and 
is available immediately rather than 4 
or 5 years in the future. 

Third, there has never been any real 
problem of the superiority of Soviet tanks 
to our own in the European theater. Ev
ery top Army commander has indicated 
that the M-60A1, which has been the 
standard tank available in Europe, is su
perior to the best that the Soviets can put 
against it. The trouble has been that we 
just do not have enough of them com
pared to the tank inventory of the War
saw Pact countries. Instead of spending 
hundreds of millions of dollars on the 
MAT-70 these past few years we would 
have been much better advised to have 
procured more of these tanks that are 
already in inventory, and which have so 
well demonstrated their capability of do
ing the required job. 

Instead of that, as I pointed out sev
eral years ago, we closed down the M60 
assembly line for a considerable time, 
and many of the M60 tanks which we 
had in inventory then we sold or even 
gave away to other governments, al
though in fact we needed them desper
ately ourselves to provide an adequate 
deterrent to Soviet tank forces in the 
NATO area. 

This is another case of the Army 
spending money on weapons which can
not be available until some distant, fu
ture date, and even then with only du
bious capabilities, and at the same time 
neglecting to provide for our Armed 
Forces the weapons we need here and 
now to meet the threat which we pres
ently face. 

I do support the committee's recom
mendation for further research to de
velop a new tank that will represent a 
significantly improved capability for the 
period of 10 or 15 years in the future. But 
I would point out that judging from the 
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experience of our German friends, who 
were originally associated with us in the 
MBT program, the path of the future 
lies in the direction of smaller and more 
maneuverable tanks rather than in the 
concept of a land battleship, which is 
what has laid behind the MBT-70. 

As one who has been a strong sup
porter of an adequate defense, I take 
this opportunity to point out again that 
my support has never represented blind 
acquiescence to any and every project 
put forward by the Department of De
fense. In this case I am especially pleased 
to see that a fight which I have been 
waging several years and against very 
bitter opposition from the top levels of 
the Army and the Defense Department 
has now finally been won. 

<Mr. MAHON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD). 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman from New 
York made a very pertinent observation 
with respect to the ammunition budget 
of the Army; however, on an analysis of 
the facts, it should be quite apparent 
that a comparison of the fiscal years 1971 
and 1972 new obligational authority 
budget requests are misleading. 

First of all, the ammunition budget of 
the Army contains a certain amount 
which does not buy ammunition per se; 
namely, production base support. Fund
ing for production base support buys pro
duction tooling, pays for the layaway of 
unused facilities, is used to modernize 
ammunition production plants, and 
things of this nature. In the fiscal year 
1971 budget, the amount for production 
base support was about $125 million, and 
for fiscal year 1972, it is approximately 
$230 million, an increase of about $100 
million over last fiscal year. 

The largest part of the $230 million for 
production base support for fiscal year 
1972 is for modernization of certain 
Army ammunition plants and the lay
away of others. 

Our report shows that the fiscal year 
1971 budget for ammunition is about 
$940.4 million. But this is in new money. 
Actually, the fiscal year 1971 program 
for ammunition was $1.1 billion, only 
about $4:::10 million less than this year's 
program. 

The Army was able to finance over $200 
million of the fiscal year 1971 ammuni
tion program from prior year balances. 
This is the reason the Army only has a 
$940.4 million budget to finance a $1.1 
billion ammunition program in fiscal year 
1971. 

I have already explained $100 million 
of the $400 million difference. Now, of 
the remaining $300 million increase in 
ammunition for fiscal year 1972, approx
imately $200 million will be used, hope
fully, to replenish previous drawdowns 
of our war reserve ammunition stocks. 
assuming the tempo of ammunition con
sumption in Southeast Asia remains at 
the current level. This was all taken into 
consideration at the time the fiscal year 
1972 ammunition budget was prepared. 

Another point I wish to make is that 
the fiscal year 1972 budget for ammuni
tion is not all for the needs of our U.S. 
forces. I would estimate, based on data 
provided by the Army, that of the fiscal 
year 1972 Army request for ammunition, 

approximately $800 million will be used 
by South Vietnamese and other free 
world forces which will now perform the 
major combat role in Southeast Asia. 

I hope I have adequately answered the 
concern and observation of the distin
guished gentleman from New York. The 
gentleman has raised a good question 
and he can be sure that the committee 
will look into this area very carefully. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. LENNON). 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
read, as I am sure all of the Members of 
the House have, the "Additional Views" 
that are found on pages 127 and 128 of 
the committee report, which are signed 
by 14 members of the House Committee 
on Appropriations. I share their interest 
and their concern they have expressed 
for our prisoners of war. 

The question that I would like to pose 
is that I take· this as a finding and a con
clusion that you gentlemen, you 14 gen
tlemen have reached when you say that 
the negotiators have stated also "that if 
a deadline is established, the prisoners 
will be returned to us." 

I would like to have you gentlemen 
identify for the RECORD the negotiators 
by name, and the countries they repre
sent, who have specifically and definitive
ly gone on record as saying that if we 
would set a deadline for withdrawal then 
our prisoners would be returned. 

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

Mr. LENNON. I will be happy to yield 
to the gentleman, but only for the pur
pose of identifying those negotiators. 

Mr. YATES. I am one of those who 
signed this statement. 

Mr. LENNON. I yield to the gentleman 
to identify by name and nation those 
negotiators whom you quote here as say
ing this will assure us the return of our 
prisoners if we will set a date certain, 
meaning June 1, 1972. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield--

Mr. LENNON. I yield for that purpose 
only. 

Mr. YATES. I would refer the gentle
man to a recent newspaper report that 
appeared some months ago, and I do not 
have the names at my fingertips at the 
present time. 

If the gentleman will yield for one fur
ther point--

Mr. LENNON. I yield if I have the 
time. 

Mr. YATES. I have a letter here from 
the Prisoners of War and Missing in Ac
tion Families for Immediate Release, ad
dressed to Representative BoLAND-

Mr. LENNON. I cannot yield any fur
ther. I want to tell the gentleman that if 
he is relying upon any representations of 
the negotiators representing North Viet-
nam that he is pouring water down the 
drain, and I think he ought to know that. 

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

Mr. YATES. The gentleman talks about 
pouring water down the drain. The fact 
is that Vietnam iS the drain and we have 
poured m}lch too much blood and money 
down that drain. That will continue un
der the present schedule as announced 
by the President and Secretary Laird. We 

must take a new initiative. I believe the 
Mansfield amendment was and is such 
an initiative. It requires a return of our 
prisoners of war. The amendment which 
will be offered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BoLAND), implements 
the Mansfield amendment and I support 
it. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask that 
the Clerk do now read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gra.tuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Naval Reserve on active duty 
under section 265 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while undergoing reserve training, 
or while performing drills or equivalent duty, 
and for members of the Reserve Officers' 
Training Corps, as authorized by law· $182-
791,000. ' ' 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman I 
move to strike out the last word. ' 

Mr. Chairman, I support the defense 
appropriations bill on most points and 
also appreciate the committee's effort 
to obtain reductions in some program 
costs. I hope the committee is justified 
in its statement that-

No essential programs have been adversely 
affected by the reductions recommended. 

Your committee report states that
Adequate military strength is the founda

tion of national survival. 

I share that belief and must place on 
record my concern over several items 
involved in this legislation. 

The committee report points with 
good reasons to the continuing Soviet 
naval buildup. 

It is most regrettable that the legisla
tion authorizations needed to keep our 
own shipbuilding and conversion pro
grams at the level needed to assure U.S. 
naval leadership were not provided, and 
the committee understandably could not 
finance these unauthorized programs. 

Most of the blame for the $310 million 
cut in naval procurement and conver
sion must therefore be placed with the 
Congress itself for our failure to au
thorize the recommended programs, and 
I believe this failure is most regrettable. 

There is no more ominous develop
ment on the international scene today 
than the growing power and deployment 
of Soviet naval forces, especially when 
contrasted with our own aging and in
creasingly limited naval strength. 

I urge the great Appropriations Com
mittee, which has long struggled with 
this problem in the face of a growing 
war weariness in our country, to con
tinue its efforts to keep our Navy at 
full efficiency and adequate strength. 

I urge the Congress to fulfill its re
sponsibility to the country on this same 
vital issue. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
PROCUREMENT OF AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES, 

NAVY 

For construction, procurement, produc
tion, modification, and modernization of 
aircraft, missiles, equipment, including 
ordnance, spare parts, and accessories there
for; specialized equipment; expansion of 
public a.nd private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and in
terests therein, may be acquired, and con-
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struotion prosecuted thereon prior to ap
proval of title as required by section 355, 
Revised StaJtu~es. as amended; and procure
ment ~md installation of equipment, appli
ances, and machine tools in public or private 
plant; $3,905,000,000, and in addition, $50,-
000,000, of which $25,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the Defense stock fund, and 
$25,000,000 shall be deriyed by tr~WSfer from 
"Procurement of Aircraft and Missiles, Navy, 
1971/1973", to rema.in available for obliga-
tion until June 30, 1974. ' 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BINGHAM 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Seventy-eight Members are present, 
not a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll. 

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

Abbitt 
Alexander 
Ashley 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Celler 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clay 
Conyers 
Derwinski 
Diggs 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Dulski 
duPont 
Edwards, La. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Ga.rmatz 

[Roll No. 394] 
Gibbons 
Goodling 
Griffiths 
Hagan 
Halpern 
Hanley 
Harsha 
Hebert 
Heinz 
Hillis 
Jones, Ala. 
Landgrebe 
Link 
McClure 
McDade 
2,icKevitt 
Macdonald, 

Mass. 
Mathias, Calif. 
Mikva 

Miller, Calif. 
Mills, Ark. 
Potr 
Reid, N.Y. 
Roberts 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Runnels 
Scheuer 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Springer 
Steed 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wright 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Chairman Of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill H.R. 11731, and finding itself 
without a quorum, he had directed the 
roll to be called, when 375 Members re
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY M R. BINGHAM 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BINGHAM: Page 

17, line 13, strike out "$3 ,905 ,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$3,103,400,000". 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would strike slightly over 
$800 million for procurement of the 
F-14 plane. The R. & D. would not be 
disturbed. 

This action, Mr. Chairman, reflects 
action taken by the Committee on Armed 
Services earlier this year. They did not 
provide authorization for the procure
ment of the F-14. That authorization 
was voted in the other body and later 
accepted in the conference. 

Furthermore, the distinguished Com
·mittee on Appropriations clearly and 
carefully considered what I am propos
ing here this evening, and it so states 
on page 76 of the committee report. I 
would like to read that to you: 

The committee seriously considered the 
possibility of halting further production of 
this aircraft at this time. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair
man, a point of order. The Committee 
is not in order and it is obvious that no 
one seems to be paying any attention 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank my colleague 
from New York. 

I was quoting from the committee re
port, which says: 

The Committee seriously considered the 
possibility of halting further production of 
this aircraft--

That is, the F-14-
at this time, return ing it to R.D.T. & E. s tatus 
only. 

If the members of the committee would 
look at the committee report on page 77, 
they will see a series of reasons why the 
F-14 procurement should not be voted at 
this time and why we should save the 
$800 million that is called for. That page 
is full of reasons. 

For example, reference is made to the 
problem of this plane in relation to the 
best plane the Soviets nov· have, the Fox
bat, Mig-23. This proposed F-14A can
not begin to cope with the Mig-23. It has 
a ceiling of some 50,000 feet. The Foxbat 
Mig-23 goes over 80,000 feet and recently 
has been going along the Israeli coast at 
over 80,000 feet. 

The proposed F-14A has a speed at this 
time of Mach 2.5. The Foxbat has a speed 
of 3.8. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, we are proposing to procure 
an aircraft here that is already obsolete 
before it has been bought. It is obsolete 
in relation to the best plane that the 
Soviets have. 

Further reference is made in the com
mittee report about some of the other 
problems. 

It says the F-14A is predicted to 
achieve significant increases in perform
ance over the F-4 aircraft. It is predicted 
to increase. We do not know that it is 
going to increase the performance of the 
F-4. The F-4 is a great plane and it has 
been proved over and over again. Here 
Pe are told that it is predicted that the 
F-14A wir be a little better. But we do 
not know that. The fact of the matter 
is-and the committee report so states
that the F-14A is going to cost four times 
as much as the F-4. All we are told is 
that it is predicted it will be a little 
better. 

Finally, the committee report says the 
F-14B is the aircraft that the Navy de
sires for the fleet. That is not what we 
are getting here, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee. We are not 
getting the F-14B; we are getting the 
F-14A. 

That is not what we are getting here, 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com
mittee. We are not getting an F-14B. 
We are getting an F-14A. The F-14B has 
been deferred indefinitely. They have had 
problems with the engine. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not asking you to 
t a ke my word for the fact that this $800 
million is an unwise expenditure. Let me 
quote briefly to you from Newsday, the 
publication from Long Island, where the 
F-14 is made. Incidentally, I think my 

amendment would be in the best inter
ests of the Grumann Corp. They are go
ing to go broke trying to make this air
craft at present prices. They will be in 
the same situation of Lockheed. Here is 
what Newsday said: 

The F-14 is: (I) an awful hodgepodge of 
everything that's wrong in modern American 
combat aircraft design; (2) a flat cont radic
tion of what many of the Navy's own combat 
pilots recommend; and (3) an expensive 
(more than $20 b1llion) proposit ion that 
does not meet any present or project ed So
viet threat. 

Again from N ewsday: 
The F-14 might even be worth the money 

if it had any hope of being a good a irplane. 
The F-14 does not. 

On the basis of my study over the past 
several years of the F-14 and our needs 
in the tactical aircraft field, it is my con
clusion that about all that can be said 
in support of the F-14 is that it is the 
only thing we have in the way of a 
new fighter. That is a sad conclusion, be
cause I am convinced that, even if it lives 
up to the expectations and predictions of 
the Navy in terms of performance, it 
will be no match for the planes and mis
siles the Soviets are already deploying. 
In short, we are building a plane that is 
already out of date before it is into pro
duction. It is a plane whose predicted 
capabilities are not significantly greater 
than those set for the ill-fated F-111. :t 
is a plane that is being built to meet 
decade-old requirements-requirements 
we failed to meet with the F-111. It is, 
in fact, in many ways, little more than a 
warmed-over F-111. It is the wrong 
plane, for the wrong mission, at the 
wrong time. 

We have been told by the military that 
we need this plane to meet and counter 
the threat posed by, among other things, 
the Soviet Mig-23-the so-called Fox
bat. Aviation Week, in its October 18, 
1971, issue reports that Mig-23 's have 
been tracked by both Israeli and Ameri
can observers in operation over Israel at 
speeds as high as 3.5 times the speed of 
sound, at altitudes in excess of 70,000 
feet. These and other reports indicate 
that the Mig-23 is equipped with rather 
simple but reliable air-to-ground and 
air-to-missiles. 

What kind of plane are we building to 
match this Mig-23? 

A plane--the F-14, of course--whose 
most ardent proponents say it will fly at 
only 2.5 times the speed of sound, and 
no higher than about 50,000. "No prob
lem," says the Navy. The F-14 will use 
its Phoenix missiles to bring down any 
hostile, high-flying Mig-23. But how 
will the F-14 be able to distinguish a 
high-flying Mig-23 from, say, an off
schedule commereial supersonic wans
port (they also fly higher and faster than 
the F-14) ? The F-14 is not equipped to 
make either radar or visual identifica
tion. And even if it could, there is seli
ous question whether the Phoenix mis
sile will be able to perform reliably when 
directed at very high-flying targets. 

For dogfights at lower altitudes, weal
ready have a highly successful and 
capable airplane-the F-4. Most experts 
agree that numbers of aireraft and 
teamwork are as important for success
ful dogfight capability as the perform-
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ance chara.cteristics of the plane. At $16 
million per copy, it is doubtful whether 
we will be able to afford enough F-14's 
to ~hieve the numerical advantage we 
could have simply by buying additional 
relatively inexpensive F-4's. 

When it comes to defending the car
rier fleet, the F-14 will be of similarly 
limited value. The facts of life are that in 
the face of a concentrated and deter
mined attack nothing is likely to protect 
the fleet. For that very reason we are re
ducing our emphasis on carrier-based 
forces. Like the ABM defending our 
cities, about all the F-14 and its Phoenix 
could do would be to protect aircraft car
riers from accidental attacks from the 
air, and again like the ABM it is highly 
questionable whether the F-14 is worth 
its high cost simply as protection against 
accidental attacks against carriers. 

All of this assumes, of course, that 
the F-14 will perform up to the predic
tions and expectations of its proponents. 
Even that, however, is subject to debate, 
since the plane is currently only in the 
very earliest stages of flight testing. As 
far as I am able to determine, the most 
crucial part of the testing-test-firing 
of the Phoenix missile from the F-14 in 
flight--will not even begin until near the 
beginning of fiscal year 1973. 

How did we arrive at this situation in 
which an outdated plane appears to be 
the only option we have? A complete an
swer to that could fill volumes. In brief, 
however, it seems that the Navy has been 
so intent upon coming up with a planE. 
that would meet cost and performance 
specifications after the F-111 fiasco that 
it has been willing to settle for an out
dated plane-a plane so similar to the 
F-111 that the F-111 experience could 
help assure this plane would at last meet 
Navy specifications, even if those specifi
cations are a decade out of date. In addi
tion, the Navy has refused to look at 
designs and prototypes of more sophisti
cated aircraft that are now within the 
state of the art for fear of having to 
admit the shortcomings of the F-14. 

It seems to me that the only solution 
to this problem is to get busy immedi
ately on prototypes of aircraft that could 
provide a realistic counter to the Mig-
23-aircraft which could be built under 
the "fly before you buy" policy from 
which the F-14 is apparently exempt. I 
am informed that, if the parliamentary 
situation permits, an amendment will be 
offered to add $50 million to this bill for 
the very purpose of buying prototypes 
for a better tactical fighter, and if such 
an amendment is offered I certainly in
tend to support it. 

At the same time, I think we simply 
must terminate the F-14 as soon as pos
sible, even if it is the "only thing we 
have" at the moment. The A version of 
the F-14, which is the only version that 
will be available in the next 2 or 3 years, 
is no better than what we have now or 
could buy at half the price. In that 
amount of time we could come up with 
prototypes of aircraft truly comparable 
or superior to the Mig-23, and have a 
fly-off among them to see which one we 
want to build. 

The committee report notes that it is 
the "B" version of the F-14, with its 
more powerful engine, that the Navy 

wants, not the "A." We bought 140 F-
111's that turned out to be so under
powered they could not usefully be de
ployed, and we are about to do the same 
thing by buying F-14A's. Do we never 
learn? 

It is constantly argued that to elimi
nate the funds for the 48 more F-14A's in 
the 1972 appropriation bill would break 
our contract with Grumman. It is my 
judgment that that contract has already 
been broken by Grumman through the 
delays in the aircraft's development and 
the unavailability of the B version. 

Grumman has agreed to provide the 
next 48 aircraft at the contracted price, 
so the Navy has not challenged the con
tract. But Grumman also has notified the 
Secretary of Defense that it expects to 
lose over $300 million should it have to 
provide the 313 planes in the contract 
at the contracted price. It is inevitable, 
therefore, that we are either going to 
have to renegotiate this contract in the 
near future and pay a significantly high
er price for the F-14, or we are going to 
find ourselves bailing out Grumman as 
we did Lockheed. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, it is 
my conclusion that we should cancel pro
curement of the F-14 now so that Grum
man and other manufacturers can get on 
with the development of a truly capable 
and modern aircraft that is more than a 
warmed-over F-111. The investment we 
lose by canceling the F-14 now will, in 
my judgement, be more than recouped in 
savings on a new and more capable fight-
er. 1 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
una.nimous consent that I may be per
mitted to proceed for an additional 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 

Texas is recognized. 
Mr. MAHON. The Committee on Ap

propriations spent hours, days, weeks, 
and months studying the problems in
volved in the F-14 program. We fully 
understand that the project is not per
fect and if we could go back and undo 
what has been done, that would be de
sirable in some respects. It is not possible 
to do that because the contract has al
ready been made. If, by our actions, we 
cancel the procurement of the 48 F-14 
aircraft in the fiscal year 1972 request, 
that action will increase the cost to the 
Government in the sum of about $1.4 bil
lion, according to representatives of the 
Navy. So the committee simply was not 
willing to take the responsibility of in
creasing the cost of the F-14 program by 
$1.4 billion. 

We have considered this subject at 
length. We have had extensive hearings. 
The committee is familiar with the facts 
that were presented by the gentleman. 
But the only solution we know of to this 
problem is to hold the feet of Grumman 
to the fire and make them perform on 
the contract which they have entered. 
Grumman is in difficulty because they 
have not obtained a number of military 
and space program contracts, which they 

had anticipated, and there is no doubt 
but that other problems will arise in the 
future. But we feel that under all the 
circumstances this is the best that can 
be done at this time, and I am confident 
that the House will accept the judgment 
of the committee in connection with this 
matter rather than approve the amend
ment which has been offered. 

I ask that the amendment be defeated. 
Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I cer

tainly support the remarks made by the 
distinguished chairman of our subcom
mittee. This committee has literally 
spent hundreds of hours looking into the 
various aircraft programs of the Navy, 
the Air Force, and the Army. We gave 
particular attention to the F-14. The 
F-14 is urgently needed by the Navy to 
maintain its superiority. No aircraft can 
be modified, the F-4 notwithstanding, to 
do the job that is required. 

I hope that the committee will defeat 
the amendment. 

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Did I hear the gentleman 
s:ay that Grumman is in financial diffi
culty? 

Mr. MAHON. Grumman is in financial 
difficulty with this contract. The gentle
man from New York <Mr. BINGHAM) pro
poses to release the company from the 
contract by canceling it on the floor of 
the House, which, according to the De
partment of Defense, would result in a 
program cost increase of at least $1.4 bil
lion because of the program stretchout 
and renegotiation of the contract. 

So this is the situation we are in. 
Mr. GROSS. Am I to assume from that 

statement that this is a bailout of an
other aerospace outfit? 

Mr. MAHON. This is not a bailout. The 
amendment would be a bailout, but the 
position of the committee is not a bail
out. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last two words. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not want to delay 

the House, but I think it is important 
to answer a few points the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) has made. 
He said first of all that the House had 
stricken the money for the F-14 in the 
defense authorization bill, and it was 
only the Senate that put it back in. That 
is not exactly an accurate statement of 
what happened. 

At the time the defense authorization 
bill was before our Committee on 
Armed Services, the Secretary of Defense 
had not yet made up his mind on the 
question of whether to go ahead with 
the existing contract for the F-14A ver
sion of the plane, or whether to break 
that contract and proceed to the F-14B 
version with its improved engine. The 
gentleman from Louisiana <Mr. HEBERT) 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, wanted to defer any new money 
for the F-14 until the Defense Depart
ment had made up its own mind on what 
it wanted to do with the problems the 
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gentleman from Texas has already re
ferred to, including the tremendously ex
pensive costs that would be involved if 
we were to break the contract. 

When the authorization bill got to the 
Senate, the Department had made up 
its mind, the Senate put the F-14 money 
in the bill, and the chairman of our com
mittee indicated his full support of that 
position. Our full committee later indi
cated its support, and the F-14 money 
was included in the conference report 
by mutual agreement. 

The gentleman from New York says 
the F-14 is not superior to the Soviet 
Mig-23 Foxbat. I am constantly amused 
by those who regularly oppose Defense 
appropriations and also Defense research 
appropriations, and who then come to us 
and say, "What is the matter with you 
fellows on the Armed Services Commit
tee? The Russians have better planes 
than we do. Why don't you get us better 
and faster planes?" 

We have trouble developing any plane 
at all these days considering the pressures 
to cut money for research and develop
ment on defense projects. The best plane 
we have today, the F-4, was laid down 
15 years ago. As a matter of fact, the 
F-14 does not fly as high as the Foxbat, 
but it has a missile that can shoot down 
the Foxbat at its higher altitude, and if 
the Soviet plane decides to come down 
and tangle with the F-14 in a dogfight at 
a lower altitude, it can outmaneuver the 
Soviet plane and shoot it down. That 
point has been made very clear in all the 
material on this plane. 

Finally, the gentleman from New York 
suggests that this is a terribly expensive 
plane compared with the F-4. But the 
F-4, as I have said, was laid down 15 
years ago. We all know what has hap
pened to aircraft costs since then. But let 
me also point out that unit costs for an 
airplane depend upon on number of 
copies we buy. Secretary Packard has 
suggested we carry out the existing F-14 
contract, buy the number contracted for 
of the version, and then move as swiftly 
as possible to develop and buy the B ver
sion. In the long run this will be the 
cheapest thing to do, as the gentleman 
from Texas has already indicated, and 
when we buy more copies the unit cost 
will come down. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge that the 
Bingham amendment be defeated. 

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

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I want 
also to join with the gentleman from 
New York concerning the fa-ct that the 
F-14 is a fine airplane and below 60,000 
feet it can certainly outmaneuver and 
shoot down the Foxbat. Is it not also true 
that the F-14 is the only plane we have 
which is projected to carry the Phoenix 
missile? The other plane, the F-4, cannot 
do it, and if we try to make that plane 
do it, we would lose the present capa-
bilities of the F-4 aircraft? 

Mr. STRATTON. That is certainly 
true. It is also true that is the only new 
plane we have in this field, and we have 
to go ahead with it quickly. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from New York <Mr. BINGHAM) . 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I think 
first I would like to say there is no ques
tion the House did not authorize this 
amount when the authorization bill was 
before this body-whatever the reason. 

Secondly, this is not something on 
which the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee and the Ap
propriations Committee alone have spent 
many hours. It so happens this is some
thing I have studied quite profoundly. 
The Chairman may remember I have 
raised this question over the past 2 or 
3 years about the F-14. \Vith Senator 
HARTKE of the other body I submitted a 
report on the subject in quite some de
tail some months back. It is not some
thing I come to, so to speak, at the last 
minute. 

As to whether this plane will adequate
ly provide defense against the Foxbat 
this is seriously questioned in an article 
I have from the National Observer, a 
very reputable and I would say conser
vative publication: 

The F-14 c:annat adequately protect Navy 
carriers from the threats it is designed to 
meet. Even if it worked perfectly, the F - 14's 
Phoemx missile system oould be saturated 
by enemy attacks. It is more likely that the 
Ph!oenix will be countermeasured, out
maneuvered, and. in fact will seldom work 
at all under co.mbat handling conditions. 

My colleague from New York <Mr. 
STRATTON) suggested it is strange that I 
should be here suggesting we are not 
moving fast enough in the development 
of an adequate airplane to meet the 
Soviets latest plane. It may be strange, 
but that is precisely my position. What
ever happens to this amendment, I will 
support an amendment to be offered 
later on by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. MooRHEAD) to call for ad
ditional funds for the development of 
protJotypes of more advanced and ca
pable planes. I believe we need fast, highly 
maneuverable planes. We need planes 
to compete with the Foxbat. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should like 
to quote the Appropriations Committee. 
The committee indicates that there will 
be cost increases if the contract is 
broken, but there will be increases only 
if we go ahead and buy all thes·e F-14's 
in the end. If we do not buy the F-14's 
we will save money. 

The committee indicates also they do 
not believe that Grumman will be able 
to carry through on the contract at these 
present prices. The committee says: 

The Committee believes, however, that 
probably the Navy will be forced to restruc
ture the current contract. If the contractor 
can prove significant losses, as he predicts, 
the Navy decision to hold to the contract 
this year may be merely delaying on the 
inevitable. 

That is what the committee is asking 
us to do, to hold to the contract this year 
despite the anticipation that at some 
point in the future, as the gentleman 
from Iowa pointed out, we will have to 
bail out Grumman the way we bailed out 
Lockheed. 

I repeat, I cannot believe that this con
tract is in the best interest of Grumman 

or of Long Island. It is a contract headed 
for disaster. It is the wr ong place at the 
wr ong time. 

I ask Members to vote for the amend
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BINGHAM). 

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

TELLER VOTES WITH CLERKS 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I de

mand tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. BINGHAM, MINSHALL, EDWARDS of 
California, and MAHON. 

The Committee divided, and the tell
ers reported that there were--ayes 76, 
noes 311, not voting 44, as follows: 

[Roll No. 395] 
[Recorded Teller Vote] 

AYE8-76 
Abourezk Gibbons Nedzi 
Abzug Green, Pa. Nix 
Aspin Gross Obey 
Badillo Hanna O'Hara 
Barrett Harrington Rangel 
Bergland Hathaway Rees 
Bingham Hawkins Reid, N.Y. 
Burton Hechler, W. Va. Reuss 
Chisholm Heckler, Mass. Riegle 
Cla y Heinz Rosent hal 
Collins, Ill. Helstoski Roybal 
Conyers Howard Ryan 
Corman Hungate Sarbanes 
Culver Jacobs Scheuer 
Dellums Kastenmeier Schwengel 
Dingell Koch Seiberling 
Dow Leggett Smith, Iowa 
Drinan Long, Md. Stokes 
Eckhardt McCloskey Thompson, N.J. 
Edwards, Calif. Madden Vanik 
Eilberg Mazzoli Vigorito 
Ford, Metcalfe Waldie 

William D. Mink Whalen 
Fraser Mitchell Yates 
Fulton, Tenn. Moorhead Yatron 
Gaydos Moss 

Abernethy 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Ill. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Baker 
Baring 
Begich 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bennett 
Betts 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bra demas 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 

NOES--311 
Broyhill, N.C. Dennis 
Broyhill, Va. Dent 
Buchanan Devine 
Burke, Fla. Dickinson 
Burke, Mass. Donohue 
Burleson, Tex. Dorn 
Burlison, Mo. Duncan 
Byrne, Pa. duPont 
Byrnes, Wis. Dwyer 
Byron Edmondson 
Cabell Edwards, Ala. 
Caffery Erlenborn 
Camp Esch 
Carey, N.Y. Eshleman 
Carney Evans, Colo. 
Carter Evins, Tenn. 
Casey, Tex. Fascell 
Cederberg F indley 
Chamberlain Fish 
Chappell Fisher 
Clancy Flood 
Clawson, Del Flowers 
Cleveland Flynt 
Collier Foley 
Collins, Tex. Ford, Gerald R. 
Colmer Forsythe 
Conable Fountain 
Conte Frelinghuysen 
Cotter Frenzel 
Coughlin Frey 
Crane Fuqua 
Daniel, Va. Galifianakis 
Daniels, N.J. Gallagher 
Danielson Gettys 
Davis, Ga. Giaimo 
Da vis, S.C. Goldwater 
Davis, Wis. Gonzalez 
de la Garza Grasso 
Delaney Gray 
Dellenback Green, Oreg. 
Denholm Griffin 
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Grover Martin 
Gubser Mat his, Ga. 
Gude Matsunaga 
Hagan Mayne 
Haley Meeds 
Hall Melcher 
Hamilton Michel 
Hammer- Miller, Ohio 

schmidt Mills, Md. 
Hanley Minish 
Hansen, Idaho Minshall 
Hansen, Wash. Mizell 
Harsha Mollohan 
Harvey Monagan 
Hastings Montgomery 
Hays Morgan 
Henderson Murphy, Ill. 
Hicks, Mass. Murphy, N.Y. 
Hicks, Wash. Myers 
Hogan Natcber 
Holifield Nelsen 
Horton Nichols 
Hosmer O'Konski 
Hull O'Neill 
Hunt Passman 
Hutchinson Patman 
!chord Patten 
Jarman PellY 
Johnson, Calif. pepper 
Johnson, Pa. Perkins 
Jonas Pettis 
Jones, Ala. Peyser 
Jones, N.C. Pickle 
Jones, Tenn. Pike 
Karth Pirnie 
Kazen Poage 
Keating Podell 
Kee Powell 
Keith Preyer, N.C. 
Kemp Price, Ill. 
King Price, Tex. 
Kluczynskl Pryor, Ark. 
Kuykendall Pucinski 
Kyl Purcell 
Kyros Quie 
Landgrebe Quillen 
Latta Railsback 
Lennon Randall 
Lent Rarick 
Lloyd Rhodes 
Long, La. Robinson, Va. 
Lujan Robison, N.Y. 
McClory Rodino 
McCollister Roe 
McCormack Rogers 
McDonald, Roncalio 

Mich. Rooney, N.Y. 
McEwen Rostenkowski 
McFall Roush 
McKay Rousselot 
McKinney Roy 
McMillan Ruppe 
Mabon Ruth 
Mailliard St Germain 
Mann Sandman 

Satterfield 
Saylor 
Scberle 
Schmitz 
Scbneebeli 
Scott 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
St ubblefield 
Stuckey 
Symington 
Talcott 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Tiernan 
Udall 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Winn 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zion 
Zwacb 

NOT VOTING-44 

Abbitt 
Alexander 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Bow 
Celler 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Derwinski 
Diggs 
Dowdy 

Downing 
Dulski 
Edwards, La . 
Garmatz 

Goodling 
Griffiths 
Halpern 
Hebert 
Hillis 
Landrum 
Link 
McClure 
McCulloch 
McDade 
McKevitt 
Macdonald, 

Mass. 
Mat hias, Calif. 
Mikva 
Miller, Calif. 

Mills, Ark. 
Morse 
Mosher 
Pofi 
Roberts 
Rooney, Pa. 
Runnels 
Sebelius 
Stanton, 

James V. 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wright 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses necessary for the procure
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis
siles, armament, ammunition, military equip~ 
ment, spare part s , and accessories therfor; 
plant equipment, appliances, and machine 
tools, and installation thereof in public or 
private plants, and vehicles for the Marine 
Corps, including purchase of not to exceed 
two hundred forty-one passenger motor vehi
cles, for replacement only; $118,100,000, and 
in addition, $10,000,000 which shall be derived 
by transfer from "Procurement, Marine Corps, 
1971/1973", to remain available for obliga
tion until June 30, 1974. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. HARRINGTON) and I 
had intended to offer an amendment to 
this bill freezing further MIRVing of 
land-based and sea-based strategic mis
siles. We decided to forego this effort, not 
because we were completely pleased with 
the recommendations of the committee 
·in this area, but to help focus important 
attention on the important Boland and 
Aspin amendments that we will be con
sidering shortly. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that our 
time is such that it is not feasible to 
offer an amendment on this subject be
cause, again this year, as has been true 
through the recent years, both the au
thorizing committee and the appropriat
ing committee have given full funding to 
every strategic arms request that has 
been made by the administration. 

What we are doing in this bill-a 1-
year bill-is funding additional warheads 
on our submarines equal to 50 percent 
of the total Soviet land-based and sub
marine strategic force now in being. 

By this one appropriation alone, we 
are going to put onto the top of our mis
siles half as many warheads as the total 
Soviet inventory already in place on 
land-based and submarine-based sys
tems. 

There is not any good reason to con
tinue to spend billions and billions of 
dollars on MIRV's in anticipation of an 
ABM system that does not exist today, 
and which will not exist, because we ap
parently are going to reach an agree
ment under the SALT talks. 

This expenditure is a waste of the tax
payers' money, and it is a destabilizing 
advance in the strategic arms race that 
has no place in an appropriation bill that 
is designed to fit the needs of the defense 
of the United States. 

I am sorry that the Committee for 
some reason buys lock, stock, and barrel, 
every strategic arms request that comes 
down the pipe. We do not need rull these 
warheads. We do not need to MffiV all 
of our land-based and sea-based missiles 
when the purpose for this MIRVing was 
an ABM that the Soviets never built. 

I just continue to wonder why it is that 
the Committee will not take into account 
the fact that the circumstances have 
changed which led us to the original de
cision to provide for a MIRV system. 

I hope some day this House will begin 
to stand on its own feet and begin to 
ask tough questions of the Department 
of Defense that may lead us to a more 
moderate and prudent expenditure in 
the arms race, in this strategic arms 
race, and one that will allow us to level 
off what is otherwise a very compelling 
race indeed. 

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

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the g e ntleman. 
Mr. STRATTON. I think the gentle

man ought to know that the Committee 
on Appropriations is not just a tool of the 
Pentagon, because they took out of the 
bill the money for the MBT-10. They said 
that was going to cost two or three. 

It was included in the authorization 
bill, but the Committee on Appropriations 
very wisely recognized that this was a 

waste of money, and took it out, and I 
think we ought to commend them for it. 

Mr. FRASER. You are talking about 
the money for which system? 

Mr. STRATTON. I am talking about 
money for the main battle tank, the 
MBT-70, or the XM-803. 

Mr. FRASER. The point I am making 
is you will not find in the bill any re
duction in the strategic weapons. Money 
for the advanced bomber is here. Money 
for the new ULMS system is here. Money 
for the needless MIRV system is here. 
Money is in here to harden Minuteman 
missile sites. Instead of having only twice 
the number of warheads that the Soviet 
Union has, we will have four times or five 
times what the Soviet Union has and 
when the Soviets then move alo~g to 
respond to us, the Department of De
fense will sound the alarm and they are 
going to say that the country is in great 
danger. 

The whole thing is an enormous waste 
of the taxpayers' money. 

Mr. Chairman, let me detail my con
cerns more specifically. 

Multiple independently targetable re
entry vehicles-MffiV's-were the U.S. 
response to the assumption that the 
Soviet Union would deploy an extensive 
ABM system. A Soviet nationwide ABM 
deployment has not taken place. The 
only Soviet system is around Moscow 
and it can be overwhelmed and Mosco~ 
destroyed by the warheads from one 
Poseidon-equipped submarine. 

Further, indications are strong that 
an ABM agreement will soon be accom
plished in the course of the strategic 
arms limitation talks-SALT. Last May 
the President announced his determina
tion to achieve this significant arms ~on
trol measure. Last Friday, the President 
reiterated his belief that we are going 
to reach an agreement. On October 21 
Deputy Secretary of Defense David 
Packard spoke optimistically about 
achieving a SALT ABM agreement. 

The anti-ABM function of MIRV is no 
longer a credible rationale for our con
tinuing deployment of MffiV's. Dr. 
John S. Foster, Jr., Director of Defense 
Research and Engineering, told the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee on April 
19 that if an ABM agreement were con
cluded, "there would be no need for the 
United States to deploy a MIRV." 

On March 9, 1971, Gen. John D. Ryan, 
Chief of Staff, USAF, testified before the 
House Appropriations Committee-page 
785, part I of the committee hearings: 

For example, we know the Soviets since 
August 1968 have been testing an SS-9 [the 
largest Soviet missile] with three re-entry 
vehicles [RV's]. We believe, on the basis .of 
what we have observed from these tests, that 
they are working on a MffiVed SS-9, using 
an entirely different method of dispensing 
the (delet ed) re-entry vehicles than we do 
in our Minuteman III. We think that this 
MIRVed SS-9, designated the (deleted), will 
eventually be able to take under attack (de
leted) Minuteman silos. But given the esti
mated CEP (accuracy] of the basic SS-9 
booster and the estimated yield of the war
head, each RV, at the present state of devel
opment, would have only a (deleted) chance 
of putting a Minuteman silo out of commis
sion. Even without Safeguard, this (deleted) 
MIRV version of the ss-o would not consti
tute a very severe threat to the retaliatory 
capability of our Minuteman force as a 
whole. 
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The impending SALT limitation on 

ABM deployment and the lagging Soviet 
SS-9/MIRV program indicates that there 
is no need for the United States to con
tinue deployment of MIRV's. The com
mittee recommends that the United 
Stat.es continue to deploy through 
MIRVing additional warheads. The six 
Poseidon conversions funded by this bill 
means that over 850 additional warheads 
will be added to our nuclear strategic in
ventory-almost half the number of war
heads-1,900-now possessed by the So
viet Union on their land- and submarine
based strategic missiles. While it is true 
that these additional U.S. warheads are 
smaller than the Soviet warheads, each 
has at least twice the destructive power 
of the nuclear bombs dropped on Hiro
shima and Nagasaki in World War II. 

On our submarines alone-when the 
20 Poseidon conversions we shall have 
funded to date are completed-we shall 
have over 3,500 separately targetable 
warheads, totally immune to a first strike 
while at sea. This is in addition to over 
1,300 land-based warheads-not seriously 
threatened by the Soviet SS-9 according 
to General Ryan-and our B-52 bomber 
force which is two and one-half times the 
size of the Soviet long range bomber 
force. Development and procurement of 
the short range attack missile
SRAM-and development of the sub
sonic cruise armed decoy-SCAD
funded by this bill will greatly increase 
the effectiveness of the U.S. B-52 force. 

The Congress continues to approve nu
clear strategic weapons programs with
out question. We must begin to exercise 
independent judgment in this area. 
Enough is enough. Too much only leads 
to a continuing and escalating arms race. 
Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that the 
responsible committees will look more 
carefully at this area of the Defense De
partment budget. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in response to the re
marks of the gentleman from Minnesota, 
it should be pointed out that while we are 
increasing the number of warheads in 
our strategic inventory by MIRVing, the 
Soviet Union is deploying additional 
ICBM's and is engaged in vigorous efforls 
to improve their strategic nuclear forces. 
Their activities in the area at this time 
are more vigorous and certainly more 
provocative than are ours. 

I might also point out that as we in
crease the number of warheads in the 
inventory by MIRVing, we are decreasing 
the overall megatonnage in the process. 

I am concerned that we are taking 
chances in the area of strategic forces. 
As I stated earlier, the Soviets have sur
passed us in the number of ICBM's de
ployed on launchers. 

The committee report contains a sec
tion which describes our strategic nuclear 
forces program and under permission 
granted I will include that section of the 
report in the RECORD at this point: 
STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES FOR DETERRENCE 

Strategic forces, both offensive and defen
sive, are the backbone of our m.llitary 
strength. They are the priinary deterrent to 
strategic attacks. They face an aggressor con
templating less than all-out attack, with an 

unacceptable risk of escalation. They are 
essential to the maintenance of a stable 
political environment within which the 
threat of aggression or coercion against the 
U.S. and its allies is minimized. Our strategic 
forces must be numerous enough, efficient 
enough, and deployed in such a way that an 
aggressor wlll always know that the sure 
result of a nuclear attack against us is un
acceptable damage from our retaliation. That 
makes it 1Inperative that our strategic power 
not be inferior to that of any other state. 

The concept of strategic sufilciency on 
which U.S. policy is based has two meanings. 
In its narrow military sense, it means enough 
force to infilct a level of damage on a poten
tial aggressor sufficient to deter hiin from 
attacking. In its broader political sense, suf
ficiency means the maintenance of forces 
adequate to prevent us and our allies from 
being coerced. Thus the relationship between 
our strategic forces and those of the Soviet 
Union must be such that our ability and 
resolve to protect our vit.al security interests 
will not be underestimated. 

Our purpose, reflected both in our strategic 
programs and in our Strategic Arins Liinita
tion Talks (SALT) proposals, is to maintain 
a balance, and thereby reduce the likelihood 
of nuclear war. Insofar as we can do so by 
unilateral decisions, we seek to obviate the 
need for costly, wasteful, and dangerous 
cycles of strategic arins deployment. 

The fact we have begun to discuss strategic 
arms with the USSR is in itself important. 
Agreement in such a vital area could create 
a new cominitment to stability and influence 
attitudes toward other issues. 

In planning strategic forces to meet the 
Inilitary criteria for deterrence, our principal 
objectives, derived from the sufilciency cri
teria, currently include: 

Maintaining an adequate second-strike 
capability to deter an all-out surprise attack 
on our strategic forces. 

Providing no incentive for the Soviet Union 
to strike the United States first in a crisis. 

Preventing the Soviet Union from gaining 
the ability to cause considerably greater 
urban/industrial destruction than the 
United States could inflict on the Soviets in 
a nuclear war. 

Defending against damage from small at
tacks or accidental launches. 

For several years we have maintained three 
types of strategic forces-land-based ICBMs, 
bombers, and submarine-launched missiles. 
Each is capable of infilcting a high level of 
daiDage in response to a nuclear first strike. 
Taken together they have an unquestioned 
capability of inflicting an unacceptable level 
of damage. This concept takes advantage 
of the unique characteristics of each delivery 
system. It provides insurance against sur
prise enemy technological breakthroughs or 
unforeseen operational failures and compli
cates the task of planning attacks on us. 

A number of prograins to strengthen our 
strategic offensive forces will be continued 
in FY 1972. The Budget includes funds for 
procurement of additional quantities of the 
new MIRV'ed Minuteman ill missiles and 
conversion of six more fleet ballistic missile 
subiDarines to the MIRV'ed Poseidon con
figuration. Also included are funds to up
grade MinuteiDan silos against nuclear blast 
and radiation effects, and to reduce the vul
nerability of Minuteman II missiles to nu
clear radiation effects while in :flight. 

No increase in the total number of ICBM 
and SLBM launchers is proposed this year. 
These foroos continue to include 1,000 Min
uteman ICBM's, 54 Titan II ICBM's, and 656 
Polaris and Poseidon SLBM's, however; the 
MIRV prograins funded in this budget will 
provide a substantial increase in the number 
of available strategic warheads. This in
crease will help to ensure that our nuclear 
deterrent forces remain sufiiclent in the fu
ture regardless of what actions our opponents 
might take. 

In the strategic bomber area, funds are in
cluded in the FY 1972 Budget to continue 
engineering development of the B-1 inter
continental bomber, which is designed tore
place the aging B-52 :fleet. The first of these 
planes could become available in the late 
1970's, however, no decision has been made 
on production of the B-1. In order to en
hance the capability of our bombers to pene
trate air defenses in the future, development 
of the Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM) 
will be completed and procurement will be 
continued. SRAM is designed for use against 
terminal bomber defenses. In addition, de
velopment of the Subsonic Cruise Armed De
coy (SCAD) will be continued. SCAD is an 
advanced penetration aid designed to counter 
possible area defenses of the late 1970's. 

Because of inherent uncertainty about 
achieving an acceptable agreement at the 
Strategic Arins Limitation Talks and there
sulting uncertainty about the invulnerability 
of the strategic forces in the future, the 
strategic forces program includes continued 
study and design of a new system, the Under
sea Long Range Missile System (ULMS) . This 
system could become available in the late 
1970's if a decision is made to deploy it, and 
it would serve to enhance significantly our 
strategic deterrent. 

The strategic defensive forces also con
tribute substantially to our strategic posture 
of sufficiency. The Safeguard Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) program supported in the Bill 
will provide additional protection for the 
MlnuteiDan missile force. Funds are included 
in this bill for continuing construction at two 
sites now underway in the Minuteman fields. 

With respect to air defense, additional re
ductions are being made in the current sys
tem, primarily in surface-to-air missiles. Cov
erage of the most important threat corridors 
will still be provided pending the moderniza
tion of this system. In connection with that 
modernization, funds are included in the FY 
1972 Budget for the continuation of develop
ment of A WACS, a new airborne warning and 
control aircraft that would operate along 
with a new over-the-horizon radar and an 
1Inproved interceptor. Research effort on the 
new radar will also be continued in FY 1972. 

The cost of the Strategic Forces in fiscal 
year 1972, for the accounts covered in this 
bill, is estimated at $7.6 !billion. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I under

stand it is the plan of the House to 
adjourn at about 6 o'clock this evening. 
I will move that the Committee rise very 
shortly, and then I will ask unanimous 
consent to take up the continuing reso
lution which was passed by the House 
and sent to the other body, and has been 
passed with an amendment by the other 
body this afternoon and which is to be 
messaged back to the House, as I under
stand it, as soon as the Committee has 
risen. 

Then the question before the House 
will be what disposition to make of the 
continuing resolution. If we are to get 
that done by 6 o'clock, it is going to be 
necessary for the Committee to rise very 
shortly. 

I do not believe we have further time 
for additional amendments, but if the 
Clerk could read until we have an 
amendment I think it would save us some 
time on tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
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OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For procurement and modification of 
equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and cc·mmunication equipment), 
and supplies, ma,terials, and spare parts 
theref<ar, not otherwise provided for; the pur
chase of not to exceed eight hundred and 
sixty-four passenger motor vehicles (includ
in"' four medium sed&ns not to exce-..o.ct $3,000 
~h) for replacement only; and expansion 
of public and private plants, Government
owned equipment and installaltion thereof in 
such plants, erection of structures, and ac
quisition of land without regard to section 
9774 of title 10, United States Code, for 
the f•or·egoing purposes, and such lands and 
interests therein, may be a,cquired, and con
struct1on prosecuted thereon prior to the ap
proval of title as required by section 355, 
Revised Statutes, as amended; $1,510,998,000, 
and in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from "Other Procurement, Air 
Force, 1971/ 1973", to remain available for 
obligation until June 30, 1974. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask 
someone knowledgeable on this bill about 
the F-111, which was a predecessor of the 
F-14 in the matter of failure. Can the 
gentleman give me a rundown on what is 
proposed for the F-111 in this bill? I am 
not sure from the language in the report 
as to wha;t is proposed for that plane. 
That is the aircraft, the contract for 
which had to go to Texas for some 
strange, unexplained reason. That is the 
aircraft that Robert Strange McNamara 
sponsored. How many of those planes are 
in the air these days? 

As a result of the billions the taxpayers 
have invested in that contract, how many 
of those F-11l's are in the air? Are most 
of them grounded by virtue of defects 
of one kind or another? 

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. I just want to make the 
observation that I do not see anybody 
breaking their legs to get up here to 
answer the gentleman's question. and it 
is a very worthy question. 

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

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the 
Chairman of the committee. 

Mr. MAHON. The total program for 
the F-111 would provide 530 aircraft, a 
much smaller number than were orig
inally contemplated, and therefore the 
cost per aircraft, of course, is far above 
the original estimate. Moreover, many 
mistakes were made on the F-111. Among 
other things, the Navy version of the 
F-111 was eliminated. The bill before us 
provides for 12 additional F-111's. 

Mr. GROSS. At a cost of how much 
per copy? 

Mr. MAHON. There is $112 million in 
this bill for the 12 additional F-111's, 
and then there are additional funds pro
vided. Let me be more accurate, if the 
gentleman will permit me. 

Mr. GROSS. I wanted to inquire about 
that, too, but first of all I should like 
to point out that that is at the rate of 
$10 million per copy, is it not? Twelve 
more is at the rate of $10 million per 
plane? 

Mr. MAHON. Yes. 

Mr. GROSS. This plane was supposed 
to be produced for about $4 million each, 
was it not? 

Mr. MAHON. Well, I do not remember 
the exact figure if we had bought the 
larger quantity originally provided for. 
But it was estimated that the F-14 would 
have a program unit cost of $11.6 million, 
and now the program unit cost is about 
$16 million per copy. The reason for the 
increase in F-14 program unit cost, of 
course, is the result of reducing the total 
number of aircraft to be bought from 
about 700 to only approximately 300. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is making 
it harder to accept all the time. I thought 
it was about $10 million. The gentleman 
now says it is $16 million. It is incredible, 
is it not, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. MAHON. I was just referring to the 
program unit cost of. the F-14, not the 
F-111. 

Mr. GROSS. It is incredible, is it not? 
Mr. MAHON. It is incredible the way 

the costs of aircraft and all weapons 
increase. The reason we canceled out 
the main battle tank is that it looked like 
it would cost about a million dollars per 
copy for a tank. We have in this bill, 
despite the fact that it is a $71 billion bill, 
funds to provide for only something over 
400 fixed wing aircraft for all the serv
ices, plus about 440 helicopters for the 
Army and Navy. War is getting so ex
pensive I do not know how the costs can 
be met. 

In World War II we produced about 
240,000 aircraft, and we lost almost 70,-
000 aircraft. But now with the additional 
gadgetry and the heavy, expensive air
craft we are in this very difficult situa
tion. I regret it. I am sure the gentleman 
regrets it. 

Mr. GROSS. I am sure the gentleman's 
review of World War II is accurate, but 
I can read about that in some history of 
the Air Force. 

Let me ask the gentleman this ques
tion. What is the $183,800,0GO for "Pro
gram over target"? What is a Program 
over target?" Is that a cost overrun? 

Mr. MAHON. I was trying to point out 
to the gentleman that the overrun in 
cost of all weapons that have been bought 
in recent years is very considerable. 

Th:3 overrun in the cost of the pro
gram over target for the F-111 is repre
sented by the figure the gentleman has 
just explained. 

Mr. GROSS. So that $183,800,000 cost 
overrun is applicable to the F-111? 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. My God. This story gets 

worse by the minute. 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 

from New Jersey. 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. This 

is a very interesting colloquy between 
the gentleman from Iowa and the Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 

The only thing that has not been ex
plained is the difference in cost of an 
F-111 which will fly, and the cost of an 
F-111 which will not fly. It has not been 
explained. 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. It has not been stated yet 
that the F-111 will stay in the air. It has 
been grounded time and time again in 
this country and in Vietnam because of 
defects. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. That 
is why I mentioned to the gentleman that 
the cost given now is for something on 
the ground as distinguished from the ad
ditional cost in the future of making that 
plane fly. My information is that it will 
not fly. 

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

Of course, the F-111 flies, and of course 
it has had its problems, which we all 
regret. 

There are a total of over 300 F-lU's 
and FB-111's flying today in an opera
tional capacity. We have the 20th Tac
tical Fighter Wing deployed overseas at 
Upper Heyford, England now. There are 
two other F-111 tactical fighter wings 
operational today in the United States, 
with a fourth new F-111 wing being 
formed at Cannon Air Force Base in 
New Mexico. 

In addition, we have four FB-111 
squadrons operational, two squadrons at 
Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire 
and two at Plattsburg Air Force Base in 
New York. 

I would like to say, in defense of the 
FB-111, that it has unsurpassed all
weather tactical capability for the deliv
ery of both nuclear and conventional 
weapons. It is unique in its all-weather, 
long-range attack capability, and it has 
secondary capabilities in close air sup
port, counter-air, and in other tactical 
missions. 

Now to answer specifically the ques
tions of the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa. There are over 300 flying to
day-243 F-11l's and 74 FB-111's-and 
none are grounded by virtue of major 
defects of one kind or another. 

The $183.8 million for prior year over
target and unfunded deficiency costs is 
essentially the difference between the es
timate of the contract cost and the actual 
contract cost. In essence, these costs are 
the result of abnormal inflation and un
usual technical difficulties experienced 
by the contractor, particularly in the 
avionics area. 

I believe that time will confirm that, 
despite its much-publicized problems
many of which were normal developmen
tal problems experienced by all new air
craft developments-the F-111 will make 
a major contribution to our strategic and 
tactical forces. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
am strongly opposed to any amendment 
which would delete funds for the pur
chase of additional F-111 fighter air
craft. As I have in the past, I must again 
stress that my support for the F-111 
comes directly from the perspective of 
one who has had the privilege of flying 
this plane. As a former jet fighter pilot 
in the Korean war and one who has ac
quired a deep concern over the adequacy 
of the air arm of this Nation's national 
defense system, I have made a special 
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point of flying the F-111 and putting it 
through its combat paces. And it is 
from this informed viewPoint that I state 
my strong confidence in and support for 
this most remarkable, unique, and 
capable aircraft. 

Mr. Chairman, it deeply troubles me 
that the F-111 has been the center of 
much controversy and misinformation. 
We have been told on different occasions 
that the F-111 is unsafe, that it has not 
lived up to its expectations, and that it 
has become excessively costly. 

To the charge that it is unsafe, I point 
out that its accident record is lower than 
any other aircraft in the Century series
which includes nine different planes. 

To the claim that it is ineffective, I 
point out that Air Force experts have 
given it the highest marks for perform
ance. It is acknowledged to be the best 
aircraft in the world today for delivering 
a payload on a heavily defended target, 
day or night, and in the very worst kind 
of weather, and it is the one plane over 
which the Soviets have acknowledged 
concern at the SALT talks. Furthermore, 
there is no other combat-ready aircraft 
today that can span the gap between the 
worn out B-52 and the B-1 which is on 
the drawing board. 

And with regard to costs, the only way 
our Nation can realize cost effectiveness 
in any aircraft procurement program is 
by building enough to do the job for 
which the program was devised. We must 
concede that this is an expensive plane, 
but we should also realize that the bulk 
of the cost stems from the sophisticated 
research and development that was re
quired in such a complex undertaking, 
as well as the expense of tooling up for 
production. Now that these hurdles have 
been topped, the subsequent cost per 
plane must of necessity decline as pro
duction continues to dilute fixed costs. 

Mr. Chairman, much much more could 
be said in behalf of the F-111, but suffice 
it to say this is an excellent aircraft, a 
mighty weapon with which to deter ag
gression, and any move to prevent its fur
ther deployment would be short-sighted 
and dangerous. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the Chair, 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Chairman Of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill <H.R. 11731) making ap
propriations for the Department of De
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1972, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further mesage from the Senate by 
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed with 
amendment in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested, a joint resolu
tion of the House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 946. Joint resolution making fur
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1972, and for other puq>oses. 

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1972 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 946) 
making further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1972, and for 
other purposes, with a Senate amend
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Strike out all after the resolving clause and 
insert: 

"That the joint resolution of July 1, 1971 
(Public Law 92-38), as amended, is hereby 
further amended (1) by striking out 'Novem
ber 15, 1971' in clause (c) of section 102 and 
inserting in lieu thereof 'December 1, 1971'; 
and (2) by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

" 'SEc. 108. Notwithstanding a,ny other pro
visions of this joint resolution, obligations 
incurred hereunder for foreign economic and 
military assistance and sales shall not exceed 
the rate provided for in authorization Acts 
for such assistance passed during the 1st 
session, 92d Congress: Provided, That, when
ever the rate of obligations for such assist
ance made available under such an authori
zation Act as passed by the Senate is differ
ent from that contained under such an Act 
as passed by the House, the rate of obliga
tions shall be limited to the lower rate.'" 

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, this is a most unusual 
procedure. Within the last 5 minutes, we 
have received House Joint Resolution 946 
back from the other body with an amend
ment which frankly I cannot nnderstand. 
The distinguished gentleman from 
Texas, who is asking unanimous consent 
that we concur in the added-on amend
ment, has very kindly provided me with 
a copy of the said amendment by the 
other body. At first blush, this would, if 
we adopted their language, of course, 
reconstitute the very Foreign Aid As
sistance Act which that other body 
knocked out in the form of an author
ization bill passed by this body and sent 
to them. 

In the second place, for the life of me 
under the added section 108 I cannot 
understand why we should concur in a 
continuing resolution that would actually 
authorize even minimal appropriations 
for something which the other body 
eliminated so far as authorization is con
cerned. 

Certainly if we believe in a system of 
checks and balances, with authorizing 
committees and appropriating commit
tees to offset each other, and do not 
want to eliminate the legislative com
mittees versus the appropriating commit
tees, we must cease and desist from ac
cepting these. I believe I have heard the 
gentleman himself say that. 

In addition to all that, Mr. Speaker, 
I cannot understand, under section 108, 
whether the new Senate action on a sep
arate foreign economic assistance au
thorization or a military assistance and 
sales authorization would be the gov
erning factor determining the minimwn 
of appropriations under the continuing 

resolution, or whether it would be the 
House-passed authorization, because it 
simply says: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this joint resolution, obligations incurred 
hereunder for foreign economic and mili
tary assistance and saJes shall not exceed 
the rate provided for in authori218.tion Acts 
for such assistance passed during the 1st 
session, 92d Oongress. 

If I may stop right there and paren
thetically interpret, there has been only 
one authorization act which has been 
in the form of a bill passed. There is no 
act of any kind that has been signed 
into law. That authorization legislative 
proposal passed by this body and sent 
to the other body was killed and has 
been eliminated out of hand. 

So it must be referring either to their 
new foreign economic assistance pro
gram, which is one separfl.te bill which 
has been proposed and which presum
ably in due course will come to this body 
for action-although I thought the Con
stitution said that the people's House 
originated appropriations, trade, tariffs, 
taxes and levies-or it must refer to mili
tary assistance and sales. Unless there 
can be some adequate explanation for 
this, because of lack of logic, because of 
expediency involved, I must be con
strained to object. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
for any explanation he might have. 

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman 
for permitting me to undertake to re
spond to the many questions he has 
asked. 

Let me briefly outline the situation. 
We passed a continuing resolution in 
the House last week-on November 10-
which provided for continuation of all 
ongoing programs in the Government, 
including the foreign aid programs, for 
which Congress has not yet completed 
action in the regular annual appropria
tion bills. We merely extended the date 
of the then current continuing resolu
tion-which expired yesterday, Novem
ber 15-to the sine die adjournment of 
this session. 

The other body has today struck out 
the sine die adjournment date and made 
the cutoff date December 1-a 2-week 
extension-which in my judgment is not 
realistic, but nevertheless that was the 
action of the other body. 

The other body, in addition to chang
ing the date, also decided that the rate 
for operations during the 2-week period 
for the foreign assistance program
which was continued in the House ver
sion of the . continuing resolution
should be modified. I persona.Uy think, 
U..."'1.der the circumstances, that such a 
modification is in the right direction. 
The other body took into consideration 
the fact that some time ago the House 
passed an authorization bill on foreign 
aid which the other body voted down
they killed it-but on which they subse
quently reversed their position, more or 
less, by passing, by a very considerable 
vote, two substitute foreign aid bills 
which in total amount are somewhat be
low the original House bill which had 
been killed by the other body. 

The House version of the continuing 
resolution extension provided for con
tinuing the rate for operations with 
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respect to foreign assistance on the same 
basis as has obtained since July 1, which 
amounts in total, to about $3.396 billion 
on an an'nual basis. For the 2-week peri
od, November 16-30, the effect of the 
Senate amendment is to step the an
nual rate for operations down to about 
$2.6 billion-a stepdown of $700 million 
plus. 

Those figures are not spelled out in the 
continuing resolution, but that would be 
the dollar consequence of the Senate 
modification for the 2-week period. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, that is the 
point to my reservation, if the gentle
man will let me at that point ask him to 
explain where he arrives at the $2.6 bil
lion figure . Is that the figure for foreign 
economic assistance in the other body's 
recent action or is that for the military 
assistance appropriation in the other 
body? How does one, in view of no stated 
figure, arrive at a minimum expendi
ture of $2.6 billion of this continuing res
olution? 

Mr. MAHON. Under the wording of the 
resolution as passed by the Senate, the 
rate for operation in each of these pro
grams, both military and economic aid, 
is the lower of the current rate, the rate 
in the killed House bill as it passed the 
House or the rate in the substitute Sen
ate bills. Of course, the Senate bills in 
most instances were, I believe, lower. 

I would expect that when we pass the 
regular appropriation bill for foreign aid 
the appropriations will be considerably 
reduced below even the reduced total ap
plicable during the 2-week period under 
this continuing resolution. 

Mr. HALL. Well, Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman just said that no figure is pre
sented here, but he thinks it will be $2.6 
billion. I am simply trying to arrive at 
how you determine that figure. Is that 
the total of the other body's currently 
passed foreign economic assistance a?d 
military assistance and sales appropna_.
tion that they are going to tender to thlS 
b~y? . 

Mr. MAHON. Continuing resolutiOn 
rates for operation are determined on 
a program-by-program basis. Where t~e 
Senate authorization bill is lower, that 1s 
the rate. Wherever it is not lower, then 
the rate of the House-passed authoriza
tion bill or the rate that has obtained 
since July 1, whichever is lower, would 
pertain. 

Mr. HALL. I understand that, and of 
course that is in the final proviso which 
I did not read. I do not want to take up 
the time of the Members. I understand 
it is the lower of any, but I do not know 
how you can determine when this says 
"acts," "authorization acts," or "assist
ance acts," and there is no act or statute 
except the one for last year. I do not know 
how you can determine what the lesser 
figure of even the total of the two would 
be unless we stipulated it. 

Mr. MAHON. Actually, perhaps it 
would have been better had the term 
"bill" or "authorization legislation" been 
used instead of the word "act.'' 

Mr. HALL. Yes. But that is what they 
are asking us to accept by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HALL. I will be glad to yield to 

the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I want to compliment the 
gentleman from Missouri for pointing out 
that there is no such thing as an act 
involved here in the sense that approval 
has been given by both the House and 
Senate. ' 

There should be no reference in this 
continuing resolution different from that 
contained under an act passed by the 
House. The House bill authorizing foreign 
aid is as dead as a dodo bird. It is the 
deadest horse you ever smelled. It was 
defeated by the other body. There is no 
such thing as a House authorization act. 
It is completely unreal even to mention it 
in a continuing resolution. 

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. HALL. I will be glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. It is I believe clear-and 
I am certain it was made clear in the 
other body-that the word "act" or "acts" 
in this instance refers to the authoriza
tion bills on the subject passed by the 
House or by the Senate at this session. 

Mr. JONAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HALL. I will be glad to yleld to the 

gentleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. JONAS. With respect to the ques

tion as to how the $2.6 billion figure was 
arrived at, I think if the gentleman will 
examine the table that is available the 
gentleman will see that in every instance 
the lower figure is used; that is, the figure 
that is lower between the current rate of 
expenditures and authorizing legislation 
that has cleared one or the other of the 
two Houses. 

For example, the first item on the table 
is Technical Assistance. The current rate 
of spending as of November 15 is $181,-
864,000, but the authorizing figure . was 
above that at $187,906,000. But the 
figure we use that is available under the 
continuing resolution is the lower of those 
two figures which is $181,864,000, and 
that same pattern runs through the en
tire table and the gentleman can see by 
examining it that the lower of the two 
figures is used to anive at the $2.6 bil
lion figure. 

Mr. HALL. First, I would be glad to 
accept all of that if I knew exactly what 
it meant, but referring here to foreign 
economic and military assistance sales on 
the one hand or authorization acts on 
the other hand, even with the rather lame 
explanation of semantics about the ac
tion in the other body's language or ex
planation pertains to not a law but to 
action passed by one body or the other, 
and it is impossible to determine under 
this section and this continuing joint 
resolution which of the lower of all is go
ing to be used. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle
man will yield further, that is exactly 
why this table was prepared, so as to 
show that the current rate of spending 
authorized in this continuing resolution 
would be only about $2.6 billion ; whereas, 
the current rate of spending before the 
continuing resolution was $3.3 billion 
plus, a substantially reduced rate of 
spending. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, there are some 
of us who think that $2.6 billion, whether 
it is substantially reduced or not, is much 
too much for this foreign aid give-away. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. HALL. Yes, I yield further to the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations. 

Mr. MAHON. The $2.6 billion figure is 
approximately $700 million below the 
ongoing rate, which I think is very de
sirable in that it is an improvement over 
the original continuing resolution which 
was sent to the other body. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I do not think 
there is anything desirable about it and I 
object. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 946, 
FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1972 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 946) 
making further continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1972, and for 
other purposes, with a Senate amend
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate 
amendment, and request a conference 
with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas, 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, is there anything in either 
one of these continuing resolutions-is 
there any money in them for the orga
nization up in New York which only to
day voted by a of 100-and-something 
to 2 to censure this body? 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, the assessed dues which 
are paid by this Government for mem
bership in the United Nations were car
ried in the State Department appropri
ation bill managed on the floor by the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. 
RooNEY). That bill has been enacted 
into law. 

However, there are funds in the pend
ing resolution for voluntary payments 
to certain organizations and programs 
sponsored by the United Nations-as 
there have been all along. 

Mr. HAYS. The answer then is yes. 
is that right, to my question? 

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman re
state his question? 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I simply asked 
the gentleman if there was any money 
in this continuing resolution for the or
ganization up in New York commonly 
known as the United Nations-! will 
stand corrected: the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. RooNEY) says the East 
River Debating Society-is there any 
money in it for that organization, or the 
United Nations, or whatever you care to 
call it, some of which could not be 
printed if I said them. 

Mr. MAHON. Let me first say that r 
am not aware of what the United Na
tions has done today. I have been heavily 
involved all day in managing the Defense
appropriation bill heTe on the floor, and 
have not had an opportunity to read 
the papers or time for any other busi
ness. 

To answer the gentleman's question, 
there are funds in the continuing resolu
tion which would be available over a. 
period of approximately 2 weeks for vol-
untary payments to certain organiza-· 
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tions or for certain programs sponsored 
by the United Nations. 

Mr. HAYS. Well, I just want to censure 
them, and I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MAHON 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
take from the Speaker's table the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 946) making fur
ther continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1972, and for other purposes, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis
agree to the Senate amendment, and re
quest a .conference with the Senate 
thereon. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, my parlia
mentary inquiry is this: 

Is this motion subject to debate? 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 

that if the gentleman from Texas desires 
to be recognized it would be subject to de
bate, and the gentleman from Texas 
would have control of the time. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
.state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, my second 
parliamentary inquiry is this: This 
would require a two-thirds vote; would 
it not? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that it would not require a two-thirds 
vote; only a majority vote. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman from Texas explain what he 
is attempting to do now? 

Mr. MAHON. First, as the gentleman 
from Iowa knows, I asked unanimous 
consent to agree to the Senate amend
ment, and send it to the White House 
so that a large segment of the Govern
ment would not be working without legal 
authority in violation of law, and which 
it is today. That is what I was trying 
to do, because I felt it would make Con
gress look better in the eyes of the coun
try, and better in the eyes of the Con
gress to act responsibly that way. 

That having been objected to, I then 
asked unanimous consent to go to confer
ence with the other body. That was ob
jected to. 

And so now, having under the rules of 
the House authority to do so, I have 
moved that we send this joint resolution 
to conference. 

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman move 
on the same day that a Senate amend
ment is brought up? 

Mr. MAHON. I can, and I have, and 
I am in compliance with the rules. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle
man from Texas, how long would this 
continue the continuing resolution? What 
is the date certain? 

Mr. MAHON. The date certain on the 
resolution is December 1, but we have to 
go to conference, and we probably could 
not do that tonight. 

Mr. GROSS. Is this a continuing mo
tion, or to send it to conference? 

Mr. MAHON. This is a motion to send 
it to conference. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, can that be con
sidered on the same date? 

Mr. MAHON. Yes. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, my parlia

mentary inquiry is this: 
Can this kind of a motion be made on 

the same day the message is received 
from the Senate? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to 
the gentleman that the answer to his 
question is "Yes; it can be." 

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

Mr. Speaker, who has control of the 
time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
MAHON) has control of the time. 

Mr. MAHON. I have the floor, under 
rule XX, which permits this action, and 
I ask for a vote, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. MAHON). 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 
So the motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 

the following conferees: Messrs. MAHoN, 
WHITTEN, PASSMAN, Bow, and SHRIVER. 

FULTON OPPOSES CUTS IN FEDERAL 
EDUCATION AID TO TENNESSEE 
(Mr. FULTON of Tennessee asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, today, I received a notification 
packet from the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare Office of Educa
tion including a letter which began: 

We are pleased to inform you ... 

What I was informed about was far 
from pleasing. Buried in the packet was 
this note: 

This year 15 States will receive less than 
the amount available for their LEA's (Local 
Educational Agencies) under Title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
Your State is one o'f these. 

Further investigation revealed that 
Tennessee as a whole in fiscal year 1972 
would lose more than $3.1 million in Fed
eral aid to education funds. Nashville
Davidson County would find its educa
tional assistance chopped by more than 
$143,000. 

The reasons given for these cutbacks 
were, first, that the Office of Education 
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act 
for the first time since 1966 did not con
tain a .floor provision assuring each State 
"no less than the year before"; and sec
ond, that the limited funds provided 

under this measure had to be allocated so 
that States with substantial increases in 
the number of low-income children, fac
ing per pupil costs higher than the na
tional average, would receive whatever 
increases could be found. That the money 
for these increases had to come from 
somewhere was obvious; that States pro
viding education at a lower cost level 
would be forced to foot the bill for their 
neighbor States' "educational affluence" 
has now become a fact of life. It is the 
old story-robbing Peter to pay Paul. 

I am not advocating that funding to 
those States requiring more support in 
the future be cut, or even kept at fis-cal 
year 1971 levels. I realize that inflation 
strikes every area, including education
and strikes in some States harder than 
in others. I would also not want to see 
jeopardized the educational programs of 
those States slated to receive more funds, 
would not want curtailed the training of 
children into whose hands our Nation 
will pass in years to come. 

I do not, however, like to see the chil
dren of my State, Tennessee, or my dis
trict discriminated against, having their 
educations placed in jeopardy. This pros
pect now clearly stares us in the face. 
That any child should ever have his edu
cation threatened, that any school dis
trict or State agency should be forced to 
cut back for the "public good" of another 
district or State agency is, in my opinion, 
action opposed to the "public good." 

Perhaps the die has been irrevocably 
cast for this year's allocations. Perhaps 
nothing more can be done-though I 
prefer to think something can, and will 
work to see everything possible is done 
to boost Tennessee's education funding. 
I would certainly hope, however, that at 
least when next year's funding levels are 
decided, we would not have to worry who 
will benefit, at whose expense. We must 
learn that our children's-all our chil
dren's-education is America's gain, that 
students in all 50 States must be listed 
as "educational beneficiaries" if our fu
ture is to be as brought as our past. 

VOICE OF AMERICA SHOULD 
BROADCAST IN YIDDISH 

<Mr. RYAN asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, and to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the decision 
of the U.S. Information Agency to broad
cast a 10-minute Russian-language pro
gram twice a week to Soviet Jews is an 
inadequate and disappointing response to 
the repeated urging of a large number of 
Congressmen and Senators that the Voice 
of America broadcast in Yiddish into the 
Soviet Union in order to demonstrate our 
moral and psychological support for So
viet Jewry. 

On May 26 I introduced a resolution
House Resolution 454---calling upon the 
Voice of America to broadcast in the 
Yiddish language into the Soviet Union. 
This resolution has now been cospon
sored by over 100 Members of the House, 
and has 22 cosoonsors in the Senate. 

By broadcasting in Yiddish to the So
viet Jews we will be showing support for 
them by reaching them in their mother 



41556 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE November 16, 1971 

tongue. In the 1959 Soviet census-the 
latest data available-it was reported 
that 2,267,000 Soviet Jews speak Yiddish. 
Most of them can understand Russian as 
well. But the significance of broadcasting 
to them in their own mother language 
cannot be underestimated. 

Perhaps the most eloquent words about 
the importance of the Yiddish language 
to Sovie~ Jewry are those which Der Nis
ter, one of the major Yiddish writers and 
one of Stalin's victims, wrote some years 
ago: 

I write in Yiddish not because I cannot 
write in any other language or in a language 
which is more widely used, but because there 
is no one with whom you can be as sincere, 
honest, and truthful as you are with the 
mother who gave you birth. What sense can 
all of my work have if I should think that 
the language of my people is dying out? I 
have always been a n optimist. I believe in 
the existence of my people and my language. 

The precedents for broadcasting to the 
Soviet Union in Yiddish exist. Currently, 
the Voice of America broadcasts to sev
eral population groups whose numbers 
are less than the total of Soviet Jewry. 
For example, the Voice of America broad
casts in their native languages to 1.3 
million Estonians, to 1.8 million Slove
nians, to 1.9 million Latvians, to 2.73 
million Lithuanians, and to 2.83 million 
Georgians, and to 2.94 million Armenians. 

During the course of the past several 
months, many of us concerned with this 
problem have called upon the U.S. In
formation Agency-the agency respon
sible for the operations of the Voice of 
America-to undertake such broadcast
ing. In response to our requests the USIA 
has now agreed to broadcast a special 
10-minute program twice a week. 

This 10-minute Russian-language pro
gram, to be broadcast as part of a regu
lar religious half-hour program for Rus
sian Orthodox believers, fails to meet the 
cultural, religious, and national needs of 
Russia's three million Jews. A 10-minute 
program is far too brief and it will not 
give either moral support or vitally 
needed information. Only regularly 
scheduled programs in Yiddish for much 
more substantial amounts of time will in
dicate to members of the oppressed 
Jewish minority of the Soviet Union that 
they are not alone in their struggle for 
equality. 

While the decision to establish a 10-
minute program indicates some recogni
tion of the need for a change in policy, 
the new program is deficient for the fol
lowing reasons: 

First. A 10-minute program can hardly 
fulfill the function of presenting a well
rounded and comprehensive broadcast 
dealing with a variety of items of in
terest to Soviet Jews. 

Second. As part of a religious program 
directed mainly to Russian Orthodox be
lievers, it will be difficult to attract a 
special Jewish audience. 

Third. It appears that only religious 
items will be broadcast. There is just as 
great a need for cultural news and for 
news of current political events to be 
broadcast. 

Fourth. A 10-minute broadcast can 
hardly portray adequately the range and 
variety of American Jewish life. 

Fifth. It would also seem that this 

program will be prepared by regular Rus
sian-language personnel who are not at
tuned to the special cultural and national 
needs of Soviet Jews. 

Thus, the decision is a token gesture 
which falls far short of our full moral 
obligation to Soviet Jewry. Certainly the 
U.S. Information Agency should do more. 
It is essential that we in the Congress 
and the public continue our efforts to 
bring about substantial Voice of America 
broadcasting in the Yiddish language to 
the Jews of the Soviet Union. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S VISIT 
TO PEKING 

<Mr. SYMINGTON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks, and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people for the most part have 
high hopes and fairly high expectations 
concerning President Nixon's visit to 
Peking. It will be a unique visit histori
cally and with respect to the magnitude 
and sensitivity of matters discussed. 
There will not be one word spoken by 
either of the two principals which the 
other will not be obliged to carefully 
weigh, analyze, and file for future refer
ence. While the final joint communique 
may not shake the world, there ought to 
be some general references in it which 
give comfort to those truly seeking a 
"generation of peace." 

Both parties will bring to the confer
ence what might be described as unpaid 
accounts. The list is long and varied on 
both sides. One should employ caution 
before suggesting additions. I have but 
one. As a member of the Public Health 
and Environment Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, I have seen close up in many 
communities across this land the agony 
of drug abuse. Hearings before the sub
committee have disclosed the huge new 
burden of addiction acquired overseas, 
particularly by our troops in Vietnam. 
We would like to believe that never in 
the past, certainly never in the future, 
could the problem be discovered to derive 
from the deliberate policy of a duly con
stituted government. The Nixon visit to 
Peking is itself an acknowledgment thaJt 
the Peking government is de jure as well 
as de facto. And while all the require
ments of protocol should be observed they 
should not veil candor. They will not on 
the Chinese side I am sure. Candor on 
our own part would require acknowledg
ing the threat to our society that dope 
addiction poses. No country could wage a 
more devilish war, with more potent 
weaponry than one with the means and 
the will to infect our people in this way. 

A question which we would hesitate to 
put to the Chinese Government were 
there absolutely no basis for putting it, is 
whether the easy availability of cheap 
and highly potent opiates to our GI's in 
Southeast Asia or our people at home can 
be attributed in any degree to deliberate 
action or inaction by the Peking govern
ment. Why explore this unpleasant sub
ject in a goodwill visit? Because in the 
long run goodwill depends on mutual 

faith and respect. Lingering doubts which 
dilute the cementing process of bilateral 
talks must be resolved. But why should 
any suspicion exist concerning Chinese 
participation in the opium war on young 
Americans? There have been periodic re
ports of shipments of opiates from China. 
These are discounted by the State De
partment which reports that-

There are no indications that the People's 
Republic of China controls the opium trade 
1n Southeast Asia or Hong Kong, even though 
ethnic Chinese figure prominently in the 
trade. 

The Justice Department, however, ac
cording to the Washington Post of this 
morning, reports that some 5,000 or more 
mainland Chinese have entered the Unit
ed States since 1965 often for the purpose 
of sabotage and narcotics traffic. 

The State Department could certainly 
be forgiven an inclination to wish away 
stumbling blocks to the new cordiality. 
One would be tempted and in fact re
lieved to let the matter drop right there, 
were it not for published excerpts of a 
book about Egypt's Nasser which purport 
to record his conversations with Prime 
Minister Chou En-lai in 1965. The book, 
written by Mohammed Heikal-editor of 
Al-Ahram and close confidant of Nas
ser-is due to be released next year. Ex
cerpts have been published recently in the 
London Sunday Telegraph. The following 
is an extract from the October 24 issue 
dealing largely with the aforementioned 
talks between Nasser and Chou En-lai. 

The other main topic was Vietnam. Amer
ican involvement in Vietnam was growing 
under Johnson and the whole world was 
concerned with the dangers of the situation. 
The non-aligned nations played a large part 
in expressing the world's concern. Nasser, 
Nehru and Tito all called attention to John
son's folly and spoke long and oft en about 
the danger in which he was putting the 
world. Nasser wanted the Americans to with
draw and allow the people of Vietnam t o set
tle their own fate. But Nasser had a surprise 
in store for him. 

When he and Chou dined together in Alex
andria on June 23, Chou said that he did not. 
want Johnson to withdraw any American 
soldiers. On the contrary, he wanted the 
United States to send more and more of its 
young men to Vietnam. "We are afraid that 
some American militarists may press for a 
nuclear attack on China and we think that 
the American involvement in Indo-China is 
an insurance policy against such an attack 
because we shall have a lot of their flesh close 
to our nails. 

So the more troops they send to Vietnam, 
the happier we shall be, for we feel that we 
shall have them in our power, we can have 
their blood. So if you want to help the Viet
namese you should encourage the Americans 
to throw more and more soldiers into Viet
nam. We want them there. They will be close 
to China. And they will be in our grasp . They 
will be so close to us, they will be our hos
tages. 

One of the remarkable things Chou said 
that night when talking about the demorali
sation of the American soldiers was that 
"some of them are trying opium, and we are 
helping them. We are planting the best kinds 
of opium especially for the American soldiers 
in Vietnam." 

President Nasser looked at him in some dis
quiet, but Chou went on, "Do you remember 
when the West imposed opium on us? They 
fought us with opium. And we are goin g to 
fight them with their own methods against 
them. We want them to have a big army in 
Vietnam which will be hostage to us and we 
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want to demoralise them. The effect which 
this demoralization is going to have on the 
United States will be far greater than any
one realizes." 

Nasser felt that possibly Chou was exag
gerating a little. But Chou had his plan ab
solutely clear in his mind. There was no 
doubt that he intended to do exactly as he 
said. 

There is no question that the drug 
problem in America today is far greater 
than anyone realized in 1965. The year in 
which illegal entry of Red Chinese 
gathered momentum. A disavowal that 
any such statement was made by Chou 
would be indicative. 

The Egyptians or at least their Russian 
sponsors may have rea..sons to generate 
American hostility toward the People's 
Republic of China. Positive assurance 
that China will do all in her power toes
tablish proper controls on all drug traffic 
would be even more significant. Practi
cal steps to implement international con
trols would be the best gage of intent. 

Of course times have changed in one 
respect. It is now not so much American 
nuclear power that Chou fears as Rus
sian. What effect this change in the bal
ance of distrust would have on his 
allegedly expressed desire for the con
tinued proximity of U.S. "hostages" no 
one knows. Taking the quote at face 
value, we may be excused for inquiring 
if our withdrawal rate has been too fast, 
although the Chinese U.N. delegate would 
have appeared to lay that question to 
rest in his engaging opening address. 

The only thing that emerges with 
clarity is the obscurity of Chinese policy 
and purpose. Experience may justify the 
confidence that the President does go 
into any such meeting unequipped to deal 
with ambiguity. But he should make one 
thing very clear, the destruction of 
American lives and communities through 
drugs is a threat that must be dealt with 
satisfactorily at every revealed source. 

MOORHEAD CHARGES SAIGON ECO
NOMIC REFORMS IGNORE UN
FAffi EXCHANGE RATE HURTING 
THE UNITED STATES 

(Mr. MOORHEAD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to make it clear today that my remarks 
are not antiforeign aid. 

But one of the things foreign aid was 
not designed to do was waste the Ameri
can taxpayers' money-nor was it in
tended to hurt U.S. labor and industry 
by expanding the export trade of Japan 
and Europe. 

Yet this is exactly what is happening 
to us in Vietnam because our alleged ally 
refuses to permit America to pay a fair 
price for local goods and services needed 
in our common defense effort. 

President Thieu announced some eco
nomic reforms in Saigon yesterday, but 
he and the National Assembly totally ig
nored the one needed most-a fair ex
change rate for official U.S. Government 
purchases. Despite the change to 400-
plus for the accommodation rate, the of
ficial rate continues at an artificial 118. 

As a result, America will continue to 
pay almost three and a half times the 
real cost of goods and services. This mon
etary injustice has cost us almost half 
a billion dollars in the last 3 years. Viet
nam takes this money and spends almost 
90 percent of it in Japan and Europe. 

As President Nixon tries to put our 
economic house in order, I certainly hope 
he uses some strong cleanser on this 
grimy sink. 

Mr. Speaker, for months the Foreign 
Operations and Government Information 
Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Government Operations has been 
making strong representations to the 
Department of State, AID, and the 
Treasury on the inequitable rate of ex
change in Vietnam. I am informed that 
pressure helped to hasten the latest eco
nomic reforms in Vietnam, even though 
they are greatly deficient. Vietnam has 
offered half a loaf to America. That just 
is not good enough any more. 

THE CURRENT CIVIL WAR IN P AK
ISTAN IS ONE OF THE MOST AP
PALLING TRAGEDIES OF THIS 
CENTURY 
(Mr. HELSTOSKI a..sked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
current civil war in Pakistan is one of 
the most appalling tragedies of this cen
tury. Since the Yahya Khan regime 
launched its attack on the civilian popu
lation of Bangia Desh on March 25, an 
estimated several hundred thousand 
Bengalis have died in the fighting. And, 
nearly 10 million refugees have been 
literally driven from their country by 
the Government of Pakistan and its army 
of occupation in the east. 

These unfortunate refugees now live in 
squalid camps in India where hunger 
and disease are their constant compan
ions. Every day, hundreds of small chil
dren reportedly die of malnutrition in 
the camps. The refugees are today lit
erally without hope. Words fail to con
vey the horror in Ea..st Bengal and the 
refugee camps of India. Perhaps John 
Kenneth Galbraith came closest to de
scribing the situation in the title of his 
recent essay in the New York Times Mag
azine: "The Unbelievable Happens in 
Bengal." 

Mr. Speaker, we should all be familiar 
with the details of the reign of terror 
launched by the Pakistani Government 
on the night of March 25. Since then 
every act of brutality conceivable has 
been inflicted on the people of Bangia 
Desh. It should also be pointed out that 
the Pakistan Government's launching of 
this aggression was the la..st in a series 
of attempts by the Yahya Khan regime 
to reverse the results of a democratic 
election which gave the Awami League 
a majority in the constituent assembly. 

For the last 10 years the United States 
has been mired down in Vietnam al
legedly to guarantee self-determination 
for the Vietnamese and to prevent the 
north from imposing its will on the 
south. The situation in Pakistan is not 

dissimilar, with the west seeking to im
pose its will on the east. 

The State Department and the admin
istration have been decidedly silent, 
though, on this latest threat to the self
determination of peoples. The reasons for 
this sudden loss of interest in the demo
cratic rights of the people of Asia are not 
hard to discern. One ha..s only to review 
the history of U.S. relations with the 
various authoritarian governments of 
Pakistan. 

Since the early 1950's the United States 
has peddled millions of dollars worth of 
arms to Pakistan, presumably to shore up 
this bulwark of the free world in the face 
of potential Soviet or Chinese aggression. 
In an incredible seizure of myopia, the 
Eisenhower administration accepted 
Pakistani pledges that these arms would 
not be used against neighboring India. 
The brief, but bloody, 1965 Pakistani
India war showed how valid those prom
ises were. As Chester Bowles noted in a 
recent Saturday Review article: 

Every Indian casualty in the conflict was 
caused by an American bullet, bombshell or 
hand grenade. 

Undoubtedly, these same American
supplied weapons are being used today 
against the civilian population of Bangia 
Des h. 

The cold war mentality which led to 
the arms shipments in the first place pre
vails today in the White House and in 
Foggy Bottom. Yahya Khan is a foe of 
the Russians so he must be a friend of 
America, goes the rationale. Despite the 
blood on their hands, friends of Amer
ica are not to be criticized. Hence, Yahya 
Khan remains a citizen in good standing 
of the free world. Further, to depart 
from our business-as-usual attitude to
ward the Pakistan regime would create 
a power vacuum which the newly dis
covered Communist Chinese could fill. 
Not of least importance, too, Henry Kis
singer might lose his landing rights at 
Islamabad Airport. The American Gov
ernment, which has vocally condemned 
every last Vietcong atrocity, suddenly 
loses its voice when confronted with the 
genocidal policies of Yahya Khan. 

Mr. Speaker, this administration 
seems to have a particular affinity for 
dictatorships, wherever they may be 
found on the political spectrum. The 
President, as we know, is about to jour
ney to the ideological wellsprings of 
godless communism. The Vice President 
meanwhile has been chalking up an ad
mirable record of visits to rightwing dic
tators. By his recent trip to Greece, he 
conferred America's blessing on the col
onels' enlightened attitude toward basic 
civil liberties. And we should not forget 
the Vice President's visit to Fascist Spain 
last July to help Franco celebrate the an
niversary of the overthrow of the Span
ish Republic. 

Meanwhile, the democracies of this 
world have increasingly been given the 
cold shoulder by this administration. 
Two of our closest allies, Japan and 
Canada, have been repeatedly mistreated 
and spurned by the President, with Am
chitka only the latest insult. But I di
gress. 

The situation in Bangia Desh is a 
nightmare; it is a crime against human·· 
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ity; it must stop. The administration has 
been appallingly equivocal in its ap
proach to the Pakistani civil war. To be 
sure, the President, after nearly 8 
months of delay, last week finally shut 
off arms shipments to Yahya Khan. And, 
the United States has led all nations in 
providing relief supplies to the refu
gees. But more needs to be done. 

To begin with, the civil war must be 
ended on an equitable basis. The present 
American attitude toward the Pakistani 
regime has only catered to continued vio
lence and intransigence. I propose that 
we reverse this policy and let Khan and 
the world know that we, in no uncertain 
terms, condemn his brutal military poli
cies. We should shut off all forms of as
sistance to the Islamabad government, 
except for relief supplies to refugees. If 
necessary we should organize an interna
tional boycott of Pakistan until Yahya 
Khan comes to an equitable settlement 
with the Bengalis. Only in the face of 
outspoken international condemnation 
will he cease his aggression against 
Bangia Desh. 

In the interim, more must be done to 
relieve the plight of the 10-million refu
gees rotting in the DP camps around Cal
cutta. As Senator KENNEDY has pointed 
out, India will require $800 million in the 
year ahead to provide for the refugees. 
Hundreds of millions more dollars are 
necessary to aid war victims still in East 
Pakistan. It is our moral duty to provide a 
large portion of these funds and to pres
sure other governments in the developed 
world to contribute substantially more 
than they have. India simply does not 
have the resources to care for these re
fugees by herself, and I doubt that Yahya 
Khan could care less, so it is up to the 
developed nations to step into the breach. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to go 
on record supporting the forthright 
stand I have outlined today. 'I'o this end 
I have introduced a resolution expressing 
the sense of the House with respect to 
the situation in Pakistan. I am proud to 
have as cosponsors for this resolution Mr. 
ABOUREZK, Mrs. ABZUG, Mr. BURTON, Mr. 
CORMAN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. 
FORSYTHE, Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. LEG
GETT, Mr. MIKVA, Mrs. MINK, Mr. MITCH
ELL, Mr. Moss, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsyl
vania, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. RYAN, Mr. 
SISK, and Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. 
Also, Mr. CHARLES WILSON will join me in 
cosponsoring this resolution later this 
week. 

These Members share my view that our 
Government can do more and must do 
more to end the Pakistani civil war and 
the suffering resulting from it. Only by so 
acting can we begin to rediscover in our 
foreign policy, principles of compa.ssion 
and justice. 

Under unanimous consent, Mr. Speak
er, I submit at this point a number of 
articles concerning the situation in 
Pakistan as well as the text of my reso
lution. Additionally, I would call the at
tention of my colleagues to several other 
worthwhile statements on the Pakistani 
situation which have appeared previously 
in the RECORD. These are "the Testimony 
of 60 on the Crisis in Bengal" inserted 
by Senator KENNEDY on October 28-

page 37930-and excerpts from Senator 
KENNEDY's report to the Subcommittee 
on Refugees, appearing on November 1-
page 38404: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas there is a tragic suffering and loss 
of life in Pakistan and India oaused by 
starvwtion, disease and civil war in and 
about the eastern Indian states and East 
Pakistan and these oondi tions prevail today; 

Whereas this situwtion has been oaused 
and aggravated by the Pakistani Government 
in pursuit of genocidal military policies 
which constitute a crime against humanity; 

Whereas increased shipmeruts of fOOd and 
medical supplies are needed to reduce the 
tragic rate of starvation and related deaths: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
that: (1) the President should aot to in
crease significantly the amount of surplus 
stocks, relief moneys, noncombwt aircraft, 
medical personnel and other such supplies 
and personnel as may be necessary for relief 
purposes; and that (2) this relief assistance 
should be made available to international 
relief organiz81tions directly involved in the 
alleviation of conditions within South Asia 
and proportionate amouruts should be made 
available tx> the Government of India; and 
that (3) the President should immediately 
suspend all forms of assistance to the 
Governmerut of Pakistan, save humanitar
ian relief supplies, pending a peaceful settle
merut of the civil war in that country; and 
that (4) the President urge the PakiSitani 
Government to end the strife in th81t coun
try, such urging being undertaken through 
direct diplomatie channels and through the 
offices of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organi
zation; and thwt, (5) the Government of the 
United States should solicit the cooperation 
of other nations in this humanitarian effort. 

[From Washington Monthly, November 1971] 
TRAGEDY IN BENGAL: THE ROLE OF AMERICAN 

FOREIGN POLICY 

(By EDWARD M. KENNEDY) 

On the evening of last March 25, the Army 
of Pakistan launched a. systematic campaign 
to suppress political opposition in East Ben
gal. The details of what has followed have 
been blurred by press censorship and decep
tion. But the heart of the story has become 
clear to the world: the soldiers of Pakistan 
have moved so brutally against their nominal 
countrymen that hundreds of thousands 
have died and over nine million more have 
fled across the borders into India. Each day 
the flow of Bengali refugees continues
spilling into India towards the disease and 
hardships of inundated, makeshift camps, 
while the Pakistani government blandly 
announces that everything is under control 
and appeals for the refugees' return. 

Americans must begin to understand this 
massive human tragedy, and our role in it, 
so that we can recognize the bankrupt 
response of our government and set it right. 
It is time for Americans to understand that 
we must rescue the ideals of our foreign 
policy from cold calculations that have not 
only shaken and demoralized South Asia, but 
many other parts of the world as well. 

The issue from the beginning in East Ben
gal has been self-determination and demo
cratic principle. East Pakistan, or the prov
ince of East Bengal, is the more populous 
half of a country that has been divided by 
more than 1,000 mUes of Indian territory 
since the establishment of Pakistan in 1947. 
After suffering both political and economic 
domination from. the West Pakistanis for 
more than two decades-after years of mar
tial law and unfulfilled election promises
the East Bengalis finally succeeded in obtain
ing a free election throughout all of Pakistan 
last December 7. The election was adminis-

. tered by martial law authorities and, at the 

time, was loudly proclaimed fair by the gov
ernment of President Yahya Khan. It pro
duced in East Bengal an overwhelming man
date-almost 90 per cent of the vote-for the 
Awami League party and its leader, Sheikh 
Mujibur Rahman. 

The Awami League was thus given a ma
jority in the promised Pakistan National 
Assembly, charged with drafting a. new con
stitution for returning the nation to civil
ian, democratic rule. But what happened next 
formed a pattern of delay and deception, fol
lowed by the invocation once again of mar
tial law. Negotiations between Sheikh Mujib 
and President Yahya Khan over the party's 
six-point proposal for regional autonomy 
dragged on and deteriorated~rupting in 
terror and bloodshed suddenly on the night 
of March 25. 

For while the East Bengalis negotiated 
for democracy and autonomy, the West 
Pakistan army prepared for repression and 
organized terror. What I saw recently in In
dia was the human debris from that night 
of terror and the subsequent months of 
violence. 

The brutal suppression of East Bengal is 
the third disaster to befall that area in the 
past year. In the summer of 1970, floods de
stroyed crops and killed thousands of peo
ple.' In November, a cyclone hit the coastal 
region and killed an estimated 400,000 people. 
Now comes a. man-made disaster, whose fury 
is producing even greater death and wide
spread misery among those who survive. And 
unlike the natural disasters, the current 
suppression has cemented the traditional 
bitterness of the Bengalis toward the Paki
stani government. Many Bengalis now rea
son that if there were ever a time to push 
toward independence, that time is now. And, 
apparently a majority of the refugees in In
dia are determined not to return home, un
til this goal or some form of autonomy is 
achieved. 

Those who flee East Pakistan do not expect 
to find a promised land as they trek into 
the camps around Calcutta and the other 
border areas-by and large the poorest of 
India. Even in normal times, the poverty in 
these areas is among the most depressing 
in the world. And despite enormous efforts 
by the Indian government, the refugees find 
cholera, malnutrition, dysentery, and over
exposure. They find all the ways to die that 
poor, spent people experience when they are 
heaped together with inadequate food, shel
ter, medical care, or sanitary facilities. The 
refugees do not walk to India out of hope 
of a better life. They flee because of the 
immediate threat of terror and death at the 
hands of the Pakistani soldiers. Added causes 
in recent weeks are growing food shortages 
and the threat of famine, especially in the 
rural areas. 

Despite cables and reports from the field, 
this massive human tragedy is not yet un
derstood by our government or the world. 
Although the plight of the refugees has 
been a source of urgent concern for many 
in Congress, and the Subcommittee on Ref
ugees, it is not until you see it first-hand 
that you can begin to understand the im
mensity of the suffering. For only by visit
ing the refugee camps can you sense the 
feelings of the people or understand the 
forces of violence which continue to push 
them from the Bengal countryside. 

MISERY'S VARIABLES 

Although we were unable to see the source 
of the refugee flow, because the government 
of Pakistan refused us entry into East Ben
gal, all evidence available to the subcommit
tee suggests conditions are continuing to 
deteriorate in the countryside. However, in 
India, we managed to visit refugee areas 
along the entire border of East Bengal
from Calcutta and West Bengal in the west 
to the Jalpaiguri and Darjeeling districts in 
the north, to Agartala in the State of Tri
pura in the east. I listened to scores of refu-
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gees, struggling to survive in flimsy shelters 
in open fields or behind public buildings-
or trudging down the roads of West Bengal 
after days and even weeks of desperate flight. 

I found that conditions varied widely from 
one camp to another. But they varied around 
a rather general level of misery, for many of 
the camps defy description. Those who suffer 
most from the hunger, the congestion, the 
lack of medical supplies, and the frightful 
conditions of sanitation are the young and 
the very old. Many of the infants and aged 
have already died. And it is possible--as you 
pick your steps among the others-to iden
tify those who will be dead within hours, or 
whose lives surely will end in a matter of 
days. 

You see children with legs and feet swollen 
with edema and malnutrition, limp in the 
arms of their mothers. You see babies going 
blind for lack of vitamins, or covered with 
sores that will not heal. You see in the eyes 
of their parents the despair of ever having 
their children well again. And, most difficult 
of all, you see the corpse of the child who 
died just the night before. When you look up, 
of necessity, from the eyes of one refugee who 
mourns his family and you see similar men 
and women and children packed together as 
far as the eye can see, then you have an in
kling of what is meant by the phrase "seven 
million refugees." Now there are nine mil
lion. 

The story is the same in camp after camp. 
Compounding this misery is the growing 
number of civilian casualties that are swamp
ing India's already overburdened hospital 
system. As I walked through hospitals in Tri
pura and elsewhere, I saw children who had 
been shot. While I was visiting one hospital, 
doctors carried in a woman who had been 
shot through the side. Most of the refugee 
casualties are brought across the border by 
their friends or relatives. Each day the toll 
mounts as border villages are subjected to 
shelllng from both sides. Inevitably, there 
are untold numbers of other victims who 
remain unattended and uncounted in East 
Bengal. 

The refugees come from all kinds of back
grounds. One 55-year-old civil servant among 
the civ111an casualties, a railroad official with 
35 years of service, told me of an inexplicable 
assault on his railroad station by the Paki
stani army. "I do not know why they shot 
me," he said. "I don't belong to any political 
party. I was just a railway clerk." Most of 
the refugees, however, are poorly educated 
villagers-the people who make up the bulk 
of the population in East Bengal. I talked 
with dozens of such people on the Boyra
Bongaon Road north of Calcutta, on a day 
when at least 7,000 new refugees had crossed 
the border. Nearly all were farmers. Most were 
Hindus, from districts south of Dacca, on the 
fringe of the area affected by last fall's cy
clone. Many of these people were stlll in visi
ble stages of shock, sitting listlessly by the 
roadside or wandering aimlessly. They told 
stories of atrocities, of slaughter, of looting 
and burning, of harassment and abuse by 
Pakistani soldiers and their collaborators. 
Monsoon rains were drenching the area, mak
ing it difficult for the refugees to walk and 
adding to the despair on their faces. To those 
of us who went out that day to visit refugee 
areas, the rains meant no more than a 
change of clothes. But to those refugees it 
meant still another night without rest, food, 
or shelter. 

It is difficult to erase from your mind the 
look on the face of a child paralyzed from 
the waist down, never to walk again; or a 
child quivering in fear on a mat in a small 
tent still in shock from seeing his parents, 
his brothers, and his sisters executed before 
his eyes; or the anxiety of a 10-year-old girl 
out foraging for something to cover the body 
of her baby brother who had died of cholera 
a few moments before our arrival. When I 
asked one refugee camp director what he 
would describe as his greatest need, his an-

swer was "a crematorium." He was in charge 
of one of the largest refugee camps in the 
world. It was originally designed to provide 
low-income and middle-income housing, and 
has now become the home for some 170,000 
refugees. 

CABLES UNDER THE CARPET 

What has been America's response to this 
man-made disaster? 

Incredibly, we have been unconscionably 
silent. Neither the President nor the Secre
tary of State has yet made a single public 
statement condemning the West Pakistan 
government's policy of violence and repres
sion. And not until late in the summer
months after the tragedy bega.n---<lid the 
President publicly comment on the situation 
in South Asia. In fact, there is enough evi
dence to suggest that our government has 
sought to minimize in public the serious 
threat to peace caused by the massive flow of 
Bengali refugees _into lnd.ira. We have consist
ently downplayed the threat of famine in 
Ea.st Bengal and understated the role of 
American a;rms in our relaltions with the West 
Pakistan government. 

On the question of faanine, our govern
ment a.s early as June 21 h:ad officia-l reports 
from the field-let alone earlier information 
from international agenci~predicting seri
ous food shortages in some areas of East 
Bengal. Cables from the American Consul in 
Dacca, one of the few official sources of in
formation a.bout human conditions inside 
East Bengal, were warning the State Depart
ment in Washington that the threat of out
right famine was great. One such confidential 
oa.ble on July 6 reads as follows: 

Specter of famine hangs over EP [East 
Pakistan) and prospects for averting wide
spread hunger, suffering and perha.ps starva
tion not repeat not good. GOEP [Government 
of East Pakistan) officials la-rgely enervated 
by fear of military. UN moving far too 
slowly .... 

In officia.l circles in Pakist&n famiue is a 
forbidden word. The line being taken by the 
GOP and the GOEP is that stocks a.re ade
quate and no major food problems are in 
sight. Nonetheless, it is our view that famine 
conditions ... will probably preva.il in much 
of EP over the coming year. Moreover, be
cause of line the GOP/GOEP are taking, 
prospects for averting fMnine conditions not 
repeat not good. 

When press queries about famine were 
made in mid-July, State Department spokes
men seemingly went out of their way to pro
tect the sensibilities of the Pakistani gov
ernment by consciously understating the 
potential for famine in East Bengal. This 
neglect of field reports prompted the Amer
ican Embassy in Islamabad to file this cable 
of protest on July 15: 

We are concerned ... that department 
stating publicly that there is no evidence in 
field reports which would bear out predic
tions of coming famine in East Pakistan. 
Perhaps spokesman not apprised of most 
recent field reports which indicate famine 
re.al possibility. 

In our view, public statements inconsistent 
with this line likely impair effectiveness of 
our representations here .... Further public 
statements ... should reflect recent field 
reporting. 

It was not until July 22, in response to 
questions from members of the Subcom
mittee on Refugees, that Department of 
State officials publicly recognized the situa
tion. We can only specuLate why our gov
ernment refused, for so long, to speak can
didly of the potential for famine in East 
Bengal; for the net effect of minimizing the 
seriousness of the problem was to reduce the 
urgency of our response and to defer need
lessly those substantive international efforts 
that were needed to save human life. 

SHIPS IN THE NIGHT 

Although in the early days of the East 
Bengal crisis it looked as though our gov-

ernment's policy suffered simply from a Lack 
of candor and a lethargy towards the urgent 
humanitarian needs involved, it did seem as 
though we were ending our military par
ticipation with the government of Pakistan. 
On April 20, the State Department an
nounced an end to the shipment of fur
ther American arms to Pakistan. In a let
ter to me on that date, the Department 
stated explicitly: 

... we have a modest program of cash and 
credit sales to Pakistan of non-lethal military 
end-items as well as some spare parts and 
ammunition. We have been informed by the 
Department of Defense that none of these 
items has been provided to the Pakistan Gov
ernment or its agents since the outbreak of 
fighting in East Pakistan, March 25-26, and 
nothing is presently scheduled for such de
livery. (emphasis added) 

On May 6, the chairman of the Senate For
eign Relations Committee received a similar 
letter, as did other members of Congress. 

Yet on May 8, the Pakistani ship Sunder
bans left New York harbor for Karachi, West 
Pakistan, laden with American military sup
plies. Neither the press nor the Congress 
knew of its departure. Its saillng says a great 
deal about the course and purpose of the Ad
ministration's policy towards South Asia. And 
contrary to every impression-at least prior 
to the Department of State's testimony be
for the Refugee subcommittee on June 28-
U.S. mllltary supplies were continuing to 
flow to West Pakistan. 

Some have tried to explain the apparent 
discrepancies between our officially stated 
policy and the continued shipment of arms 
by noting that the phrase "scheduled for de
livery" has a more intricate meaning than 
commonly assumed. "Delivery" in the De
partment of Defense means, they say, the 
transfer of title, which occurs long before ac
tual shipment. Once military goods have been 
"delivered," the shipper must obtain a license 
from the Department of State's Office of Mu
nitions Control before actual shipment. All 
this can take up to a year. 

But such ornate descriptions of the mili
tary aid process, or apologetic claims of "bu
reaucratic bungling," cannot explain away 
the continued shipment of military equip
ment to Pakistan. This was made clear in the 
June 28 testimony before the Subcommittee 
on Refugees. After a reported White House 
level review of the arms policy toward Paki
stan, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
Christopher Van Hollen admitted "that there 
may be certain items moving in the future 
based upon items turned over by DOD (De
partment of Defense) prior to April, or on 
commercial licenses that are still outstand
ing." In other words, the Administration de
termined not to embargo the $27.4-million 
worth of arms still in the pipeline as of 
March 25. Such an embargo could have been 
effected with just a few phone calls. 

Under current policy, therefore, military 
supplies still flow today to Pakistan-not in 
the quantities that might have been shipped 
if new licenses were granted, but in sufficient 
quantities to help the Pakistani army in its 
suppression and to carry enormous symbolic 
weight. 

IF WE DON'T, SOMEONE WILL 

The State Department, as outlined in Mr. 
Van Hollen's testimony, has given three rea
sons for this policy. First it is said that an 
embargo would "be seen as an unwarranted 
intrusion into an essentially internal prob
lem, which can only be resolved by the Paki
stanis." The implication is, of course, that 
we can somehow maintain a hands-off pos
ture towards Pakistan while still sending 
military hardware to its military govern
ment. But surely this is a contorted argu
ment. For the cold fact is that we are already 
involved-with our guns and our money, with 
more than a decade of economic and military 
assistance. Our aircraft and our tanks have 
been reported in action, even by U.S. officials. 
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So the question is how we should be involved; 
whether we should continue supplying more 
arms, or supporting instead efforts toward 
political accommodation in East Bengal and 
humanitarian programs for the millions in 
need. 

A second argument advanced by The 
State Department to justify not cutting off 
military supplies is that it "would cause 
Pakistan to rely exclusively on other sources 
of supply." In other words, if we don't sup
ply the equipment, somebody else will. This 
is, and always has been, a weak and very 
defensive argument, capable of justifying any 
policy as long as there is a single party in 
the world who will fill the void if we abstain. 
It relies not on the positive merits of a pro
gram, but on the fact that other nations 
might be willing to do what we should not 
be willing to do. The fact is that in Pakistan 
arms are already being imported in great 
volume from China and elsewhere, and our 
supplies are only a small portion of current 
Pakistani military imports. So why not cut 
our symbolic ties? 

The State Department replies rather ob
liquely that the third reason for continued 
military sales is that it would indeed be 
seen as a symbolic sanction. As Mr. Van 
Hollen testified, "Such sanctions . . . would 
undermine our efforts to maintain a produc
tive political relationship with the Govern
ment of Pakistan, [to]. encourage the Gov
ernment of Pakistan along constructive lines 
in the areas of mutual interest, namely in 
the areas of relief, of refugee return, and of 
political accommodation." This argument 
has become the heart of the Administration's 
position, even though the government of 
Pakistan has shown only token "mutual in
terest" in such matters as humanitarian re
lief and political accommodation. 

As the Administration has put the ration
ale, subsequerutly military aid is required to 
maintain our "leverage" over the Pakistani 
government in order to push for a cessation 
of the killing and political repression. But 
surely there is no more specious an argument 
than this, which says the establishment of 
"leverage" requires regular contributions to 
the very problem being addressed·. It would 
be better to cut off military aid, as well as 
general economic aid, and then make its res
toration contingent upon some demonstra
tion of humanity on the part of Pakistan, 
than to mindlessly continue the arms flow 
in the hope of some day achieving that lev
erage. As it is we are bargaining against 
ourselves. 

Although it was clear from testimony be
fore the subcommittee that our continued 
military aid to Pakistan flows directly from 
Administration policy, many observers con
tinue to believe it is a product of bureau
cratic inertia. It would certainly seem so 
from a General Accounting Office (GAO) 
investigation, which recently uncovered 
nearly $10-million worth of "Offer and 
Acceptance" contracts, in which the U.S. 
took the initiative in offering Pakistan mili
tary equipment, such as parts for fighter 
aircraft, like the F-104. Needless to say, Pak
istan accepted the offers, and at least one 
contract was "Validated and Approved for 
Implementation" in July, long after author
izations for new arms shipments had been 
declared forbidden. The State Department, 
while surprised at the existence of the con
tracts, has taken the position that the goods 
oould not be shipped without licenses, which 
would not be granted under existing policy. 
Accordingly, the contracts were called mere 
contingency items in case of policy changes 
in the future. Whatever the facts are
which the GAO is seeking to clarify during 
its current investigation-there is consider
able evidence that the State Department's 
control over what sails for Pakistan is woe
fully deficient and sadly confusing. 

It is time for Americans to ask their leaders 
Just what kind of government is it that we 
seek to influence--and for what purpose? 

The uses of "leverage" and "forceful 
persuasion" are, of course, very familiar to 
Americans from our part in the Vietnam 
war. In Saigon, after seven yea,rs of active 
military involvement--where Americans have 
been asked to sacrifice nearly $100 billion 
and at least 46,000 lives to uphold the con
cept of self-determination and democratic 
principle--we are confronted today with a 
cruel joke on "democracy" and "self-deter
mination." In Vietnam we are supporting a 
military elite which calls an election "free" 
after it eliminates all significant opposition. 

Less than 2,000 miles from Saigon, in East 
Bengal, we have seen the results of a popular 
election, but watched silently while a mili
talry regime jails the man chosen in that free 
election to be the country's leader. Worse, we 
have actually supoprted that regime, while it 
suppressed the results of that election and 
destroyed in the p:rocess all the p1"inciples for 
Which our country has sacrificed so much for 
so long only a few miles away. Perhaps the 
only difference between Vietnam and Paki
stan is that in Pakistan we oove made no 
pretense of acting in support of principles, 
so that, in effect, no principles can be vio
lated. 

If the answer of this Administrartion to
ward the excessive moralism and involvement 
of Vietnam is to be the new pragmatism of 
Pakistan, then I fea.r we have failed to learn 
the true lesson of Vietnam. For we cannot 
afford to substitute the twisted moralism that 
involved us in Vietruam with a twisted amoral 
".[>'M-gm:atism" that keeps us involved with 
Bakistan. It is simply too offensive to some 
of the ideals Americans oove long stood and 
fought for, and by Which we try to take our 
bearings in the world. 

PSEUDO PRAGMATISM 

The implications of the tragedy of East 
Bengal on American foreign policy should 
now be clear. 

First, we must do an about-face in our 
relations with the nations in the area. We 
must understand that the f'ace of America 
today in South A-sia is not much different 
from its image over the past yetars in South
east Asia-the image of am America that con
tinues to support military repression and to 
fuel military violence. It is the image of an 
America comfortably consorting with an au
thori ta..rtan regime. It is the image of an 
America citing its revolutionary past and 
orowing about its commitment to self-de
termination, while servicing with money and 
guns the milita.ry juntas that suppress 
change and ignore people's aspirations. 

The situation in East Bengal should be 
particularly distressing to Americans because 
the leaders of East Bengal-now constituting 
themselves as the government of Bangia 
Desh-have not come to America for assist
ance. As one A waml League official said to me 
in Calcutta: "Many nations and people come 
to America to ask for billions of U.S. dollars 
for more guns, more supplies. We Bengalis 
ask only that you provide nothing-no guns, 
no money to either side--that you simply re
main neutral." 

If we chose, rightly or wrongly, not to in
volve ourselves in support of self-determina
tion, then the advice of neutrality not only 
avoids compromising the principles for which 
we stand, but also is sound foreign policy. 
For rather than the mindless and fruitless 
practice of following old habits in our deal
ings with military cliques in South Asia, 
neutrality may in fact provide us with lever
age that is real and effective. 

Secondly, Americans must realize that we 
are failing in our job as humanitarians. 
Somehow, our government has almost man
aged to sleep through a nightmare in East 
Bengal that should have spurred us into ac
tion immediately. For over three long 
months, after six million refugees had 
streamed across the border into India, our 
government offered less than $3 million in 
aid. Seven long months later, the Admlnis-

tration has contributed less than $240 million 
in humanitarian aid to either India or Paki
stan, with an additional request for $250 mil
lion sent to Congress only last month. All 
this is still far less than that required. Our 
government knows from its own reports that 
India alone will need at least $800 million 
over the coming year just to maintain the 
refugees in camps. So far our contribution 
has been some $83 million, plus $20 million 
in development loans. 

To be sure, as the Administration has 
pointed with pride, we have contributed the 
largest share of the total humanitarian aid 
India has thus far received. But the pride 
is quickly dispelled when we see the vast 
dimension of the burden being carried by 
the government and people of India. Sim
ple humanity demands that America and 
the United Nations accept the truth that 
this heavy burden should be shared more 
fully by the entire international community. 

If America is to fulfill its traditional role 
as the leading humanitarian nation of the 
world community, then America must take 
the lead in bringing international aid and 
relief to the millions of refugees and other 
victims of this international tragedy. Our 
leaders should begin to use every forum in 
this country, and every forum in the world, 
to focus attention on the inhumanity now 
being perpetrated in East Bengal, and on the 
urgent need to bring peace and relief to that 
troubled aree.. 

Finally, we must ask serious questions 
about what our attitude toward the tragedy 
of East Bengal says of our new "pragmatic" 
foreign policy-a policy which too often 
makes moral and humanitarian principles 
expendable. I, for one, believe that these 
considerations--elusive though they may 
be--still matter. In the long run, the prac
tice of such principles shape international 
esteem and goodwill, and they represent 
those important foreign policy variables 
which diplomats may try to, but cannot 
really ignore in the treaty rooms. Further. 
our actions abroad cannot help but be a!w 
fected by what we think of ourselves, and 
our self-esteem must sink with every revela
tion about our government's policy towards 
the military regime of Pakistan. Our actions 
toward East Bengal have demonstratOO a 
largely mechanistic and insensitive calcula
tion of what is within our national interest 
and tradition. 

South Asia today is on the brink of war 
and even greater tragedy, and our govern
ment's policy bears a special responsibility. 
For our continued military and economic 
support of the military regime in Islamabad 
has encouraged Pakistani intransigence and 
fed frustrations in India and East Bengal. 
It is long overdue for us to rescue our foreign 
policy from a course that haS been disastrous 
both to our best traditions and interests in 
South Asia. 

THE UNBELIEVABLE HAPPENS IN BENGAL 

(By John Kenneth Galbraith) 
One day in the summer of 1961 I drove 

in the monsoon some 40 miles to the north 
of Calcutta to inspect an unpromising agri
cultral college which the United States was 
assisting and to look at the beginning of a 
new experiment in dairy husbandry. For gen
erations the most congested bustees of Cal
cutta had harbored a considerable number 
of dairy stables, each of which added mar
ginally to the filth, stench and fiies of the 
city and some of the world's most polluted 
milk to its sustenance. Now the cows and 
buffaloes were to be relocated to solid, con
crete-floored stables in the marvelously lush 
green countryside-palms, paddy, patches of 
tall hemp, ponds covered by wastes of water 
hyacinth-of West Bengal. 

Ten years later-just after Labor Day this 
year-! visited the Haringhata Dairy Farm 
again. The stables had been considerably 
expanded. There were still cows and water 
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buffalo about. From one complex of six 
-stables they had, however, been extruded. 
Their place had been tak·en by 72,00o
-seventy-two-thousand-women, children and 
men from East Bengal. Each stall-perhaps 
'5 by 7 feet-now housed a family-usually 
of five or six. The box stalls, favored loca
tions offered more privacy, had more. The 
Haringhata camp is one of 10 grouped closely 
around the town of Kalyani in West Bengal. 
It is one of 615 camps in West Bengal, a no
tably crowded state where land that is reli
ably above the level of the surrounding and 
intruding water is very scarce. And it is one 
of some 938 camps in all India. One camp 
housing 164,000 is halfway across India in 
Raipur in the state of Madhya Pradesh. 

Every figure associated with the population 
movemen t from East Bengal-the word ref
ugees is no longer descriptive-numbs the 
mind. Since March of this year, more than 
nine million people have made their way 
across the border-approximately twice the 
number that moved west at the time of parti
tion in what was then considered one of "t.ae 
greatest population movements of all time. 
About two and a half million of the migrants 
have found shelter with relatives or friends 
or are surviving without it on the Calcutta 
streets in the company of those who are still 
there from the earlier migrations. The rest
by now about six and a half million-are 
in the camps. In September, after some slow
ing down in the summer, movement again 
averaged 33,000 a day. In India, the resources 
for caring for these people at the lowest 
level of maintenance is blood squeezed from 
a very dry stone. 

rt has been, in fact, a compassionate and 
organizational achievement of the first mag
nitude. The Indians have a reputation, not 
wholly unearned, for being articulate but 
rather reckless managers. I used to think 
when I was Ambassador-and I am now fully 
persuaded-that they were also nearly 
unique in their capacity to conrtrive some
thing out of almost nothing. The camps af
firm this talent and notably its presence in 
the agency in charge, the Ministry of Re
habilitation. It is a talent bOrn partly out 
of a long-standing necessity to make do with 
very little; partly it is the achievement of 
a bureaucracy which, going back to the tra
dition of British India, combines a grerut 
deal of authority and responsibility in the 
man in charge. 

The most vivid manifestation of this con
trivance is the Salt Lake Camp on the outer 
edge of Calcutta not far from Dum Dum air
port. Until last March it was a vast unoccu
pied acreage, built up by sand dredged from 
the Hooghly, a monument to a still unre
alized dream of a new garden suburb. (Such 
dreams, invariably unrealized, are endemic 
in Calcutta.) Now Salt Lake is a city of more 
than 160,000 souls holding the all-time rec
ord for urban growth. Roughly 2 by 1 ¥:! 
kilometers in area, it contains 1,200 basic 
structures, each with 12 cubicles, each of the 
latter sheltering a family. (There are numer
ous other individual and communal shel
ters.) Walls are of coconut matting, roofs are 
of polyethylene sheet. The structures-they 
can hardly be called buildings--are neatly 
aligned in streets. There are warehouses for 
the food ration, very elemealltary hospitals, 
the beginning of schools. Wells, called water 
points, have been drilled and equipped with 
power pumps from West Germany. La,trines 
are being built and the stench from the 
earlier absence of all sanitary facilities has 
been suppressed by a liberal spreading of 
ohloride of lime. 

In all the camps, including the cow stable, 
those who were in business in East Bengal 
have again set up shop, for wherever more 
than two people congreg>ate in India, one 
opens a store. Often the total stock in trade 
is a f~w cents' worth of sticks for cooking 
fuel cr a handful of greens. A couple of crude 
tables and some chairs make a tea shop. 

Presiding, not without authority, over each 
of these vast and sudden communities is the 
camp commandant, llke many others con
cerned with the refugee effort usually a for
mer Indian Army officer. Many people owe 
their survival to the availability of these 
men, who are occupationally experienced in 
camp sanitation, administration and disci
pline and accustomed to exercising au
thority. 

There is something else which adds an 
aspect of cheer to the camps and that is the 
curious composition of the camp population. 
It consists of grandparents, women and a 
vast number of children. There are almost 
no young or middle-aged men. No one makes 
a secret of the reason: "They are away train
ing with the Bangia Desh Liberation Army." 
The absence of the young men is "the only 
thing that makes my task tolerable, a young 
official responsible for the survival of several 
hundred thousand people told me cheer
fully. In the camp hospitals and special feed
ing areas are young-sters, mostly under 5 or 
6, who are suffering horribly from malnutri
tion. Some, the doctor fear, have suffered 
permanent damage. For the rest, one's im
pression is of exuberant juveniles for whom 
the present misfortune is an unprecedented 
adventure and the appearance of an over
sized visitor an occasion for unadulterated 
enjoyment. Perhaps something must be at
tributed to the Bengali temperament; they 
are accustomed to getting much amusement 
from very little. Mostly, no doubt, it is the 
indomitable spirits of the very young. 

To the north of Calcutta and nearer the 
border, the camps, the kids notwithstanding, 
are a good deal more grim. Tarpaulins, slung 
over ridge poles and pinned to the earth at 
the edges, make a low, crude and uncomfort
able tent. Every tarpaulin extant in eastern 
India was acquired for this purpose and the 
supply gave out long ago. In numerous of the 
smaller camps, wretched hovels have been 
contrived out of straw and palm thatch. Yet 
farther north are the camps that one could 
not reach. They were cut off by floods and, in 
some cases, under water. People were existing 
on railroad embankments and roads. 

But in all the camps, the margin between 
survival and death from hunger, exposure 
and disease is still perilously thin. Less than 
three rupees' worth of food is available for 
each refugee per day--not quite 40 cents a 
head. In September, distribution to outlying 
camps was being made excruciatingly d11fi
cul t by floods-some were depending on air
dropped supplies. And still refugees streamed 
in. "I could handle the people I have," one 
official observed. "But how do you plan when 
you've no idea how many will arrive tomor
row?" 

There is at least a chance that a new and 
larger wave is in the making. It would, in a 
sense, be the third. The first followed the de
ployment of the Pakistan Army, the shooting 
and the arrest of Sheik Mujibur Rahman, 
and consisted, among others, of people who 
felt politically threatened. This, naturally, 
included many Moslems. Then for many 
months most of the migrants were Hindus. In 
this part of the world whenever there is trou
ble it is the religious minority that feels 
threatened; its departure is regularly encour
aged by a little terror from those who will 
then get the property. And of course there 
have been many suggestions that the Paki
stan Government hoped to pacify East Ben
gal, at least in part, by diverting antipathy 
from itself to the Hindus. Now the danger is 
of a new movement motivated by fear of food 
shortages and starvation in East Bengal. This 
would affect Moslems and Hindus alike and 
send both communities across the border. In 
the increased migration of early September 
some officials were counting an increased pro
portion of Moslems. 

One ghastly danger, much feared by re
sponsible Indians earlier this year, has not 
developed. That was communal resentment, 

both in the camps and in India genera.lly, 
over the fact that so many of the migrants 
were Hindus and leading, in turn, to action 
against the Moslems. The Indians have been 
calm, and communal friction in the camps 
seems to be totally lacking. An American 
visitor for his education on the policy of the 
Nixon Administration is greeted by deafening 
shouts for Sheik Mujibur from the predomi
nantly Hindu population. 

Not all of the problems caused by the mi
gration are to be found in the camps. There 
are serious ones outside and worse ones just 
over the horizon. The most obvious of these 
concerns the relations of the camp popula
tion to the political and social life of West 
Bengal-and the other states bordering on 
East Bengal. (One of these states, Tripura, 
has had its population almost precisely dou
bled by the influx.) Given a few months, 
grave tension will arise between the camp 
population, which is sustained at a minimum 
level of life by the Government, and the 
surrounding masses who must scrounge an 
equally slender existence on their own. Al
ready there have been complaints that men 
and women in the camps, desperate for a few 
extra rupees, have been taking work outside 
at rates at Which the local workers cannot 
survive. 

More disagreeable is the political prospect. 
Bengal, or rather Caloutta and the outlying 
towns, live now on the edge of violence. There 
are several political murders, many involv
ing rather imaginative dismemberment, each 
week. The area is saved from revolution only 
by the extreme mistrust and hatred with 
which the several revolutionary parties, in
cluding the outlawed Naxalites, regard each 
other and the considerable certainty that 
given population, resources and the nature of 
the revolutionaries, there is no conceivable 
form of reV'Olution ·that would not make ev
erything worse. 

Finally, there is the further and ever 
greater certainty that unless there is a set
tlement, there will be brutal fighting in the 
border areas of East Bengal, with the further 
chance that this will develop into a major 
clash between the regular armies of India 
and Pakistan. 

In recent weeks the mood on both sides 
has become increasingly tense and ugly. 
There are numerous Indians who would 
readily sacrifice the sympathy that India 
is winning on this issue to the seemingly 
simple course of a military solution. (Noth
ing would do more to support Pakistan's 
claim of Indian complicity in an effort to 
destroy her.) And, without doubt, there are 
Pakistanis with a suicide complex. But even 
if both Governments keep their heads--or 
are persuaded to do so--continued guerrilla 
conflict in East Bengal, with recruits and 
support from India, has infinite possibilities 
for escalation. 

This prospect is inherent in the absence 
of the young men from the camps. Without 
the slightest doubt, they are away preparing 
for guerrilla operations-it would be incred
ible, given the p opular support for autonomy, 
self-determination or independence in East 
Bengal , had they simply settled down in 
the camps to accept their fate. And it would 
have been equally against nature had the 
Indian Government tried to enforce such 
passiveness. As the country dries out in 
the next weeks, they will be going back 
over the border. There will be more shoot
ing, more suffering (and also much, much 
more migration), unless something can be 
done. What can be done? 

The needed effort comes in two parts. 
There is first the terribly urgent but unglam
orous task of helping the Indians to take 
care of the people in the camps and helping 
do for them what the Indians cannot afford. 

In accepting the refugees and the respon
sibility for their survival, the Indian Gov
ernment (by World Bank estimates) com
mitted itself to an expenditure of some 
$750-million by next March and no one knows 
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how much thereafter. The cost would be 
great for any country; for India, it amounts 
to between one-sixth and one-seventh of all 
the funds available to the central Govern
ment for development. The promised help 
from other countries, for what should by 
any reasoning be an international rescue 
effort, has so far been only about $140-mil
lion to $150-million, of which about half 
has been committed by the United States. 
We must do a great deal more-Senator Ken
nedy has a proposal before the Senate to 
provide $400-million-and the other rich 
countries must be urged (or shamed) into 
becoming serious. Germany, Japan and 
France have each promised less than $5-
million. 

This is merely to provide food and minimal 
shelter. Much more is needed to make life 
tolerable and, for some, possible--to provide 
protein for rehabilitation diets for the chil
dren, clothing as the colder weather ap
proaches for a juvenile population that is 
virtually naked, blankets, a greater variety 
of medicine, soap, tooth powder and, hope
fully, some school books. For this part of the 
effort, it is impossible to exaggerate the im
portance of the work (and needs) of the 
volunteer agencies. I was especially impressed 
by the effectiveness of two British-sponsored 
agencies-The Save the Children Fund and 
Oxfam, the latter having an American col
lection arm-and Caritas, the local arm of 
the Catholic Relief Agency. All struck me as 
operating with a minimum of administrative 
overhead and lethargy. 

But if immediate sustenance is important, 
so is the more durable solution. That is for 
the people to go home. Under the best of 
circumstances that will be difficult. As I 
have noted, the great majority of the mi
grants are Hindus-something over half of 
the Hindu population of East Bengal has now 
moved out. Movement of this population 
into Calcutta and West Bengal has been 
going on for a long time; there will have 
to be an exceptional feeling of security before 
it can be persuaded to return and, as a prac
tical matter, many will remain in India 
under any circumstances. 

The requisite feeling of security will not 
be achieved-! cannot think there is any 
knowledgeable and candid person who dis
agrees-until East Bengal is allowed to gov
ern itself. That it wished to do so was made 
wholly clear in the elections a year ago. 
That it has been made more amenable to 
government from Islamabad (and by the less 
populous West Wing) after the events of 
this year no one can imagine. Americans who 
have a past association with India are sus
pected, perhaps rightly, of an Indian bias. 
John Sherman Cooper, on returning to the 
Senate from being Ambassador, told friends, 
at least half-seriously, that he did not intend 
to work more than half-time for India. But 
in these last months it is the Americans who 
have been the closest to Pakistan-who have 
lived and worked there-who have been the 
most ardent exponents of som e effective form 
of self-government for East Bengal. They 
have led the lobbying effort in Washington 
on behalf of Bangia Desh (the Bengal na
tion) and more t h an any other group helped 
persuade t he House of Representatives to 
vot e t he suspension of aid to the Yahya Khan 
government, pending some form of self-gov
ernment for East Bengal. 

I have spoken of self-government. A visitor 
to India, even one with the exiguous creden
tials of an ex-Ambassador, is pressed hard 
to say that there can be no solution short 
of total independence. He is also pressed to 
say that the United States should take some 
fairly sanguinary action to bring it about, 
the pressure being strongest from those who 
have complained most eloquently about 
American imperialism in the past. Those of 
us who have urged a less ambitious pollcy 
in Indochina are in a poor position to ask 
for American remedial action elsewhere in 

Asia. And my instinct is to avoid being cate
gorical 81bout indpendence--an ambiguity 
that is pleasing neither to the Bangia Desh 
mission in India nor the Indian press Per
haps there are formulas short of indepen
dence which will mean the same in self
government and in a sense of security for 
East Bengal. 

Although we have no remedy, we can end 
· the wrong kind of intervention, which is to 

say we can end the tacit support that the 
Administration has been giving to West 
Pakistan. It is a politically disastrous policy 
for the Administration itself. Although the 
miUtary aid to the Pakistan Army is not very 
significant and no economic aid can be suf
ficent to offset the costs of suppressing the 
sullen and mutinous majority in East Ben
gal, our support can be enough to cause the 
military government in Islamabad to con
tinue with the effort. It means, in conse
quence, that the Administration acquires a 
contingent responsibllity for a new civil war 
just as (hopefully) it is detaching from an
other one, 2,000 miles to the east. That, sure
ly, makes no sense. Nor does it make sense to 
share in the international opprobrium the 
effort at suppression invites. 

Without our support there is at least a 
chance t!lat West Pakistan will concede effec
tive self-government to East Bengal as the 
most practical solution for all concerned. It 
would, no doubt, be inordinately optimistic 
to expect this to happen immediately. Al
though in the fiscal year ending last June 
per capita income in Pakistan dropped for 
the first time in several years-and the an
nual increase in industrial production fell 
from 11 to 2.4 per cent--most of this is to 
be attributed to the near collapse of the East 
Bengal economy, West Pakistan is still pros
perous. But over time the costs of putting 
down resistance and maintaining an unpop
ular government in Bengal will mount. Taxes 
will rise; funds for investment will dwindle. 
Funds from abroad wlll run out. There are 
many practical-minded people in West Pak
istan to whom this prospect will not appeal: 

From people knowledgeable on Pakistan 
affairs (which I am not) one hears that there 
is already a considerable group of business
men and civilian politicians who question the 
wisdom of a long-continued effort at sup
pression in the East Wing-who hold that 
effective self-government in East Bengal is 
the only solution. Some have recently sug
gested that Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, the most 
powerful civilian politician in West Pakistan, 
and a man who operates with both ears to 
the ground, has had such thoughts. Some
what more certain is the weariness in Paki
stan with military rule. And it is impossible 
to imagine that any civil1an government re
placing that of Yahya Khan could avoid com
ing to terms with the Bengalls-who, we 
cannot remind ourselves too often, are in the 
majority. No civilian government could sus
te.in itself in Islamabad and Dacca while 
using the army to keep down insurrection in 
the Bengali countryside. 

So, plainly, military and economic support 
to the Yahya. Khan government postpones 
the only possible solution. And symbolic sup
port, which allows that government to believe 
that suppression in Bengal has our approval, 
is almost as damaging as support that is in 
substantial amount. 

Let me add one final word about arms. 
There 1s only one long-term hope for peace 
on the Asian subcontinent and that is what 
might be called the North American form.ula. 
There, as on this continent, the dissolution of 
European colonial power left one very large 
country and a coterie of surrounding smaller 
ones. In North America thls has been a toler
able solution for one major reason: No one 
(at least since Napoleon III) has imagined 
that either Canada or Mexico could be a seri
ous milltary competitor with the United 
St81tes, and the nightmare that Cuba as an 
arm of the U.S.S.R. might become so has 

receded while, in the tension it briefly caused, 
admirably proving the point I am making. In 
consequence, the United Stat es is able to 
regard its neighbors with a combination of 
tolerance and indifference. They, on their 
part, have been able to concentrate on the 
d ifficult but not impossible problem of living 
in our vicinity. The result is by no means 
perfect, especially for our neighbors. But the 
solution works, and it is both peaceful and 
wholly stable. 

On the Asian subcontinent the same de
velopment was arrested by the effort , inspired 
by John Foster Dulles, to build up Pakistan 
as a military power. It is doubtful if, as a 
nation, we have ever taken any action that 
w:as more categorically mischievous and 
wicked. The notion that the arms so sup
plied had relevance only against Russia wae 
a. hopeless fantasy. All countries arm agamst 
their major enemy; for the Pakistanis that, 
as a matter of course, was India. (That Paki
stan seriously alt ered the balance of power 
against the U.S.S.R. was also a fantasy and 
a terrible libel on t he Red Army.) Meanwhile 
the development of Pakistan as a possible 
military rival encouraged all of t he wrong 
attitudes in India. Instead of developing the 
benignity that a large country should have 
for a smaller neighbor, numerous Indians 
made a political career out of hating Paki
stan. Compromise on border quest ions in 
Kashmir or Kutch became impossible or dif
ficult. Resources were wasted on arms. And, 
in 1966, the policy led to act ual conflict. It 
also led Lyndon Johnson, in one of the most 
sensible actions of his Presidency, t o cut off 
military support to both count r ies. It was 
incredible that it was ever resumed. 

Now with the break between t he two wings 
of Pakistan there is no alt ernative to the 
North American solution. West Pakistan, al
though economically more progressive than 
most of India., is a very small country in 
comparison. With a sullen and costly East 
Bengal in subjection it is even weaker than 
by itself. So no one can any longer suppose 
that it is a serious military rival of India any 
more than it is a serious bastion against the 
Soviet Union. We cannot bring about a North 
American type solution-in particular we 
cannot do much to induce its prime requisite, 
which is development of the tolerant and 
1arge-minded attitude in India that is ap
propriate to a large country with small neigh
bors. But we can at least move on from the 
errors of Dulles and bring totally t o an end 
the arms policy that is the surviving symbol 
of the old policy. We can remove this barrier 
to the only possible arrangement by which 
India and her smaller neighbors (the two 
parts of Pakistan either in independence or 
as some federation of self-governing states) 
can live in harmony. 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 5, 1971] 
BENGALI REFUGEE'S DESPAIR: "I HAVE LOST ALL 

HOPE .... " 
(By Jim Hoagland) 

CALCUTTA.-8asa Dhar Manda! is only dimly 
aware that some of the world's most high
powered diplomacy is being exerted ostensibly 
on his behalf. Moreover, the 70-year-old car
penter scarcely cares anymore. 

"I'm not going back, no matter what the 
outcome is," Mandai said recently, in a refer
ence to his form.er home in East Pakistan. "I 
have lost all hope in human nature and 
promise." 

Mandai is one of the 9.5 million East Pakis
tani refugees who have fled into Indla in 
the past seven months in the wake of a poli
tical crisis that triggered an outburst of 
violence between the civilian population and 
the Pakistan army. 

The refugees' presence in India is severely 
pinching this country's economy and has 
helped provoke a continuing and serious 
threat of war between India and Pakistan. 

American, Soviet, British and other dip
lomats are reliably reported to be engaged 
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in efforts to head off a military conflict be
tween the two countries by seeking a poli
tical solution that will promote a return of 
the refugees to East Pakistan within a few 
months. 

Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi is 
lobbying intensively on her current trip to 
Europe and the United States for increased 
Western pressure on Pakistan to create con
ditions to draw all the refugees out of the 
sprawling and squalid camps where they now 
live, largely at India's expense, and back to 
East Pakistan. 

Mandai is one of those who say that no 
such conditions exist, despite the extreme 
hardship and filthy conditions that surround 
him and 250,000 other refugees in the camp 
that has grown up at the edge of Galcutta. 

He says t hat he was so thoroughly fright
ened by what he saw in East Pakistan before 
he fled four months ago that he and the 17 
members of his immediate family who fled 
with him intended never to return. 

HUMAN TRAGEDY 
This decision, if repeated by enough others, 

would represent not only a measure of 
enormous human tragedy that has struck 
East Pakistan, but also a serious threat to 
India's own sta.b111ty, in the view of a num
ber of highly qualified analysts here. 

Part of the threat arises from wha.t appears 
to be IncMa's failure--some economists out
side the government term it a refusal~to 
lay contingency plans for the possibility that 
millions of the refugees may still be in India 
a year from now, or longer. 

That idea is politically unacceptable to 
India, which estimates that it will cost $700 
million to feed and shelter the refugees 
through the end of next March. Some Indian 
leaders are saying privately that the ref
ugees must and will, be gone by the end of 
the year. 

But a political solution that would make 
that possible seems nowhere in sight to moot 
observers here, many of whom fear that a 
painful prolonging of the crisis will make it 
increasingly difficult to get many refugees to 
go back at all. 

According to moot estima.tes, between 10 
and 20 per cent of the refugee population is 
composed of Moslems, the predominant re
ligious group in Pakistan. 

Most of them are expected to go back 
without much delay if a settlement is 
reached in East Pakistan. But whether all 
of the 8 to 9 million Hindus who have fled 
here will return is more problematical. They 
appear to feel muoh more exposed to what 
may continue to be a continuing instability 
in this area for some time to come. 

REFUGEE EXODUS 
The famllies of the 10 million Hindus who 

lived in East Pakistan before the refugee 
exodus began had declined to move to India 
when the two countries voted for partition
ing in 1947, to allow Hindus to migmte to 
India and Moslems to Pakistan for safety. 

Communal riots have flared in both coun
t ries periodically since then, but there has 
been no violence approaohing the scale of 
the present crisis, which was precipitated 
by the election last year of a n.aJtional par
liament ary majority of the Awa.mi League, 
the East Pakistan-based party tha.t favored 
more autonomy for the divided country's 
eastern wing. 

Charging the Awami League with plotting 
secession, military ruler Yaha Khan effec
tively overturned the election results on 
March 25 by arresting the charismatic 
Awami League leader, Sheikh Mujibur Rah
m.an and unleashing a brutal mllita.ry cam-
paign against the o:ivllian popul8ition of East 
Pakistan. 

The Hindu community had solidly sup
ported the Awami League and became the 
primary target for reprisals. 

The people who live in West Bengal State 
around Calcutta are coreligionists and are 

of the same ethnic and Unguistic group as 
the Bengalis. 

This makes it easier for the refugees to 
blend into the area, but it also means that 
they wlll have to be largely absorbed by the 
already poverty stricken and pol1tically un
stable West Bengal, which does not begin to 
have enough land or jobs available for its 
own 44.5 million people. 

Mandai, the carpenter, has a major ad
vantage over xnost of the refugees, who are 
landle.:;s farmers or cultivators of tiny strips 
of land. He has a sklll which is in demand 
in Calcutta, and should be able to earn a 
living there. 

But like many of the 50 refugees this cor
respondent interviewed in three days, he 
feels he has little to go back to in any 
event. He owned 1% acres of land on which 
he grew rice, but his house has been sacked 
·and his land occupied by East Pakistani 
loyalists who are not likely to give it up 
without a fight. 

BLOOD KINSMEN 
Monoranjan Talukdar had seven acres of 

land that he tilled before he fled. He knows 
that almost every one of his 225 blood kins
men have also left East Pakistan and scat
tered in camps in India. "My home was 
burned, my crops were looted, and my fa.mily 
is all here now." 

Golpal Biswas, a 38-year-old farmer who 
had to rent a plow and a bullock each year 
to cultivate his two-thirds of an acre of 
land in rice and jute, replied when asked 
about returning: "I am eating here. This is 
better than being shot there." 

Few of those interviewed would state flatly 
as Mandai that they had no intention of 
returning. Most said that they would re
turn only after East Pakistan became an in
dependent country. 

Others said they would return if Sheikh 
Mujibur were released and issued a call to 
return coupled with a personal pledge of 
safety for them. They would not accept such 
a call from any other East or West Pakistani 
leader, most said. 

Although the sampling is far too small to 
provide much insight into the larger prob
lem of getting the refugees to return, one 
pattern it disclosed has also been noticed by 
missionaries and relief worker who spend 
much time in the refugee camps. 

Those interviewed who had been in the 
camps for the longest periods of time held 
the most dogmatic and politicized views 
about conditions for returning, while new·
comers were more flexible. 

The Rev. John Hastings, a Methodist min
ister who is deeply involved in refugee work 
here, says "after three months of living in 
the camps, people tend to lose hope in the 
future and have to reach for a faith in some
thing,'' even if that hope seems immedi
ately unrealistic. 

MoSLEMS JOIN HUMAN TORRENT 
(By Jim Hoagland) 

CALCUTTA, October 25.-The line begins at 
Bangaon, and stretches intermittently back 
25 miles to the East Pakistan border. A hu
man torrent continues to rush down India's 
narrow country roads seven months after the 
Pakistani army unleashed its brutal strike in 
the Bengal area. 

Clutching naked children in their arms, 
the women are often clad in rough burlap 
cloth, the sheer and colorful saris they usu
ally wear left behind in the suddenness of 
their flight or destroyed on the 10-to-20 day 
march that many of them have made. The 
women also carry the vaccination certificates 
they have received at the border crossing in 
Bangaon, a district headquarters. They wUl 
receive a food rations card and be assigned to 
one of the still swelling 877 refugee camps 
along the Indian-Pakistan border. 

Many of the men carry their families' be
longings in cardboard suitcases, small trunks, 

or just bundled in a cloth. But others carry 
nothing. East Pakistani refugees are still 
pouring into India at a rate of 15,000 to 2(}.-
000 persons a da.y, according to official Indian 
estimates. 

The continuing flow not only adds to 
I ndia's already staggering burden in feeding 
an d sheltering 9.3 million Pakistani refugees, 
but also seems to push back the chances for 
repatriating those already living in the 
squalor and desolation of the camps. 

ATROCITIES RECOUNTED 
For, despite official Pakistani assurances to 

the out side world that it is now safe for the 
refugees to begin returning and resume nor
mal li"fe, many of the new arrivals bring out 
with them the same kind of atrocity stories 
that were chronicled in detail in the world 
preEs when the crisis began on March 25. 

"The army and local sympathizers looted 
and burned my shop last week," Radhashan 
Banik, a 40-year-old grocer from Faridpur 
district said in Bagda, an Indian village three 
miles from the border. Mohammed Azul Rah
man, a school teacher in Kushtia broke down 
in tears as he tried to tell a missionary, at 
another border crossing point, about the 
beating thalt soldiers had inflicted upon him 
two weeks earlier. "It is too terrible to 
remember," he sobbed. 

The newcomers' "vivid accounts," which 
cannot be verified from this side of the 
heavily armed border, reinforce the fears and 
bitterness of the refugees already here and 
thus raise the tensions in the Asian sub
continent to an even higher level. 

For if the war that India and Pakistan 
appear to have teetered on the edge of for 
the past two weeks does come it wlll largely 
be because of the intractabllity of the refugee 
problem, in the view of well-informed an
alysts here. 

ARGUMENT FOR WAR 
Some Indian leaders have argued strongly 

in private that Indian forces must move into 
East Pakistan and secure an area to which 
the refugees can return in the next few 
weeks. 

Otherwise, the strain they exert on India's 
already huge economic and social problems 
will supposedly produce irreparable harm. 
Thus far, this argument has been resisted 
in New Delhi. 

Pakistan, on the other hand, may calculate 
that a mllitary conflict with India would 
bring enough international involvement to 
provide more of a chance for a graceful exit 
from the continuing bitter civil strife in its 
eastern wing, according to a widely held view 
here. 

Indian officials in Calcutta and at the relief 
camps scattered throughout West Bengal as
sert that there is no immediate prospect of 
food shortage for the refugees. 

But they express mounting concern about 
India's abllity to continue paying for the 
great majority of the expenses involved in 
caring for the refugees. Each new arrival 
costs the Indian government about three 
rupees, or 22 cents, for every day that they 
remain for food, shelter, and health care. 

[Fr~m the New York Times, Oct. 5, 1971} 
GROWING STRAINS BETWEEN UNITED STATES 

AND INDIA VIEWED AS ERODING BONDS OF 
FRIENDSHIP 

(By Max Frankel) 
WASHINGTON, October 4.-8lowly, yet un

mistakably, the bonds of friendship and 
strategic interest between the United States 
and India are dissolving. 

The strains and irritations spawned as a 
result of rebellion and repression in East 
Pakistan have been obvious in recent months, 
but there is also now discernible beneath 
the surface a more basic shift in attitudes 
here. Some degree of official annoyance has 
always plagued relations between· Washing
ton and New Delhi. And for half a year now, 
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these customary tensions have been exacer
bated by President Nixon's refusal to de
nounce Pakistan and by his eagerness to 
repair communications with China-the two 
neighbors that India fears and resents the 
most. 

The Indians, in turn, have further frayed 
sentiments here by seeking strength in a 
new intimacy with the Russians and by mak
ing a vigorous display of their resentment 
of American conduct. 

It is thought here that Prime Minister 
Indira Gandhi's visit to the White House 
early next month may take some of the heat 
out of the immediate quarrels. It seems 
doubtful, however, that she can arrest an 
underlying deterioration. 

The depths of the rift are discernible so 
far only in private discussions with leading 
officials. But whenever India is mentioned 
to them, the response is remarkable, both 
for what is said and what is left unsaid. 

PRO-SOVIET STANCE DISCERNED 
Quickly brought to the surface here are 

contentions that the Indians have been 
pro-Soviet for a long time and, despite their 
professions of nonalignment, deeply antago
nistic to American positions on such issues 
as Vietnam, the Middle East, and arms con
trol. 

Moreover, the Indians are almost always 
spoken of in tones of deep annoyance, as 
not very "lovable" people, while their gov
ernment is said to have become singularly 
"obsessed" with the rivalry against Pakistan 
and therefore "short-sighted" about every
thing else. The Indians are variously de
scribed as uncooperative and arrogant and 
as deserving of official sympathy only on 
humanitarian grounds. 

Almost never heard any more in top Gov
ernmeillt circles here are the grea.t generaliza
t!Jons that stimulated an enormous AIIllerican 
emotioillal and financial investment in Ind1a 
over the last two decades-$9-billion in aid 
alone. 

India is no longer referred to as an Asian 
"showplace" of development by democratic 
means. She is no longer talked about as the 
great "al•ternative" to totalitarian prescrip
tions for economic progress. She is no lo:uger 
seen as particularly useful in luring other 
poor nations from the tem'Ptatlons of Oom
munism. Indeed, as the fear of Communism 
has receded, so has the positive iilJterest in 
the sul:>oontinen t. 

NEW STATUS FOR CHINA 
Whereas China has l:>een accorded almost 

l:>ig-power standing in the new American 
view of Asia-as a naotion with which the 
United States, the Soviet Union a.nd Ja.pa.n 
must now share influence in the Pacific
India remains merely an object of policy. 
Specifically, she is regarded as only the 
largest country of a vast subcontinent in 
which the main American o•bjectives are the 
preservation of a big-power balance of in
fluence and of commer·cial access for Ameri
can enterprise. 

There remains a firm intention to help 
promote economic developmerut in l:>oth 
India and Pakistan. F.:Jr as President Nixon 
wrote in his State of the World message last 
winter, South Asia's progress is important to 
the United States because "we cannot deny 
our humanitarian interest in the well
being of so many people with such exigent 
needs" and beoause "unresolved enmities 
[between India and Pakistan] could make 
the area vulnerable to an unde;:;ira.ble level 
of foreign influence." 

But these cool suggesti<ons of concern ap
pear to have become also the limit of Ameri
can commitment. There is no particular fear 
that American co:::.lness m ay drive the 
Indians toward greater dependence on the 
Russians. On the collltrary, some high of
fi-cials have been heard to re.Illark in mo
ments of irritation that Moscow was most 
welcome to a larger share of the annual 
cost of assisting India. 

Thus gradual separrution of so-called hu
manitarian feelings from ideological and 
strategic interests in South Asia suggests a 
more rigorous application than anywhere else 
of President Nixon's new foreign affairs doc
trine, as defined in last year's Sta.te of the 
World messages: "Our interests must shape 
our commitments, rather than the other way 
around." 

NO MORE "INDIA LOBBY" 
It is certainly a far cry from the days when 

the surface irritations were kept in check, 
in and out of Government here, l:>y a kind 
of "Indian lobby," personified by former Am
bassadors Chester Bowles and John Sherman 
Cooper. The success of India's democratic 
experiment was deemed an important policy 
objective even in the darkest years of the 
cold war, when the Eisenhower Administra
tion drew Pakistan in:to military alliance and 
looked upon India's pract.ice of neutrality 
between East and West as "immoral." 

Pakistan did not yield a greater diplomatic 
return. She used her American-made arrns 
largely to fortify her position against India. 
She, too, refused to support American poli
cies in Vietnam and the Middle E~st. She 
was among the first of the "Western" allies 
to repa,ir relations with Peking-in return 
for support against India-and evicted 
Americans from a major air base in return 
for some Soviet support. 

Yet the Pakistanis have somehow fared 
much better than the Indians in official 
American estimation. Their leaders are gen
erally discussed in sympa.thetic terms and 
President Agha Mohammad Yahya Khan is 
thoughlt to have been sincere in his desire 
to transform a military reglme into a con
stitutional government. And his help this 
year in smoothing President Nixon's path to 
Peking is warmly appreciated. 

ARMS SHIPMENTS CONTINUED 
Officials here do not condone President 

Yahya's repression of the autonomy move
ment in East Pakistan. But they refuse to 
denounce it and have refused to cancel wha.t 
they say were only modest amounts of pre
viously ordered shipments of spare parts and 
other military equipment for the Pakistani 
Government. 

The passionate Indian response to these 
American policies have only added to the 
annoyance here. Mrs. Gandhi's Government 
is privately accused of stirring up anti
Americanism. It is also accused of aiding 
Bengali guerrillas in East Pakistan and risk
ing outright war for the secret purpose of 
dismembering Pakistan once and for all. 

Even so, American officials resent the per
sistent Indian charges of unfeeling hostility 
in Washington. They say that they enter
tained high hopes for India's economic prog
ress and political stability after Mrs. Gandhi's 
resounding victory in the general election 
last March. They point to the immediate 
provision of $70-million and the plan to 
provide $250-million more to help care for 
the eight or nine million refugees who have 
poured into India from East Pakistan. 

"EMOTIONALISM" BLAMED 
Some high officials here will even ac

knowledge that a combination of bad luck 
and bureaucratic error upset their attempts 
to appear evenhanded in response to the tur
moil in East Pakistan. But they blame In
dian "emotionalism" for prolongation of the 
crisis and resent India's refusal to urge re
straint upon the East Pakistan rebels. 

With India's cooperation, American plan
ners contend, they could probably help to 
negotiate a fair degree of autonomy for the 
eastern half of Pakistan from the long dom
inant western section. Over the years, they 
say, this might even evolve into independ
en ce or at least a considerable weakening of 
the joint Pakistani state. 

But there is no sympathy here for the 
argument that high passions in New Delhi 
make such even-handedness appear cold and 
hostile. In a most peculiar diplomatic in-

version, it is now India's turn to make what 
it will of American "nonalignment." 

DIVIDED ATI'ENTION FROM MRS. GANDHI'S 
HOSTS 

WASHINGTON.-One hour after leaving a 
White House session with President Nixon. 
who had asked his entire Cabinet to sit in, 
India's Prime Minister, Indira Gandhi, was 
telling a packed National Press Club lunch 
Friday about a "reign of terror" in East Paki
stan. 

"What is taking place is not a civil war," 
said the slender, sari-clad head of the world's 
largest democracy. "It is punishment of 
civilians ... it is a cynical way of getting rid 
of one's opponents." 

Mrs. Gandhi conspicuously avoided refer
ring to "East Pakistan." Instead, in her 
slightly accented meticulous English, she 
used the term "East Bengal." To many, she 
seemed to be implying that the eastern wing 
of Pakistan, with its 70 million people of 
Bengali stock-minus nearly 10 million ref
ugees now in India-never again would 
willingly accept the rule of the West Paki
stan military junta headed by President 
Yahya Khan. 

This also is the opinion increasingly dis
cernible here among junior and middle-grade 
officials in close touch with the continuing 
campaign of repression that the Pakistan 
Army has been waging for seven months 
against all in East Pakistan-Moslems and 
Hindus alike-who are suspected of favor
ing Bangia Desh, or East Bengali independ
ence. 

If senior policymakers-President Nixon, 
Henry A. Kissinger, his National Security as
sistant; Secretary of State William P. Rogers 
and Joseph J. Sisco, Assistant Secretary 
for Near East and South Asian Affairs--share 
this appreciation, however, it is not evident. 

"Our policy," Mr. Sisco insisted to a senior 
Indian diplomat not long ago, "is to preserve 
the territory integrity of Pakistan." 

The reasons, as United States officials ex
plain them, are both complex--and slightly 
reminiscent of cold war ideology. 

Basically, Washington fears that a break
up of Pakistan might spark an Indo-Paki
stanti war or at least throw President Yahya 
into the arms of Peking, which, they say, has 
long been supplying Pakistan with arms to 
offset Russian arms supplies to India. 

The United States itself began arming 
and subsidizing Pakistan in 1954-at the 
height of the cold war-to bolster the sub
continent against Soviet aggression. It em
bargoed most arms after the Indo-Pakistan 
war of 1965. Now, after 17 years and the ex
penditure of $4-billion in arms, food and 
other aid, the bureaucratic momentum is 
still rolling inexorably forward. Pakistan is 
a favorite aid target. 

Mr. Nixon and his officials, others say, 
"like" the Pakistanis-especially the tall, 
English-speaking martial Punjabis such as 
President Yahya and other military leaders. 
The Americans find them uncomplicated, 
reliable, grateful for United States help and 
easy to deal with. 

By contrast, many American officials pri
vately describe the Indians as uncooperative 
and given more to talking about "democracy" 
than to standing up to the Russians. 

In fact, the recent Indo-Soviet 20-year 
agreement-after successive United States 
governments had furnished $9-billion in aid 
to India since World War II-irritated and 
puzzled the Nixon Administration. It also 
compounded the pro-Pakistani and anti
Indian trend visible throughout the Admin
istration here. 

President Yahya's bloodletting in East 
Pakistan has been viewed here more in sor
row than in anger. There is virtually no 
moral indignation evident among policy
makers. Rather, they tend to agree that 
President Yahya has been clumsy, that he 
should have defused the Awarni League's 
drive for autonomy (and subsequently for 
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independence) with less adverse publicity. 
They complain that United States plans for 
economic development in Pakistan have been 
set back. 

Administration policymakers deny Indian 
assertions that American diplomatic and 
military backing for the Yahya regime is 
bolstering its repressive campaign. The Unit
ed States, they say, has stopped issuing new 
arms licenses since March 25, though they 
concede there is still more than $2-million 
in spare parts and ammunition in the "pipe
line." 

The United States has also, they say, ceased 
economic development aid to Pakistan until 
the situation clears up, and has repeatedly 
warned President Yahya "privately" about 
the bad image his actions are creating 
around the world and the need for a "polit
ical" settlement. 

"We don't have much leverage with 
Yahya," said a State Department source. 
"But we'd have none at all if we were to 
come out openly and blast him." 

So far, officials note, the United States has 
prevailed on him to accept a United Nations 
presence in East Pakistan, to which Wash
ington has so far contributed $154-million 
for relief and rehabilitation. (It has given 
$80-million for refugees in India) . Bangia 
Desh sympathizers charge that the Pakistan 
Army is commandeering chartered United 
Nations river boats and trucks to move and 
help supply its own forces. 

United States officials also claim that Presi
dent Yahya's gestures toward restoring 
civilian rule in East Pakistan-gestures that 
the Bangia Desh adherents term "cosmetic"
are belated, but better than nothing. 

In two days of talks here with Mr. Nixon, 
Prime Minister Gandhi probably has not 
changed the Administration's predilection 
for Pakistan. However, she appears not to 
have minced her words. 

In his welcoming remarks Thursday, the 
President cited India's recent disastrous 
"typhoons and floods." Quietly, but with deep 
conviction, Mrs. Gandhi reminded the Presi
dent--and the Government--that the "worst 
tragedy is a man-made tragedy of vast pro
portions," namely the flight of nearly 10 
million refugees into India, with more 
streaming in each day. 

"I came here," she said, "in search of some 
wise impulse that has sometimes worked to 
save humanity from despair." 

As she prepared to return to India and as 
Mr. Nixon flew to his weekend retreat at 
Key Biscayne, Fla., it was unclear whether 
Mrs. Gandhi's warning would evoke a "wise 
impulse" in time to avert further tragedy. 

PEACE AT THE U .N.--COMMUNIST 
STYLE: MAIDEN SPEECH OF 
CHINESE DELEGATES TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS ATTACK THE 
UNITED STATES 

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the U.N.'s 
newest delegate-the Chinese Commu
nist Party-has arrived in New York and 
has now delivered its maiden peace 
speech in that international body. 

As expected, the announced "peace
seeking" goal of the Chinese Communist 
Party is to att2ck the United States and 
use its U .N. position to promote revolu
tion around the world. And, as was pre-
dictable, our sensation-seeking commu· 
nications media has now made available 
to the enemy its opinion-molding ma
chinery. 

As the days pass and the American 
people continue to be barraged with the 

prison-garbed Chinese Reds laughing at 
them from their morning newspapers 
and leering at them from their TV sets, 
they will conclude that "peace" to the 
Communist Party of China is the same 
"peace" sought by all Communist move
ments-a condition attained only after 
all opposition to communism is de
stroyed. Coexistence is unknown to 
Communists. 

The majority of the U.N. members 
wanted Red China in the United Nations. 
These same members should encourage 
the United Nations to move to Peking to 
see if the communications media of that 
country would give the free world spokes
men the opportunity for top news cover
age in Red China. Red China and the 
United Nations deserve one another, but 
not as honored guests in a U.N. sanc
tuary in New York. 

To those Members who will continue to 
grow disillusioned at international peace
seeking Communist style, there is some
thing you can do. Discharge petition No. 
10, to discharge H.R. 2632 to revoke and 
rescind U.S. participation in the United 
Nations, is at the Clerk's desk awaiting 
your signature. 

Exemplary of the U.N. direction was 
today's condemnation of this Congress 
for last week's vote 251 to 100 to author
ize free trade in chrome ore, which is vital 
to the defense of our Nation, between 
Rhodesia and the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, my people did not send me 
to Washington to abide by U.N. dictates 
or intimidations nor to surrender their 
vote by giving foreign aid dollars to a 
bunch of international bureaucrats who 
apparently feel that as unelected dema
gogues they are free to run the world. 

Public Law 92-77 of the 92d Congress, 
which passed this House as H.R. 9272 and 
was signed into law August 10, 1971, con
tains under title I, COntributions to In
ternational Organizations, an appropria
tion of $107,888,041 which is earmarked 
for the United Nations and specialized 
agencies. 

Under this same title I, "General Pro
visions-Department of State," is found 
in sec~ion 104, the following: 
GENERAL PROVISIONs-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

• 
SEc. 104. None of the funds appropriated 

in this title shall be used ( 1) to pay the 
United States contribution to any interna
tional organization or which engages in the 
direct or indirect promotion of the prin
ciple or doctrine of one world government 
or one world citizenship; (2) for the promo
t ion, direct or indirect, of the principle or 
doctrine of one world government or one 
world citizenship. 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of State Appropriation Act, 1972." 

Since it should be obvious to most by 
now that the U.N. is not a peace orga
nization but rather a one world govern
ment organization hiding behind a peace 
cloak, one wonders where the attorneys 
are who will institute action to cut off 
any funds from reaching "an interna
tional organization which engages in the 
direct or indirect promotion of the prin
ciple or doctrine of one world government 
or one world citizenship;" or "for the 
promotion, direct or indirect, of the 
same." 

I insert in the RECORD at this point, the 

rollcall vote of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly to condemn the action of 
this Congress of authorizing chrome 
trade with Rhodesia: 

FOR 
Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, 

Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Bots
wana, Bulgaria. 

Burma, Burundi, Byelorussia (SSR), Cam
eroon, Central Africa (republic), Ceylon, 
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia. 

Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Kingshasa), 
Cuba, Cyprus Czechoslovakia, Da.Homey, 
Denmark, Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethi
opia. 

Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, 
Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary. 

Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ire
land, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan. 

Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali. 

Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Mo
rocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, 
Norway. 

Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Rumania, Rwanda, Saudi 
Ambia. 

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, 
Southern Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Swaziland, 
Sweden, Syria. 

Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tu
nisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, 
United Arab Republic, Tanzania. 

Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zambia. 

AGAINST 
Portugal and South Africa. 

ABSTAINED 
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Dominican Re

public, El Salvador, France, Greece, Guate
mala, Italy, Luxembourg, Malawi, Nether
lands, United Kingdom. 

ABSENT AND NOT VOTING 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Cambodia, Costa Rica, 

Israel, Maldive Islands, Mauritius, Nicaragua, 
Qatar, United States. 

I insert the related newsclipping, as 
follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 16, 1971] 
CHINA BLASTS UNITED STATES IN FmsT U.N. 

SPEECH 
(By Anthony Astrachan) 

UNITED NATIONs.-chinese deputy foreign 
minister Chiao Kuan-hua called China's 
presence in the General Assembly today a 
defeat for U.S. and Japanese plans to create 
"two Chinas" here and a victory for Chair
man Mao Tse-tung's revolutionary line in 
foreign affairs. 

Chiao, head of the new Chinese delegation, 
took a hard ideological line in his maiden 
speech repeating standard Peking positions. 
He called for withdrawal of American forces 
from Indochina, South Korea and Taiwan 
and supported Arab countries in the Middle 
East conflict. 

His strong remarks contrasted with Chi
nese expressions of moderation and caution 
when the delegation arrived here last week. 

Chiao talked after 55 nations had made 
speeches of welcome in the final step in the 
historic process of seating Peking in the 
place of Taipei at the United Nations in ac
cordance with the General Assembly vote last 
month. 

In his speech, Chiao made the United 
States the principal villain, barely mention
ing the Soviet Union. He touched on these 
key points: 

On Taiwan, he reiterated China's claim of 
sovereignty and said all U.S. armed forces 
should be withdrawn from the island and the 
Taiwan straits. "The Chinese people are de
termined to liberate Taiwan and no force 
on earth can stop us from doing so," he 
added. 

On Vietnam, which is rarely mentioned in 
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U.N. debates, he expressed Chinese support 
for "the peoples of the three countries of 
Indochina in their war against U.S. aggres
sion" and for the seven-point peace proposal 
put forward by the Vietcong. He called for 
the immediate withdrawal of all U.S. armed 
forces from all three countries of Indochina. 

On Korea, Chiao expressed Peking support 
for the eight-point program for peaceful re
unification put forward by North Korea last 
April. He called for the annulment of all 
"1llegal resolutions" in which the U.N. 
branded China as an aggressor in the Korean 
war and for the dissolution of the U.N. Com
mission for the Unification and Rehab111ta
tion of Korea. This is a standard Communist 
proposal here and this year was taken off the 
assembly agenda since the two Koreas had 
begun informal talks through their respec
tive Red Cross societies. 

on the Middle East, Chiao said Peking 
holds that "all countries and peoples that 
love peace and uphold justice" were obligated 
to support the struggle of the Palestinian and 
other Arab peoples against "aggression by 
Israeli Zionism." He warned against "politi
cal deals behind their backs," a criticism of 
Soviet encouragement to Egypt to make peace 
if the terms are satisfactory to Cairo. 

on Africa, Chiao took the side of the peo
ples in all the remaining white-ruled coun
tries of Africa "in their struggle against white 
colonialist rule and racial discrimination." 

Chiao said "like the overwhelming major
ity of the Asian, African and Latin American 
countries, China belongs to the Third World." 
He repeated Peking's pledge of support to 
Latin American countries that assert that 
their territorial waters extend 200 miles. 

The Chinese representative raised some 
U.N. eyebrows when he said, "The affairs of 
a given country must be handled by its own 
people, the affairs of the world must be han
dled by all the countries of the world, and 
the affairs of the United Nations must be 
handled jointly by all its member states, and 
the superpowers should not be allowed to 
manipulate and monopolize them." 

The reference to the United Nations could 
presage trouble in the Security Council, 
where the five permanent members and par
ticularly the United States and the Soviet 
Union have often set the framework within 
which the council operated. 

Chiao took another dig at Moscow and 
Washington on disarmament, accusing them 
of talking about disarmament while engag
ing in arms expansion. 

"China will never participate in the so
called nuclear disarmament talks between 
the nuclear powers behind the backs of the 
non-nuclear countries," he said and repeated 
Peking's call for the complete prohibition 
and destruction of nuclear weapons along 
with a pledge never to be the first to use nu
clear weapons. 

"If the United States and the Soviet Union 
really and truly want disarmament, they 
should commit themselves not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons," Chiao added. 

He said the vote on Oct. 25 to seat Peking 
and oust Taipei proved "the bankruptcy of 
the policies of hostility toward the Chinese 
people and of isolating and imposing a block
ade on them. This is a defeat of the plan of 
the U.S. government in collusion with the 
Sato government of Japan to create 'two 
Chinas' in the United Nations. This is a vic
tory for Chairman Mao Tse-tung's revolu
tionary line in foreign affairs. This is a com
mon victory for people all over the world." 

The assembly's original intention was to 
hear less than a dozen welcoming speeches, 
representing all the U.N. members, but more 
and more nations kept asking to express their 
own welcomes. The United States and the 
Soviet Union were among those that in
scribed themselves on the list relatively late. 

Chiao, apparently surprised, inserted a 
paragraph of thanks for the many "enthu
siastic speeches expressing trust in as well as 

encouragement and fraternal sentiment for 
the Chinese people." 

U.S. Ambassador George Bush gave a three
paragraph address in which he recalled that 
despite the deeply felt issues of principle 
that divided the assembly before the vote, 
the United States had agreed that the mo
ment in history had arrived for Peking to be 
in the United Nations. 

Bush picked up an element from Chiao's 
arrival speech at Kennedy airport last Thurs
day and referred to the long ties of friend
ship between the American people and the 
"great Chinese people." 

The Tanzanian and Zambian ambassadors 
said they had a right to celebrate the Pek
ing victory in the U.N. vote any way they 
wished. This was in reaction to criticism by 
President Nixon last month over the way sev
eral countries expressed their jubilation after 
the vote count. 

AMTRAK SHOULD GIVE PASSES 
TO RETffiED RAIL EMPLOYEES 
AND SO FORTH 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. BURKE) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today, I introduced a bill which is iden
tical to H.R. 11253, which was intro
duced on October 14 by my colleagues 
Messrs. SCHERLE, PRICE, and CRANE, and 
later on October 21 by Congressman 
CARTER and on October 27 by Congress
man SHRIVER. 

I am happy to join with them in this 
legislation. 

These bills will authorize the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation to pro
vide free or reduced-rate railroad trans
portation to retired railroad employees 
and their dependents, on the same basis 
that such transportation was available 
to such employees and dependents on 
the date of enactment of the Rail Pas
senger Service Act of 1970. 

They are designed to correct an over
sight caused by the Rail Passenger Serv
ice Act of 1970 setting up Amtrak. We 
will, by these bills, if they become law, 
in effect be giving due recognition to 
these retired workers for their contribu
tion in building, maintaining, and op
erating our Nation's rail passenger sys
tem, at insignificant direct cost to the 
companies involved. If passed this legis
lation will provide the much needed and 
well-deserved relief to those who now 
have the time to enjoy the fruits of their 
past labors. 

Transportation is one of the major 
problems confronting our older citizens. 
Its importance has been stressed by the 
White House Conference on Aging. Re
sponse to questionnaires showed that 
many of the 200,000 elderly citizens who 
responded could not for financial rea
sons take full advantage of available 
transportation services. The elderly 
placed transportation behind only 
health and income as their major con
cem. 

Further, only 1 percent of those citi
zens aged 65 and over crossed a State 
line last year. Their travel in intrastate 
and intercity. Certainly any rise in prices 
and the cost of living effects all of us to 
varying degrees, but those existing on 
a fixed income are the hardest hit. 

The lives of our senior citizens are 

troubled enough without the U.S. Gov
ernment permitting hard-earned bene
fits to be taken away with the single 
stroke of a pen. Enough expectations of 
comfort in old age are dashed by rising 
prices, spiraling inflation, rising health 
costs and limited earnings without tak
ing away an earned benefit. I am sure 
the cost of riding on a passenger train
most of which I understand are not fully 
loaded-can be borne by the U.S. Gov
ernment, and the railroads, as part of 
the compensation due retired employees 
as I firmly believe it should. 

ON SOLUTION TO POLLUTION 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Iowa <Mr. ScHWENGEL), is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today 
we are c.oncerned about solving pollution 
problems and no Member of Congress is 
lacking in interest in this area. Many 
bills have been introduced, all with noble 
objectives, indicating a great desire to 
get something done. 

Mr. Speaker, I share this interest and 
concern, but I am concerned because of 
the pressure and rush. many of us worry 
about so much hurry. We may hold out 
too much promise with some of the pro
posed legislation before us which will not 
fulfill the promise because we will not 
have adequately considered this legisla
tion. 

One area that seems to be neglected 
as we wrestle with the problems of solu
tion to the pollution of our waters is 
avoiding, evading or forgetting the 
greatest potential for solution. 

Mr. Speaker, that potential lies with 
the development of and completion of 
the watersheds in America, the areas 
where we produce all the foods and fibers 
for our people. It has been my belief 
and conviction that there is no solution 
to pollution without a program to com
plete all the conservation and watershed 
programs that are planned and can be 
planned in America. It is for this reason 
that I am supporting and pursuing the 
possibility of including in any pollution 
bill that may come out of the Public 
Works Committee a commitment that a 
large share of the money and the pro
gram planned will be dedicated to the 
further development of our watersheds. 

U.S. TROOP STRENGTH IN EUROPE 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Michi
gan (Mr. EscH) is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, the subject of 
a reduction in the U.S. troop strength 
in Europe has long merited the at
tention of Members of Congress. Only 
a few short months ago it occupied a 
great many hours of debate in the other 
body when Senator MANSFIELD took the 
lead in attempting a cutback. Advocates 
of such a move may have lost that round 
but the fight is far from over. It had been 
my intention to offer an amendment to 
this bill but because of the problem that 
we face in the House with respect to 
germaneness, it is not feasible. Knowing 
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of the increasing concern of so many of 
my colleagues, it had been my hope that 
we could have made the record on this 
point crystal clear. However, now the dis
tinguished Members of the other body, 
who do not have the problem of germane
ness that we encounter in the House, 
have an opportunity once again to put a 
limitation on America's military presence 
in Europe. It is my sincere hope that they 
will sieze this opportunity to do so. 

Persuasive arguments can be found for 
reducing what heretofore has been an 
open-ended commitment on the part of 
this Government. There is our balance
of-payments deficit, European prosper
ity, and the very pressing domestic needs 
of our own Nation. Now that we have 
taken other steps toward the restoration 
of an economically robust America, let us 
take this further step and do it in part
nership with our NATO allies. 

Any discussion of the American com
mitment to NATO must start in the 
perspective of the Late 1940's, when the 
cold war necessitated a response to what 
appeared to be a menacing threat to our 
Western European friends from the Red 
Army. It was then that we join~d ~e 
North Atlantic Treaty Orgamzat10n 
pledging with our NATO Allies that "an 
armed attack against one or more of 
them in Europe or North America shall 
be considered an attack against all." At 
that time it was an appropriate reaction 
but today the picture is quite different. 
No reasonable person seriously enter
tains the notion that the Soviet Union 
is about to march on Europe. Secondly, 
most of our European friends are enjoy
ing prosperity and they have been r~
vitalized both politically and econonn
cally. It is clear to this member of C_on
gress that policies deemed appropnate 
to the 1940's must not be expected to 
last into the 1970's. It is high time that we 
recognize the changing realities and sub
stitute rigid alternatives for an inflexible 
status quo. I submit that if we can ask 
our Asian friends to follow the course 
of Vietnamization, then we can ask our 
Atlantic partners to follow one of Eur
opeanization. 

I am not proposing that we end this 
military alliance, neither do I suggest 
that we remove all our troops. What I 
do propose is that the time has come for 
the Europeans to play a larger roll in 
their own defense. Any change that we 
make must come about through an 
agreement with our NATO partners. I 
believe that recent signs of congressional 
dissatisfaction ought to be a signal that 
we in the Congress mean business. With
drawal critics argue that we must not 
take any precipitous action but I would 
remind these critics that reduction in 
NATO forces has been long talked about. 
As far back as 1963 in the Saturday 
Evening Post, President Eisenhower said: 

Though for eight years in the White House 
I believed and announced to my associates 
th!llt a reduction of American strength in 
Europe should be initiated as soon as Eur
opean economies were restored, the matter 
was then considered too delicate a political 
question to raise. I believe the time has 
come when we should start withdrawing 
some of those troops. 

The same critics of troop withdrawals 
have repeatedly stated such a show of 
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strength was necessary to sustain the 
morale of our European friends. That 
argument has worn pretty thin. Presi
dent Eisenhower put it succinctly when 
he declared: 

One division can show the :flag as definite
ly as several. 

Again on the subject of European re
action, I submit that the leaders of na
tions are in the best position to mold pub
lic opinion. In this case, it is the Euro
pean defense officials reaching an accord 
with our own Government who will be 
in the best position to stabilize European 
reactions in such a way so that there will 
not be an erosion of morale or anxiety 
over the security of Western Europe. 

To argue against a reduction in our 
troop level, ignores our advanced .airlift 
capabilities for a quick response m the 
advent of aggression. Any decision by the 
Soviet Union to launch a large scale at
tack would not come without warning. 
Signs of imminent danger would appear 
such as: canceled troop leaves, movement 
of full divisions or other maneuvers of 
unusual size, as well as submarine co~
tacts. It is impossible for all or a combi
nation of these events to be carried on 
unnoticed. There would be plenty of op
portunity for the NATO countries to mo
bilize and·with the advent of the C5A, the 
mammoth troop carrier, reinforcements, 
up to whole divisions from the United 
States could be on hand at almost a mo
ment'~ notice. So from a strategic stand
point a large American troop withdrawal 
from 'Europe need not diminish in any 
way the capability of the NATO coun
tries to defend Western Europe. 

There is a good deal of confusion over 
the actual savings that the United States 
would acrue if we followed a policy of 
substantial force reduction. Let me set 
the record straight. The budget cost of 
maintaining present strength of United 
States forces in Europe lies _somewhere 
between $12 and $14 billion a year. Those 
who use that :figure have in mind in addi
tion to bringing back our troops, moth
balling the Sixth Fleet, and deactivating 
air squadrons and certain divisions. 

A second :figure that is also used is the 
balance-of-payments cost. If these forces 
were brought home but were kept avail
able for a flexible response back into Eu
rope, the difference in the cost would be 
around 1.5 billion. 

Up to this point I have talked pri
marily about only one method of reduc
ing our NATO bill, and principally it has 
centered around a reduction of forces 
within the present NATO framework, but 
there are other roads to travel worthy of 
consideration. For example, several of 
my colleagues and I have introduced res
olutions which would encourage our 
NATO allies to assume more of the 
NATO defense burden. I believe this con
cept is meritorious. For example, they 
could assume the cost of some of the 
functions now carried out by U.S. per
sonnel. Second, they could begin to pay 
salaries of 70,000 German nationals now 
employed by the United States. Third, 
other countries could begin to assume the 
cost of construction of roads, runways, 
transportation, and utilities. 

All Americans are familiar with the 
constant air defense readiness that we 

enjoy with our Air National Guard. The 
potential for this same type of deploy
ment of manpower is possible within 
NATO if our allies would allow their re
serves to fly certain aircraft and perform 
duties at air control and warning sites. 
The United States could save nearly a 
billion dollars if the NATO burden was 
shared in this manner. 

Speaking candidly, we know that as
signment by the military to a NATO 
country is often a reward for those who 
have in a prior military assignment faced 
difficulties and dangers, possibly under 
fire in Vietnam. In effect, they are being 
rewarded with a taste of the good life 
but at an extreme coot to the American 
taxpayer. While I have great compassion 
for those who have served in Southeast 
Asia and for others who are nearing the 
end of their duty to our country and who 
are similarly rewarded, I believe there 
are other ways we can show our appre
ciation. It has been suggested that we 
should seriously consider putting all of 
our troops in Europe on a hardship basis. 
In effect this means short tours of duty 
without the presence of dependents. 

If this were done, the savings would 
be enormous. For in West Germany alone, 
we presently support 150,000 dependents 
of some 210,000 servicemen. I propose 
that we bring home those 150,000 de
pendents. Furthermore, and in addition 
to the suggestions for burden-sharing 
that I put forth earlier, I am making 
the following specific recommendations: 

A phased withdrawal of American 
troops, totaling 75,000 over the n~xt 12 
months, drawing upon those considered 
to be general support troops as well as 
from the non-U.S., European command 
troops, consisting of couriers, auditors, 
and communications personnel. 

The Navy prides itself on its flexibility 
and its independence of foreign bases. As 
a demonstration of this independence, 
the ships of the Sixth Fleet are home
ported in the United States. However, 
there are several bases in the Mediter
ranean area that have grown so in the 
last 15 to 20 years that the fleet has be
come more and more dependent on them. 
Our NATO allies should be expected to 
support the southern flank of NATO by 
more direct support for the Sixth Fleet 
through base facilities, logistics, and 
antisubmarine warfare forces. The Navy 
could use this support and revitalize its 
service force. Additionally, new construc
tion of merchant marine vessels where 
feasible might be required for increased 
flexibility. 

I further suggest that we reduce the 
number of nuclear weapons presently 
stored in Europe, permitting us to de
mobilize some of the personnel that are 
now involved in the security operations. 

At a time when some European cur
rencies are stronger than our own, and 
our balance-of-payments deficit is so 
dangerous, Congress has a responsibility 
to question the wisdom of a NATO com
mitment which is far in excess of what 
we can afford. It is time to force a show
down and change the rules of a game 
that has seen Europe reap the benefits 
and the United States shoulder the bur
den. 

The NATO treaty stresses consultation 
and interdependence among its members. 
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Operating within that spirit, I believe we 
must take immediate steps to reduce our 
troops by 75,000 over the next year, in 
addition to seeing to it that our NATO 
partners make other substantial con
tributions toward a more stable economic 
balance. Our goal must be a new partner
ship, based upon frankness and mutual 
confidence. Such a new partnership 
ought not to confine itself solely to the 
question of military security. It should 
be one that increases economic and social 
ties among the Western peoples. If Eu
rope is important enough to defend, there 
should be no question then that it is im
portant enough for us to address our
selves to these equally vital elements of 
European security. 

I want to leave my colleagues with 
just one final thought-it is this. The 
United States is the mightiest country on 
this earth. We can do almost anything 
we want to do--except one thing, and 
that is everything. 

CONTEMPT CITATION 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
IDinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have to
day asked the National Labor Relations 
Board to request immediately a contempt 
citation against striking dockworkers at 
New Orleans. 

I made the request in a wire to Edward 
B. Miller, Chairman of NLRB, as follows: 
EDWARD B. MILLER, 
Chairman, National Labor Relations Board, 

Washington, D.C.: 
The dockworkers at the Port of New Or

leans have gone on strike in open and fla
grant defiance of the National Labor Rela
tions Board and a New Orleans Federal Dis
trict Oourt ba.ck-to-work order. Such utter 
contempt for the law is doing violent and ir
reparable damage to American agriculture, 
related industries, and their employees. 

Today, millions of bu.."!hels of corn are be
ing stored on the ground throughout the 
Midwest, because shipping is at a standstill 
and storage facilities are filled to capacity. 

Monday, the price of corn and soybeans on 
the Dlinois River dropped 5 cents per bushel 
at news of the strike. Many farmers must sell 
their grain, even at distress prices. Experts 
estimate that farmers are losing more than 
$1 million each day the strike continues. 

Ameri<:a's agricultural markets abroad are 
being lost at an alarming rate as a direct re
sult of l;he strike. One of the largest Japanese 
buyers today shifted purchase of 20,000 tons 
of corn from U.S. to Mexico because of strike. 
Similar shifts have previously been made to 
Argentina, South Africa, Thailand, and Aus
tralia, all because of strikes. This further 
weakens U.S. balance of payments position, 
which has just suffered worst quarter in 
history. 

Urgently request NLRB seek contempt cita
tion of striking dockworkers in New Orleans. 
Strike was determined by the court to be a 
seconda ry boycott and illegal under the law. 
Delay in requesting the citation would seem 
totally unjustified. Moreover it worsens the 
U.S. balance of payments deficit, hurts farm 
income, and handicaps farmers in their abil
ity to buy the products of union labor. Most 
farmers, I am sure, join me in recognizing the 
legitimate interests of dockworkers in job 
security and income. But every responsible 
citizen must reject defiance of a federal 
court order. 

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to 4 

day we should take note of America's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our faith and confidence in our4 

selves as individuals and as a nation. On 
July 1, 1854, Abraham Lincoln made the 
following statement about our system of 
government: 

Most governments have been based, practi
cally, on the denial of the equal rights of 
men. Ou=s began by affirming those rights. 
They said "some men are too ignorant and 
vicious to share in government." "Possibly 
so," said we, "and by your system you would 
always keep them ignorant and vicious. We 
propose to give all a chance; and we expect 
the weak to grow stronger, the ignorant wiser 
and all better and happier together." 

INTRODUCTION OF FOREIGN IN
VESTMENT AND MULTINATIONAL 
CORPORATION CONTROL ACT 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. ABzuc) is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, on August 
5 of this year, I spoke at length on the 
House floor about the difficulties our 
workers and industries have been having 
due to various aspects of our foreign 
trade and investment policies. In my re
marks, which begin at page 29836 of the 
August 5 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I ad
dressed myself to the problems created 
by multinational American-based corpo
rations, low wages for workers abroad, 
deferred or forgiven taxes upon foreign 
subsidiaries of American corporations, 
special low-tariff rates given to foreign
assembled goods which use parts or raw 
materials shipped to assembly points 
from the United States, and foreign pro
duction using technology developed at 
the expense of American taxpayers. 

Much of the "foreign" competition 
which we are facing these days is in fact 
competition with foreign-based divisions 
or subsidiaries of American corporations. 
As I noted on August 5 : 

At the end of World War I, there were 
about 250 foreign subsidi:ari.es of U.S. corpo
mtions; during the year 1970 alone, more 
than 8,000 such subsidiaries were established. 
In 1950, the investment in these foreign sub
sidiaries was about $4 billion; in 1970, it came 
to some $70 billion. Furthermore, it has been 
suggested that if the amount of foreign 
capital controlled by these American corpo
rations is added, the total for 1970 is more 
like $100 billion in overseas investments. 
About half of this money is in the Europeam 
Common Market, and about 40 percent in 
Great Britain. 

There are other contenders for the foreign 
markets of the European countries, but the 
position of the U.S. firms is overwhelming. 
In the three biggest European markets
Fran.ce, Germany, a.nd Great Britain--40 per
cent 00: dire<:t investment is accounted for 
by three American firms-Esso, General 
Motors, and Fiord. In all of Western Europe, 
20 U.S. firms a<:<:ount for two-thirds of the 
investment. The internationalization of capi
tal Mllong giant U.S. firms is at present very 
high. 

About 70 percent of the value of the direct 

foreign capital stake in the United King
dom-£3Y2 billion, or $3.4 billion-was Amer
ican-owned in 1968. The largest 50 American 
finance firms in Britain a.c.count for more 
than four-fifths of the total oopital stake, 
a.nd of this, three-fourths is dire<:ted to four 
industries--oil refining, motorcars, chemica.ls, 
and electrical engineering, which also hap
pen to be the most research-intensive in
dustries. 

The $70 billion invested in 1970 produced 
at least $200 billion of business in that year; 
some economists have suggested that the 
to·bal appr10aches $500 billion, or about one
fourth of the gross na.tiona.l product of the 
non-Communist world. It has been estimated 
that at their present rate of growth, the 
multinational corporations will produce one
half of the entire world's output 00: com
modities by the year 2000. 

In the 10 months since I came to Con
gress, these difficulties have been very 
much on my mind. I and my staff have 
held many discussions with union repre
sentatives to find out just what can and 
should be done in an effort to correct 
some of the grave inequities resulting 
from our foreign trade and investment 
policies. 

My distinguished colleague, Mr. BURKE 
of Massachusetts, has introduced H.R. 
10914 on behalf of the AFL-CIO. I think 
that most of the provisions of that bill 
are excellent ones, and in a lengthy con
versation which I had with Mr. Ray Den
ison, legislative representative of the 
AFL-CIO, it was clear that we agreed on 
almost every point. The one significant 
point on which we disagree--at least for 
the present-is that of blanket quotas 
on the importation of foreign-made goods 
into the United States. What disagree
ment we have is strictly over means, for 
I am equally concerned about protecting 
the jobs and living standards of Ameri
can working people, and my record over 
the years clearly reflects this. 

It is my belief that establishing blanket 
quotas on goods manufactured abroad, 
whether they are produced by wholly 
foreign-owned corporations or multina
tional American corporations, could lead 
to a tariff war reminiscent of the dis
astrous Smoot-Hawley period of the 
1930's. In erecting high tariff walls to 
try to protect American industry and 
labor in the short run, we entered into 
a tariff war which undoubtedly pro
longed the Depression for several addi
tional years. I am fearful that establish
ing a quota system would open the door 
to events that we could not control, sub
jecting us to punitive reprisals and risk
ing a repetition of the experience under 
Smoot-Hawley; furthermore, I believe 
that other measures-those upon which 
the AFL-CIO and I agree-may be suffi
cient to turn the tide. If we try these 
other avenues and they do not do the 
job, I will be quite willing to reassess my 
position regarding blanket quotas. For 
the present, I feel that the risks we would 
run with such a quota system are too 
great in the absence of proof tha t noth
ing else will work. 

Therefore, I am today introducing the 
Foreign Investment and Multinational 
Corporation Control Act of 1971. I be
lieve that its provisions can do the job 
of stemming the outflow of American 
jobs, capital, and technology, and I hope 
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that my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle will lend it their support. 

A brief analysis of the bill follows: 
Title I of the bill removes many of the 

tax breaks which have led American cor
porations to establish subsidiaries abroad. 
Special sections of the Internal Revenue 
Code which allow them to defer taxes on 
their foreign income almost indefinitely 
are removed. The dollar-for-dollar for
eign tax credit for corporations is re
pealed, though they will still be able to 
deduct these taxes from gross income in 
the same manner as domestic taxpayers 
may deduct State income taxes from 
their gross income. The most con
servative method of depreciation-the 
straight-line method-is required for for
eign assets. Transfers of patents and 
other technological improvements to for
eign nationals and foreign corporations 
are made fully taxable. 

Title II of the bill creates the Foreign 
Trade and Investment Commission com
bining functions in this area which are 
presently spread around various loca
tions in the Treasury, Commerce, and 
Labor Departments. 

Title III of the bill provides a new, 
faster procedure for cracking down on 
foreign manufacturers' efforts to estab
lish U.S. market.c; by selling their goods 
here for less than their fair market value. 

Title IV of the bill broadens the cir
cumstances under which special quotas 
on imports of specific items may be es
tablished. At present, this may be done 
only if the major factor in the increased 
volume of imports of a product is the 
granting of concessions by a foreign gov
ernment under the terms of a trade 
agreement. Under the Abzug bill, these 
special protective quotas could be im
posed if a substantial factor in the in
creased volume of imports of a product 
is the granting of concessions by a for
eign government, whether or not they are 
granted under the terms of a trade agree
ment. 

Title V of the bill grants the President 
broad authority to prohibit or limit ex
ports of American capital and technology 
where such exports will result in a de
crease of domestic employment. 

The way in which the export of tech
nology works is that scientific theories 
are developed and tested in the United 
States using American facilities. The bulk 
of the cost of this development is borne 
by the American taxpayer, not only 
through direct Government funding of 
research and development, but also by 
virtue of the fact that development ex
penditures are tax deductible as business 
expenses. Once thrse new methods and 
machines are developed to the point 
where they can be used in production, 
they are often exported through licensing 
and patent agreements, joint ventures 
with foreign producers and the building 
of subsidiary facilities in other coun
tries. Thus, the benefits of these new 
techniques, developed at the expense of 
the American public, do not flow to our 
economy. 

Title VI of the bill repeals those sec
tions of the Tariff Code-sections 806.30 
and 807.00-which have permitted Amer
ican manufacturers to assemble goods 
abroad using cheap foreign labor, then 
pay duty based only upon the "added 

value" of the cheap labor. These items 
of the Tariff Code, which were adopted 
in 1963, have been a major factor in en
couraging the development of operations 
such as the textile operation south of the 
border. Item 807, for example, provides 
that if a garment is cut here in the 
United States with material produced in 
the United States, and is shipped outside 
the country to be assembled and returned 
here for sale, then the customs duty is to 
be paid only on "the added value" of the 
foreign operation. That is, the tariff will 
be levied only on the very low cost of 
the Mexican labor in the case of the bor
der zone plants. Obviously, the smallness 
of the tariff cost makes it quite profit
able to use this cheap labor, despite the 
additional charges for shipping the goods. 

Item 807 requires that in order to be 
eligible for the special tariff rate, the cut 
textiles going abroad for assembling 
must be United States made. Once a bolt 
of material has been cut, however, its 
country of origin cannot be ascertained. 
Therefore, textiles which are produced 
overseas and cut in the United States are 
managing to reap the benefits of item 
807. This loophole has had a disastrous 
effect upon the American garment, cost
ing tens of thousands of jobs in the past-
10 years. 

The title will also beef up labeling re
quirements with regard to foreign-made 
components and for foreign-assembled 
products. 

I include the full text of the bill at this 
point in the RECORD: 

H.R. 11783 
A till to amend the tariff and trade laws of 

the United States to promote full employ
ment and restore a diversified production 
base; to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 to stem the outflow of United 
States capital, jobs, technology and pro
duction, control multinational corpora
tions, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Hou.se 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Fr:reign Investment 
and Multinational Corporation Control Act 
of 1971". 

PREAMBLE 
In order to accomplish the domestic and 

foreign policy goals of the United States, it 
is necessary to promot.e and maintain a fully 
employed, innovative and diversified produc
tion base in the United States. In recent 
years rapidly increasing imports, sometimes 
promoted by foreign government assistance 
or unregulated unfair trade practices, have 
all but eliminated certain domestic indus
tries, and are threatening to destroy critical 
portions of the United States prvduction 
base. It is the intent of Congress. in enacting 
this statute to insure that this destruction 
does not occur. 

To this end, this statute should be inter
preted to insure that the production of goods 
which have historically been produced in the 
United States is continued and maintained. 
To the extent that production of such goods 
has been transferred abroad, it is the intent 
of Congress that this production be encour
aged to return to the United States. More
over, as new products are developed and nlar
keted in the United States this legislation 
should be administered such that a fair pro
portion of such production is maintained in 
the United States. 

TITLE I 
SEC. 101. TITLE I 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this Act an amendment 1s ex-

pressed in terms of an amendment to a sec
tion or other provision, the reference shall be 
considered to be made to a c;ection or other 
provision of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954. 
SEC. 102. TAXATION OF EARNINGS AND PROFITS 

OF CONTROLLED FOREIGN COR
PORATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Part III of subchapter N 
of chapter 1 (relating to income from sources 
without the United States) is amended by in
serting after subpart H thereof the following: 

"SUBPART l-GONTROLLED FOREIGN 
CORPORATIONS 

"Sec. 991. Amounts included in gross income 
of United States shareholders. 

"Sec. 992. Definitions. 
"Sec. 993. Rules for determining stock own

ership. 
"Sec. 994. Exclusion from gross income of 

previously taxed earnings and 
profits. 

"Sec. 995. Adjustments to basis of stock in 
controlled foreign corporations 
and of other property. 

"Sec. 996. Records and accounts of United 
States shareholders. 

"SEC. 991. AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN GROSS IN-
COME OF UNITED STATES SHARE-
HOLDERS. 

"(a) AMOUNTS INCLUDED.-
" (1) IN GENERAL.-If a foreign corporation 

is a controlled foreign corporation for an un
interrupted period of thirty days or more 
during sny taxable year, every United States 
shareholder of such corporaticn who owns 
(within the meaning of section 993 (a)) stock 
in such corporation on the last day in such 
year on which such corporation is a con
trolled foreign corporation shall include in 
its gross income, for its taxable year in which 
or with which such taxable year of the cor
poration ends, its pro rata share of the cor
poratioc's earnings and profits for such year. 

"(2) PRO RATA SHARE OF EARNINGS AND 
PROFITs.-A United States shareholder's pro 
rata share referred to in paragraph (1) is. 
the amount--

,, (A) which would have been distributed 
with respect to the stock which such share
holder owns (within the meaning of section 
993 (a)) in such corporation if on the last day, 
in its taxable year, on which the corporation 
is a controlled foreign corporation it had dis
tributed pro rata to its shareholders an 
amount (i) which bears the same ratio to its 
earnings and profits for the taxable year, as 
(ii) the part of such year during which the 
corporation is a controlled foreign corpora
tion bears to the entire year, reduced by 

"(B) an amount (i) which bears the same 
ratio to the earnings and profits of such cor
poration for the taxable year, as (ii) the part. 
of such year described in subparagraph (A) 
(ii) during which such shareholder did not. 
own (within the meaning of section 993 (a)), 
such stock bears to the entire year. 
of this subpart, under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary or his delegate, the earnings 
and profits of any foreign corporation, and 
the deficit in earnings and profits of any 
foreign corporation, for any taxable year-

"(1) except as provided in section 312(m) 
(3). shall be determined according to rules 
substantially similar to those applicable tQ 
domestic corporations, 

"(2) shall be appropriately adjusted for 
deficits in earnings and profits of such. 
corporation for any prior taxable year begin
ning after December 31, 1971, 

"(3) shall not include any item of income 
which is e1Iect1vely connected with the 
conduct by such corporation of a trade or 
business within the United States unless 
such item is exempt from taxation (or is 
subject to a reduced rate of tax) pursuant 
to a treaty obligation of the United States, 
and 

"(4) shall not include any amount of 
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ea.rnings and profits which could not have 
been distributed by such corporation because 
of currency or other restrictions or limita
tions imposed under the laws of any foreign 
country. 

"(c) COORDINATION WITH ELECTION OF A 
FOREIGN INVESTMENT COMPANY TO DlsTRmUTE 
INCOME.-A United States shareholder who, 
for his taxable year, is a qualified shareholder 
(within the meaning of section 1247(c)) of a 
foreign investment company with respect to 
which an election under section 1247 is in 
effect shall not be required to include in gross 
income, for such taxable yea.r, any amount 
under subsection (a) with respect to such 
company. 

"(d) COORDINATION WITH FOREIGN PERSONAL 
HOLDING COMPANY PROVISIONS.-ln the case 
of a United States shareholder who, for his 
taxable year, is subject to tax under section 
551(b) (relating to foreign persona.l holding 
company income included in gross income 
of United States shareholders) on income of a 
controlled foreign corporation, the amount 
required to be included in gross income by 
such shareholder under subsection (a) with 
respect to such company shall be reduced by 
the amount included in gross income by such 
shareholder under section 551 (b) . 
"SEC. 992. DEFINITIONS. 

'' (a) UNITED STATES SHAREHOLDER DE
FINED.-For purposes of this subpart, the 
term 'United States shareholder' means, with 
respect to any foreign corporation, a domestic 
corporation which owns (within the meaning 
of section 993(a)), or is considered as owning 
by applying the rules of ownership of section 
993(b), 10 percent or more of the total com
bined voting power of all classes of stock 
entitled to vote of such foreign corporation. 

"(b) CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATION DE
FINED.-For purposes of this subpart, the 
term 'controlled foreign corporation' means 
any foreign corporation of which more than 
50 percent of the total combined voting 
power of all classes of stock entitled to vote 
is owned (within the meaning of section 993 
(a) ) , or is considered as owned by applying 
the rules of ownership of seotion 993(b) , by 
United States shareholders on any day dur
ing the taxable year of such foreign corpora
tion. 
"SEC. 993. RULES FOR DETERMINING STOCK 

OWNERSHIP. 
" (a) DIRECT AND INDIRECT OWNERSHIP.-
" ( 1) GENERAL RULE.-For purposes of this 

subpart, stock owned means--
" (A) stock owned directly, and 
"(B) stock owned with the applicaJtion of 

paragraph (2). 
"(2) STOCK OWNERSHIP THROUGHOUT FOR

EIGN ENTITIES.-For purposes of subparagraph 
(B) of paragraph (1), stock owned, directly 
or indirectly, by or for a foreign corporation 
or foreign estate (within the meaning of sec
tion 7701 (•a) (31)) or by or for a pa.r!tnership 
or trust sha.ll be considered as being owned 
proportionately by its shareholders, partners, 
or beneficiaries. Stock considered to be owned 
by a person by reason of the application of 
the preceding sentence shall, for purposes of 
applying such sentence, be treruted as actually 
owned by such person. 

"(b) CoNSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP.-For pur
poses of section 992, section 318(a) (relating 
to constructive ownership of stock) shall 
apply to the extent that the effect is to 
treat any domestic corporation as a United 
States shareholder within the meaning of 
seotion 992(a), or to treat a foreign corpora
tion as oa. controlled foreign corporation un
der section 992(b) , except that.--

" ( 1) In applying subpargaraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) of section 318(a) (2), if a partner
ship, estate, trust, or corporation owns, di
rectly or indireotly, more than 50 percent of 
the total combined voting power of an classes 
of stock entitled to vote of a corporation, it 
shall be considered as owning all of the stock 
en t iltled to vote. 

"(2) In applying subparagraph (C) of sec
tion 318(a) (2), the phrase '10 percent' shall 
be substituted for the phrase '50 percent' 
used in subparagraph (C) . 
"SEC. 994. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 

PREVIOUSLY TAXED EARNINGS AND 
PROFITS. 

"(a) EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME.-For 
purposes of this chapter, the earnings and 
profits for a taxable year of a foreign cor
poration ruttributable to amounts which are, 
or have been, included in the gross income 
of a United States shareholder under section 
991 (a) shall not, when such amounts are dis
tributed directly, or indirectly through a 
chain of ownership described under section 
993(a), to-

" ( 1) such shareholder (or any domestic 
corporation which acquires from any person 
any portion of the interest of such United 
States shareholder in such foreign corpora
tion, but only to the extent of such portion, 
and subject to such proof of the identity of 
such interest as the Secretary or his delegate 
may by regulations prescribe), or 

"(2) a trust (other than a foreign trust) 
of which sucrh shareholder is a beneficiary, 
be again included in the gross income of such 
United States shareholdeT (or of such do
mestic corporation or of such trust). 

"(b) EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 
CERTAIN FoREIGN SUBSIDIARIES.-For purposes 
of seotion 991(a), the earnings and profits 
for a taxable year of a controlled foreign cor
poration attributable to amounts which are, 
or have been, included in the gross in-come of 
a United States shareholder under section 
991(a), shall not, when distriblllted through 
a chain of ownership described under sec
tion 993(a), be also included in the gross in
come of another controlled foreign corpo
ration in sucrh chain for purposes of the ap
plication of section 991 (a) to such other con
trolled foreign corporation with re51pect to 
such United States shareholder (or to any 
other United States shareholder who ac
quires from any person any portion of the 
inlterest Of such United States shareholder 
in the controlled foreign corporation, but 
only to the eX!bent of such portion, and sub
ject to such proof of identity of such interest 
as the Secretary or his delegate may prescribe 
by regulations) . 

" (C) ALLOCATION OF DISTRmUTIONS.-For 
purposes of subsections (a) and (b), seotion 
316(a) shall be applied by applying para
graph (2) thereof, and then poa.ragraph (1) 
thereof-

" ( 1) first, to earnings and profits attribut
able to amounts included in gross income 
under section 991 (a), and 

"(2) then to other earnings and profits. 
"(d) DISTRmUTION EXCLUDED FROM GROSS 

INCOME NOT To BE TREATED AS DIVIDENDS.
Any dlstrlburtion excluded from gross in
come under subsection (a) shall be trea.ted, 
for purposes of this chapter, as a distribu
tion which is not a dividend. 
"SEC. 995. ADJUSTMENTS TO BASIS OF STOCK 

IN CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPO
RATIONS AND OF OTHER PROP
ERTY. 

"(a) INCREASE IN BASIS.-Under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary or his delega,te, 
the basis of a United States shareholder's 
stock in a controlled foreign corporation, 
and the basis of property of a United States 
shareholder by reason of which it is consid
ered under section 993 (a) ( 2) as owning 
stock of a controlled foreign corporation, 
shall be increased by the amount required 
to be included in its gross income under 
section 991 (a) with respect to such st ock or 
with respect to such property, as the case 
may be, but only to the etxent to which such 
amount was included in the gross income of 
such United States shareholder. 

"(b) REDUCTION IN BASIS.-
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-Under regulat ions pre

scribed by the Secretary or his delegate, the 

adjusted basis of stock or other property 
with respect to which a United States share
holder or a United States person receives an 
amount which is excluded from gross income 
under section 994(a) shall be reduced by the 
amount so excluded. 

"(2) AMOUNT IN EXCESS OF BASIS.-TO the 
extent that an amount excluded from gross 
income under section 994(a) exceeds the ad
justed basis of the stock or other property 
with respect to which it is received, the 
amount shall be treated as gain from the 
sale or exchange of property. 
"SEC. 996. RECORDS AND ACCOUNTS OF UNITED 

STATES SHAREHOLDERS 
"(a) RECORDS AND ACCOUNTS To BE MAIN· 

TAINED.-The Secretary or his delegate may 
by regulations require each person who is, 
or has been, a United States shareholder of 
a controlled foreign corporwtion to maintain 
such records and accounts as may be pre
scribed by such regulations as necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this subpart. 

"(b) Two OR MORE PERSONS REQUIRED TO 
MAINTAIN OF FuRNISH THE SAME RECORDS AND 
ACCOUNTS WITH RESPECT TO THE SAME FOR• 
EIGN CORPORATION.-Where, but for this SUb
section, two or more persons would be re
quired to maintain or furnish the same 
records and accounts as may by regulations 
be required under subseotion (a) with re
spect to the same controlled foreign corpora
tion for the same period, the Secretary or his 
delegate may by regulations provide that the 
maintenance or furnishing of such records 
and accounts by only one such person shall 
satisfy the requirements of subsection (a) 
for such other persons." 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-

(1) Section 864(c) (4) (D) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(D) No income from sources without the 
United States shall be treated as effectively 
connected with the conduct of a trade or 
business within the United States if it con
sists of dividends, interest, or royalties paid 
by a foreign corporation in which the tax
payer owns (within the meaning of section 
958 (a) ) , or is considered as owning (by ap
plying the ownership rules of section 958 (b) ) , 
more than 50 percent of the total combined 
voting power of all classes of stock entitled 
to vote." 

(2) Section 951 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

"(e) TAXABLE YEARS ENDING AFTER DECEM• 
BER 31, 1971.-No amount shall be required to 
be included in the gross income of a United 
States shareholder under subsection (a) 
(other than paragraph (1) (A) (11) of such 
subsection) with respect to a taxable year of 
a controlled foreign corporation ending after 
December 31, 1971." 

(3) Section 1016(a) (20) is amended by 
striking out "section 961" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "sections 961 and 995". 

(4) Section 1246(a) (2) (B) is amended by 
inserting "or 991" after "section 951" and by 
inserting "or 994" after "section 959". 

( 5) Section 1248 is amended-
( A) by striking out subsection (b); 
(B) by revising subsection (d) (1) to read 

as follows: 
"(1) AMOUNTS INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME 

UNDER SECTION 951 OR 991.-Earnings and 
profits of the foreign corporation attributable 
to any amount previously included in the 
gross income of such person under section 
951 or 991, with respect to the stock sold or 
exchanged, but only to the extent the inclu
sion of such amount did not result in an ex
clusion of an amount from gross income un
der section 959 or 994."; 

(C) by striking out in subsection (d) (3) 
"section 902 (d)" and inserting in lieu there
of "subsection (h)", and by adding at the 
end of such subsection "No amount shall be 
excluded from the earnings and profit s of a 
foreign corporation under this paragraph 



November 16, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 41571 
with respect to any United States person 
which is a domestic corporation for any tax
able year of such foreign corporation ending 
after December 31, 1971."; and 

(D) by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"(h) LEss DEVELOPED COUNTRY CORPORATION 
DEFINED.-For purpose of this section, the 
term 'less developed country corporation' 
means--

"(1) a foreign corporation which, for its 
taxable year, is a less developed country cor
poration within the meaning of section 955 
(c) (1) or (2), and 

"(2) a foreign corporation which owns 10 
percent or more of the total combined voting 
power of all classes of stock entitled to vote 
of a foreign corporation which is a less devel
oped country corporation within the mean
ing of section 955 (c) ( 1) , and-

"(A) 80 percent or more of the gross in
come of which for its taxable yea.r meets the 
requirement of section 955(c) (1) (A); and 

"(B) 80 percent or more in value of the 
assets of which on each day of such year con
sists of property described in section 955(c) 
(1) (B)." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 

the amendments made by this section shall 
apply with respect to taxable years of foreign 
corporations ending after December 31, 1971, 
and to taxable years of United States share
holders within which or with which such tax
able years of such foreign corpol'altions end. 

(2) The amendments made by subsection 
(b) (4) shall apply with respect to sales or 
exchanges occurring in taxable years begin
ning after December 31, 1971. 
SEC. 103. REPEAL OF FOREIGN TAX CREDIT AL

LOWED CORPORATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.--8ection 901 (relating to 

taxes of foreign countries and of possessions 
of the United States) is amended-

(1) by revising subsection (a) to read as 
follows: 

"(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.-ln the case Of 
a taxpayer other than a corporation, who 
chooses to have the benefits of this subpart, 
the tax imposed by this chapter shall, sub
ject to the applicable liinitation of section 
904, be credited with the amounts provided 
in the applicable paragraph of subsection 
(b). Such choice for any taxable year may be 
made or changed at any time before the ex
piration of the period prescribed for mak
ing a claim for credit or refund of the tax 
imposed by this chapter for such taxable 
year. The credit shall not be allowed agains·t 
the tax imposed by section 56 (relating to 
minimum tax for tax preferences)."; 

(2) by revising subsect ion (b) (1) to read 
as follows: 

" ( 1) CITIZENS.-In the case of a citizen of 
the United States, the amount of any in
come, war profits, and excess profits taxes 
paid or accrued during the taxable year to 
any foreign country or to any possession of 
the United States; and"; 

(3) by revising subsection (b) (4) to read 
as follows: 

"(4) NONRESIDENT ALIEN INDIVIDUALS.-In 
the case of any nonresident alien individual 
not described in section 876, the amount de
terinined pursuant to section 906; and"; and 

( 4) by striking out subsections (d) and 
(e). 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-

( 1) Section 78 is repealed. 
(2) Section 535 (b) (1) is amended by strik

ing out "and income, war profits, and excess 
profits taxes of foreign countries and pos
sessions of the United States (to the extent 
not allowable as a deduction under section 
275(a} (4}}, accrued during the taxable year 
or deemed to be paid by a domestic corpora
tion under section 902(a) (1) or 960(a) (1) (C) 
for the taxable year," and by inserting in lieu 
thereof "accrued during the taxable year,". 

(3) Section 545(b) (1) is amended by strik-

ing out "and income, war profits, and excess 
profits taxes of foreign countries and posses
sions of the United States (to the extent not 
allowable as a deduction under section 275 
(a) (4)), accrued during the taxable year or 
deemed to be paid by a domestic corpora
tion under section 902(a) (1) or 960(a) (1) (C) 
for the taxable year," and by inserting in 
lieu thereof "accrued during the taxable 
year,". 

(4) Section 841is repealed. 
( 5) Section 882 (c) is amended by striking 

out paragraph (3). 
(6) Section 884 is amended by striking out 

paragraph ( 4) . 
(7) Section 902 is repealed. 
(8) Section 906is amended-
(A) by striking out "and foreign corpora

tions" in the heading thereof; 
(B) by striking out in subsection (a) "or 

a foreign corporation" and " (or deemed, 
under section 902, paid or accrued during 
the taxable year)"; 

(C) by striking out in subsection (b) (3) 
"or 881 (relating to income of foreign cor
porations not connected with United States 
business) "; and 

(D) by striking out subsection (b) (4). 
(9) Section 904(g) is repealed. 
( 10) Section 960 is repealed. 
( 11) Section 1503 is amended to read a.s 

follows: 
".SEC. 1503. COMPUTATION AND PAYMENT OF 

TAX. 
"In any case in which a consolidated re

turn is made or is required to be made, the 
tax shall be deterinined, computed, assessed, 
collected, and adjusted in accordance with 
the regulations under section 1502 prescribed 
before the last day prescribed by law for the 
filing of such return." 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1971. 
SEC. 104. DEPRECIATION ON FOREIGN ASSETS. 

(a.) EARNINGS AND PROFITS OF FOREIGN COR
PORATIONS.--8ection 312(m) (relating to ef
fect of depreciation on earnings and profits) 
is amended by striking out paragraph (3) 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(3) FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.-In applying 
paragraph ( 1) or (2) for purposes of comput
ing the earnings and profits of a foreign cor
poration, the amount of depreciation which 
would be allowable for the taxable year with 
respect to any property shall be deterinined 
on the basis of the useful life of such prop
erty in the hands of such foreign corpora
tion." 

(b) DEPRECIATION ON PROPERTY LOCATED 
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.--8ection 167 (re
lating to depreciation) is amended by re
designating subsection (m) as subsection 
(n) and by inserting immediately after sub
section (1) the following: 

"(m) DEPRECIATION ON PROPERTY LoCATED 
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-In the case of 
any property which either is located outside 
the United States or is used predoininantly 
outside the United States (other than prop
erty described in section 48(a) (2) (B) (i), 
(11), (ill), (iv), (v), or (vi), subsection (b) 
shall not apply and the term reasonable 
allowance as used in subsection (a) shall be 
an allowance computed under the straight 
line method on the basis of the useful life of 
the property in the hands of the taxpayer." 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to taxable years beginning after June 30, 
1972. 
SEC. 105. TRANSFERS OF PATENTS, ETc., TO 

FOREIGN CORPORATIONS. 
(a) RE~OGNITION OF G AIN.-8ection 367 

(relating to foreign corporations} is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(e) TRANSFERS OF PATENTS, ETC., TO FOR
EIGN CORPORATIONS.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle, any gain 
realized on a transfer of a patent, an inven-

tion, model, or design (whether or not pa
tented), a copyright, a secret formula or 
process, or any other similar property right 
to any foreign corporation in an exchange to 
which this section is applicable shall be 
recognized." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to transfers of property made after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 106. EXCLUSION FOR EARNED INCOME FROM 

SOURCES WITHOUT THE UNITED 
STATES. 

(a) LIMITATION OF EXCLUSION.--8ection 911 
(c) (relating to special rules) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(8) CERTAIN COMPENSATION NOT EXCLUD
ABLE.-NO amount received for services per
formed-

"(A) for a domestic corporation of a domes
tic partnership, or 

"(B) for a controlled foreign corporat:l.on 
(within the mea.ni.ng of section 992(b)), 
may be exclu~ed under subsection (a)." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with re
spect to a.m.ounts received for services per
formed after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEc. 107. SUBMISSION OF REPORT ON INTERNA

TIONAL TAX COMPLIANCE. 
Not later than December 31, 1972, the 

Treasury Department shall subinit to the 
Congress a report on the administration of 
the income tax imposed by the Intern.al Rev
enue Code of 1954 as it applies to business 
activities carried on outside the United States 
by United States corporations, whether di
rectly or through foreign entities. Such re
port shall include, but not be limited to, a 
discussion and analysis of the enforcement 
and compli.a.nce probletns encountered by the 
Treasury Department in such administration. 
'lTI'LE ll-UNITED STATES FOREIGN 

TRADE AND INVESTMENT COMMISSION 
SEC. 201. ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMISSION

MEMBERSHIP. 
(a) The United States Foreign Trade and 

Investment Cominission (referred to in this 
subtitle as the .. Cominission") shall be com
posed of three cominissioners to be hereafter 
appointed by the President by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. No person 
shall be eligible for appointment as a com
missioner unless he is a citizen of the United 
States, and, in the judgment of the Presi
dent, is possessed of qualifications requisite 
for developing expert knowledge of foreign 
trade and investment problems and efficiency 
in admin.istering the provisions CYf this part. 
Not more than two of the commissioners 
shall be members of the sa.me political party. 
One member of the Cominission shall be a 
representative of public interests, one shall 
be a representative of labor interests, and one 
shall be a representative of industrial in
terests. 

(b) Terms of office of the commiSsioners 
first taking office after July 1, 1972, shall ex
pire, as designated by the President at the 
time of noinination, one at the end of every 
second year following July 1, 1972. The term 
of office of a successor to any such com
Inissioner shall expire s ix years from the date 
of the expiration of the term for which his 
predecessor was appointed, except that any 
cominissioner appointed to fill a va.ca.ncy oc
curring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed, shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term. 

(c) The President shall annually designate 
one of the commissioners as Chairman and 
one as Vice Chairman of the Commission. 
The Vice Chairman shall act as Chairman 
in case of the absence or disability of the 
Chairman. A majority of the commissioners 
in office shall constitute a quorum, but the 
Commission may function notwithstanding 
vacancies. No commissioner shall actively 
engage in anr other business, vocation, or 



41572 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE November 16, 1971 

employment than that of serving as a com
missioner. 

(d) (1) Whenever, in any case calling for 
findings of the Commission in connection 
with any authority conferred upon the Presi
dent by law to make changes in import re
strictions, a majority of the commissioners 
voting are unable to agree upon findings or 
recommendations, the findings (and recom
mendations, if any) of any one of the com
missioners may be considered by the Presi
dent as the findings and recommendations 
of the Commission. 

(2) Whenever, in any case in which the 
Commission is authorized to make an in
vestigation upon its own motion, upon com
plaint, or upon application of any interested 
party, one-half of the number of commis
sioners voting agree that the investigation 
should be made, such investigation shall 
thereupon be carried out in accordance with 
the statutory authority covering the matter 
in question. Whenever the Commission is 
authorized to hold hearings in the course of 
any investigation and one-half of the num
ber of commissioners voting agree that hear
ings should be held, such hearings shall 
thereupon be held in accordance with the 
statutory authority covering the matter in 
question. 
TITLE III-AMENDMENTS TO THE ANTI

DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTY 
ACTS 

SEC. 301. AMENDMENTS TO THE ANTIDUMPING 
A en:. 

The Antidumping Act of 1921, is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 201. (a) Whenever a class or kind of 
foreign merchandise is being, or is likely to 
be, sold in the United States or elsewhere at 
less than its fair value and an industry in 
the United States is being or is likely to be 
injured, or is prevented from being estab
lished, by reason of the importation of such 
merchandise into the United States, there 
shall be levied, collected, and paid on such 
merchandise, in addition to any other duties 
imposed thereon by law, a special dumping 
duty in an amount equal to the difference 
between the purchase price or the exporter's 
sales price and the foreign market value (or, 
in the absence of such value, the constructed 
value). 

"(b) The United States Foreign Trade and 
Investment Commission (hereinafter called 
the "Oommission") is hereby authorized to 
investigate complaint(s) filed with it on 
behalf of any industry by a firm or group of 
workers, to make such investigation as it 
deems necessary, and to issue orders to 
effectuate the proVisions of this Act. Oom
mission proceedings and actions under this 
Act shall be completed within four months 
of the filing of a complaint, and shall be 
in accordance with the provisions of sub
chapter II of chapter 5 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. Any final order entered 
in any such proceeding shall be made on the 
record after opportunity for a Commission 
hearing and shall be subject to judicial re
view in the manner prescribed in chapter 158 
of title 28 of the United States Code and to 
the provisions of chapter 7 of title 5 of the 
United States Oode. 

" (c) Whenever the Oommission has reason 
to believe or suspect from information pre
sented to it, that the purchase price is less, 
or that the exporter's sales price is less or 
likely to be less, than the foreign market 
value or, in the absence of such value, than 
the constructed value, it shall forthwith 
publish notice of that fact in the Federal 
Register and shall direct the withholding of 
appraisement reports as to such merchandise 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption, not more than one hundred 
and twenty days before the question of 
dumping has been raised by or presented to 
it, until the further order of the Commission, 
or until the Commission has completed its 
tnvestigation in regard to such merchandise. 

"SEc. 202. (a) Upon information of the 
issuance of an order by the Commission pro
viding for the imposition of a special d~p
ing duty, the Secretary of the Treasury 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Secretary") 
shall, through the proper officers, impose the 
special dumping duty on all imported mer
chandise, whether dutiable or free of duty, of 
a class or kind prescribed in the Commis
sian.'s order, entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption, not more than 
one hundred and twenty days before the 
question of dumping was raised by or pre
sented to the Oommission, and as to which 
no appraisement report has been made before 
such order has been made." (Plus conform
ing changes in subsequent sections.) 
SEC. 302. AMENDMENTS TO THE COUNTER

VAILING DuTY LAW 
The countervailing duty law (section 303 

of the Tariff Act of 1930, 19 U.S.C. 1303) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"Sec. 303. Countervailing duties 

"Whenever any country, dependency, col
ony, province, or other political subdivision 
of government, person, partnership, associa
tion, cartel, or corporation shall pay or be
stow, directly or indirectly and bounty or 
grant upon the manufa{:ture or production 
or export of any article or merchandise man
ufactured or produoecl in such country, de
pendency, colony, province, or other political 
subdivision of government, and such article 
or merchandise is dutiable under the provi
sions of this Act, then upon the importation 
of any such article or merchandise in to the 
United States, whether the same shall be 
imported directly from the country of pro
duction or otherwise, and whether such arti
cle or merchandise is imported in the same 
condition as when exported from the coun
try of production or has been changed in 
condition by remanufacture or otherwise, 
there shall be levied and paid, in all such 
cases, in addition to the duties otherwise 
imposed by thi.s Act, an additional duty 
equal to the net amount of such bounty or 
grant, however the .:;arne be paid or bestowed. 
The United States Foreign Trade and Invest
ment Commission is hereby authorized to 
investigate complaint(s) filed under this sec
tion or upon its initiative and to issue or
ders to effectuate the provisions of this sec
tion. Such orders shall be made on the rec
ord after opportunity for a hearing. Upon 
information of the issuance of an order by 
the Foreign Trade and Investment Com
mission, the Secretary of the Treasury shaJ.l, 
through the proper officers, impose the ad
ditional duty prescribed therein. Foreign 
Trade and Investment Commission proceed
ings and actions under this section shall be 
completed within four months of the filing 
of a complaint, and shall be in accordance 
with the provisions .of subchapter II of chap
ter 5 of title 5 of the United States Code, and 
any final order entered in any such proceed
ing shall be subject to judicial review in the 
manner prescribed in chapter 158 of title 28 
of the United States Code." 
TITLE IV-AMENDMENTS TO THE TRADE 

EXPANSION ACT OF 1962-ADJUSTMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 401. PETITIONS AND DETERMINATIONS. 
Section 301 of the Trade Expansion Act of 

1962 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
·•§ 301. Petitions and determinations 

"(a) (1) A petition for tariff adjus-tment 
under section 1981 of this title may be filed 
with the FD>reign Trade and Investment Com
mission by a trade association, firm, certified 
or recognized union, Gil" other representative 
of an industry. 

"(2) A petition for a determination of 
eligibility to apply for adjustment assistance 
under part II of this subchapter may be 
filed with the Foreign Trade and Investmen t 
Commission by a firm or it s representative, 
and a petition for a determination of 
eligibility to apply for adjustment assist-

ance under pa.rt III of this subchapter may 
be filed with tJhe Foreign Trade and Invest
ment Commission by a group of workers or 
by their certified or recognized union or 
other duly authorized representative. 

" ( 3) Whenever a petition is filed under 
this subsection, the Foreign Trade and In
vestment Commission shall transmit a copy 
thereof to the Secretary of Commerce. 

"(b) (1) Upon a request of the President, 
upon resolution of either the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate or the Committee on 
~~.rays and Means of the House of Representa
tives, upon its own motion, or upon the fil
ing of a petition by the petitioner under 
subsection (a) ( 1) of this section the For
eign Trade and Investment Commission 
shall promptly make an investigation to de
termine whether, as a result 1n substantial 
part of concessions, bounties, grants or other 
incentives granted by any foreign govern
ment or any instrumentality of a foreign 
government, an article is being imported 
into the United States in such increased 
quantities as to contribute substantially to
ward causing or threatening to cause serious 
injury to the domestic industry producing 
an article which is like or directly competi
tive with the imported article. 

"For the purposes of section 30t(b) (I) of 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 
1901(b) (1)), as amended by this Act, the 
term 'industry' means the aggregate of those 
firms or appropriate subdivisions thereof 
which produce a product or com.ponent 
threatened by imports. Where the product 
or component is produced in a distinct part 
or section of an establishment, whether or 
not the firm has one or more establishments, 
such part or section shall be considered an 
ruppropriate subdivision. 

"(2) In making its determination under 
paragraph ( 1) , the Foreign Trade and In
vestment Commission shall take into ac
count all economic factors which it considers 
relevant, including idling of productive fa
cilities, inability t.o operate at a level of 
reasonable profit, unemployment or under
employment, loss of fringe benefits, and de
creased or stagnant wages. 

"(3) No investigation for the purpose of 
paragraph (1) shall be made, upon petition 
filed under subsection (a) ( 1) of this sect ion, 
with respect to the swme subject matter as 
a previous investigation under paragra.ph 
( 1) , unless one year has elapsed since the 
Foreign Trade and Investment Commission 
made its report to the President of the re
sults of such previous investigation. 

" (c) ( 1) In the case of a petition by a firm 
for a determination of eligibility to apply 
for adjustment assistance under part II of 
this subchapter, the Foreign Trade and In
vestment Commission shall promptly make 
an investigation to determine whether, as a 
result in substantal part of concessions, 
bounties. grants or other incentives granted 
by any foreign government or any instru
mentality of a foreign government, an ar
ticle like or directly competitive with an 
article produced by the firm is being im
ported into the United States in such in
creased quantities as to contribute substan
tially toward causing or threatening to cause, 
serious injury to such firm. In making its 
det~rmination under this paragraph, the For
eign Trade and Investment Commission shall 
take into account all economic !actors which 
it considers relevant, including idling of pro
ductive facilities of the firm, inability of the 
firm to operate at a level o! reasonable profit, 
unemployment or underemployment in the 
firm, loss of fringe benefits, and decreased 
or stagnant wages. 

" (2) In the case of a petition by a group 
of workers ·for a determination of eligibility 
to apply for adjustment assistance under part 
III of this subchapter, the Foreign Trade 
and Investment Commission shall promptly 
make an Investigation to determine whether 
as a result in substantial part of concessions, 
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bounties, grants or other incentives gra.nted 
by any foreign government or any instru
mentality of a foreign government, an ar
ticle like or directly competitive with an ar
ticle produced by such workers' firm, or an 
appropriate subdivsion thereof, is being im
ported into the United States in such in
creased quantities as to contribute substan
tially toward causing or threatening to 
cause, unemployment or underemployment 
of a significant number or proportion of the 
workers of such firm or subdivision. 

"(d) (1) In the course of any investigation 
under subsection (b) (1) of this section, the 
Foreign Trade and Investment Commission 
shall, after reasonable notice, hold public 
hearings and shall afford interested parties 
opportunity to be present, to produce evi
dence and to be heard at such hearings. 

"(2) In the course of any investigation 
under subsection (c) (1) or (c) (2) of this 
section, the Foreign Trade and Investment 
Commission shall, after reasonable notice, 
hold public hearings if requested by the pe
tlticmer, or if, within 10 days after notice 
of the filing of the petition, a hearing is re
quested by any other party showing a proper 
interest in the subject matter of the investi
gation, and shall afford interested parties an 
opportunity to be present, to produce evi
dence, and to be heard at such hearings. 

" (e) Should the Foreign Trade and Invest
ment Commission find with respect to any 
article, as the result of its investigation, the 
serious injury or threat thereof described in 
subsection (b) of this section, it shall find 
the quantitative restriction on such article 
which is necessary to prevent or remedy such 
injury and shall make modification of the 
quantitative restraints determined under 
title II of this Act as is necessary to put 
into effect the determination made under 
this section. 

"(f) (1) The Foreign Trade and Invest
ment Commission shall report to the Presi
dent the results of each investigation under 
this section and include in each report any 
dissenting or separate views. The Foreign 
Trade and Investment Commission shall 
furnish to the President a transcript of the 
hearings and any briefs which may have 
been submitted in connection with eaoh 
investigation. 

"(2) The report of the Foreign Trade and 
Investment Commission of its determina
tion under subsection (b) of this section 
shall be made at the earliest practicable time, 
but not later than 6 months after the date 
on which the petition is filed (or the date 
on which the request or resolution is re
ceived or the mOition is adopted, as the case 
may be) . Upon making such report to the 
President, the Foreign Trade and Investment 
Commission shall promptly make public 
such reporrt, and shall cause a summary 
thereof to be published in the Federal 
Register. 

" ( 3) The report of the Foreign Trade and 
Investment Commission of its determination 
under subsection (c) (1) or (c) (2) of this 
section with respect to any firm or group of 
workers shall be made rut the earliest prac
ticable time, but not lwter than 60 days after 
the date on whioh the petition is filed. 

" (g) Foreign Trade and Investment Com
mission proceedings under this title shall 
be in accordance with the provisions of sub
chapter II of chapter 5 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. Any final order entered 
in such proceeding shall be made on the 
record after opportunity for a Commission 
hearing and shall be subject to judicial re
view in the manner prescribed in chapter 
158 of t tt le 28 of the United States Code 
and to the provisions of chapter 7 of title 
5 of the United States Oode." 
SEC. 402. PRESIDENTIAL ACTION AFTER FOREIGN 

TRADE A.ND INVESTMENT CoM
MISSION DETERMINATION 

Section 302 of the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"§ 302. Presidential action after Foreign 
Trade and Investmerut Commission 
determination-General Authority 

"(a.) After receiving a report f:rom the 
Foreign Trade and Investment Oonunission 
containing an affirmative finding under sec
tion 301 (b) of this title with respect to any 
industry, the President may-

"(1) provide, with respect to such indus
try, that its firms may request the Secretary 
of Commerce for certificwtions of eligibility 
to apply for adjustment assistance under 
part II of this subchapter, 

"(2) provide, with respect to such industry, 
that its workers may request the Secretary 
of Labor for certifications of eligibility to 
apply for adjustment assistance under part 
III of this suoohapter, or 

"(3) take any combination of such ac
tions." (Plus conforming changes in subse
quent sections.) 
TITLE V-FOREIGN INVESTMENT AND 

TECHNOLOGY EXPORT CONTROLS 
SEc. 501. (a) The President is hereby au

thorized to prohibit any person within the 
jurisdiction of the United States from en
gaging in any tra.nsMtion involving a direct 
or indirect transfer of capital to or within 
any foreign country or to any national 
thereof when in the judgment of the Presi
dent the transfer would result in a net de
crease in employment in the United States. 
The President is hereby authorized to issue 
regulations to effectuate this section. 

(b) Any person who violates a valid regu
lation issued under authority of subsection 
(a) shall be liable to a fine of not more than 
$100,000 and imprisonment for not more 
than one yea.r for each violation. 

SEc. 502. (a) The President is hereby au
thorized to prohibit any holder of a United 
States patent from manufacturing the pat
ented product or using the patented proc
ess, or from licensing others to manufacture 
the patented product or using the patented 
process, outside the territory of the United 
States when in the judgment of the President 
such prohibition will contribute to increased 
employment in the United States. The Presi
dent is hereby authorized to issue regula
tions to effectuate this section. 

(b) The patent of any patentee who vio
lates any regulation validly issued hereunder 
shall be unenforceable in the courts of the 
United States. 

TITLE VI-OTHER FOREIGN TRADE 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 601 REPORTS BY THE EXPORT-IMPORT 
BANK OF WASHINGTON AND OTHER 
AGENCIES. 

(a) Section 635g of title 12 of the United 
States Code is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

"The Export-Import Bank of Washington 
shall transmit to the Congress semiannually 
a complete and detailed report of its opera
tions. The report shall be as of the close of 
business on June 30 and December 31 of each 
year." 

The report shall include detailed informa
tion from which a jud~ent can be made of 
the effects Bank operations are having on 
U.S. exports, imports, and employment. 

(b) Section 2394(a) of title 22 of the 
United States Code is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) The President shall, while funds 
made available for the purposes of this chap
ter remain available for obligation, transmit 
to the Congress after the close of each fiscal 
year a report concerning operations in that 
fiscal year under this chapter. Each such 
report shall include information on the op
eration of the investment guaranty program 
and on progress under the freedom of navi
gation and nondiscrimination declaration 
contained in section 2151 of this title. Each 
such report shall also contain a detailed re
view of the extent to which projects financed 
under any foreign assistance program are ex-

porting their output to the United States, 
and the extent to which section 2370(d) of 
title 22 has been complied with." 

(c) A new subsection C is added to section 
2 of title 29 of the United States Code as 
follows: 

"2c. The Bureau of Labor Statistics shall 
collect, collate, and report at least once each 
year, or, more often if necessary, full and 
complete statistics on the conditions of work
ers employed by the United States Govern
ment and United States Corporations out
side the territorial limits of the United States 
and the products and distribution of the 
products of the same. For purposes of this 
subsection a worker shall be deemed to be 
employed by a United States corporation if 
the business organization employing him is 
more than 10 per centum beneficially owned 
or controlled by United States Corporations." 

SEC. 602. (a) No producer, manufacturer or 
dealer shall ship or deliver for shipmt)nt in 
commerce any goods containing foreign made 
components unless such goods are clearly 
marked in a conspicuous pla.ce as legibly, in
delibly, and permanently as the nature of the 
article or container will permit in such man
ner as to indicate to an ultimate purchaser 
in the United States the English name of the 
country or countries of origin of the foreign 
made components. 

(b) No producer, manufacturer, or dealer 
shall advertise for sale in Commerce any 
goods containing foreign made components 
unless such advertising clearly indicates to 
an ultimate purchaser in the United States 
the English name of the country or countries 
of origin of the foreign made components. 

(c) The Secretary of Labor is hereby au
thorized to issue such regulations as he deems 
necessary to effectuate this section. 

(d) Whoever willfully violates this section 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 for each 
violation. 

SEc. 603 . (a) Schedule 8, part 1, subpart B 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(19 u.s.a. 1202) is amended-

(!) by striking out item 807.00; 
(2) by striking out item 806.30; 
(3) by striking out headnote 3; and 
(4) by redesignating headnote 4 as head

note 3. 
(b) The amendments made by subsection 

(a) shall apply with respect to articles en
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for con
sumption after the ninetieth day after the 
date of the amendment of this Act. 

SEc. 604. Section 481(a) of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1481 (a)) is amended-

( I) by redesignating paragraph (10) there
of as paragraph ( 11) ; 

(2) by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph (9); and 

(3) by inserting immediwtely after such 
paragraph (9) the following new paragraph: 

"(10) Such information as to product de
scription as is required to be made a part 
of the entry by provisions of the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States Annotated issued 
pursuant ·to section 484(e) of this Act; and." 

CRIME CONTROL THROUGH REVE
NUE SHARING: A NEW PROGRAM 
FOR THE 56 LARGEST CITIES 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. JAMES V. STANTON) is recognized 
for 60 minutes. 

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Speak
er, this country is beset by many prob
lems, but I am convinced that the one 
hitting closest to home, producing the 
most anxiety among our citizens-and I 
know this because my constituents in 
Cleveland, Ohio, keep after me about 
it--is the problem of crime on the streets 
and the people's fear of crime. My col
leagues here would hardly challenge this 
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statement, because Congress has recently 
been according a high priority to crime 
control legislation. 

Historically, the Federal Government 
had not involved itself in this problem, 
leaving the cities and cmmties to cope 
with it-since local governments are 
wisely charged with the primary respon
sibility in this area under our Constitu
tion. But by the mid-1960's, crime had 
reached such high levels that pressure 
began to mount on Congress, and also on 
the executive branch, to l:aunch pro
grams of assistance to the local govern
ments. The result was the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 which set up a Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration in the Justice 
Department. This agency has been gen
erously funded, winning increasing ap
propriations from Congress. For fiscal 
year 1972, it was awarded $698,919,000-
a total representing the full amount 
that President Nixon had requested. 
LEAA is one of the few Federal agen
cies whose asserted financial needs we 
have not quibbled with. In fact, there is 
good reason to believe that, had the 
President sought an even larger budget 
for LEAA, he would have received it. For 
Congress had alreaey authorized total 
expenditures of $1,150,000,000 for LEAA 
in fiscal 1972. 

But, Mr. Speaker, despite our willing
ness-really, our eagerness-to give this 
agency all the financial support it asks 
for, its program has not worked. We 
know this because the crime rate and 
crime totals around the country keep 
rising, with crimes of violence setting the 
pace. This is obvious to our constituents, 
who, of course, are not fooled by Jus
tice Department attempts to reassure 
them with phony communiques that jug
gle statistics and suggest "progress" in 
the war against crime. For example, 
when I mentioned the Safe Streets Act 
to one of my constituents, she suggested 
a better name for the legislation might 
be the Unsafe Streets Act. 

But most citizens probably are not yet 
familiar with additional evidence that 
the LEAA program is not working. I 
doubt whether most Americans realize 
that the pipeline for Federal assistance 
funds is so clogged with redtape that 
much of the money is stuck there, and 
in fact has been stuck in the pipeline for 
a year or two or even more. If the money 
leaving Washington is intercepted at the 
State capitals, becoming unspeakably 
tardy in reaching the large cities where 
most of the orimes are being committed, 
then what good is the money? 

I doubt too. whether most Americans 
realize that much of the money is not 
being channeled, even when it finally 
does reach the end of the pipeline, to the 
areas most afflicted by crime. 

The fact is that the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration-a new bu
reaucratic structure that was needed
has in tum spawned hundreds of new 
intrastate ''regional" bureaucracies that 
definitely are not needed-a whole new 
layer of government interposed in many 
States between the crime-ridden metro
politan areas and the State govemments 
that have responsibility for pushing Fed
eral funds into the cities. These regional 
entities, each of them in most cases com
prising many counties--rural territory 

with an urban core-fail in many places 
to accord top priority to city needs, and 
they become a factor in slowing down 
the flow-or trickle-of Federal funds 
into the high crime a.reas. 

I am wondering, as well, Mr. Speaker, 
whether my colleagues here yet realize 
that the Safe Streets Act amendments 
enacted last year have not proved effec
tive. Congress intended, through those 
amendments, to see to it that large urban 
areas did get a higher proportion of 
LEAA funds. In many places around the 
country, this intention is not being car
ried out by LEAA and the State govern
ments. Instead, we have more redtape, 
and further delay. Almost a year has 
passed, but LEAA still has not issued all 
the regulations needed to fully imple
ment the amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this situa
tion is bad and inexcusable, but I do not 
believe it is hopeless. I am convinced that 
reform can be achieved through an hon
est appraisal of where we stand, and 
through some fresh thinking on where we 
ought to go. I am persuaded that, through 
further but more sweeping amendments 
to the Safe Streets Act, a streamlining of 
LEAA operations can be accomplished 
without doing violence to the basic struc
ture of the program provided for under 
that statute. I submit that my State of 
Ohio, under a new administration headed 
by Gov. John J. Gilligan, has shown 
us a direction that we ought to take. That 
road heading toward a truly effective 
crime control program was in fact 
mapped for us even earlier by President 
Nixon, in his messages to Congress per
taining to revenue sharing. I fail to un
derstand why the President has not fol
lowed through by pushing for legislation 
implementing his special message on 
crime control revenue sharing--or why 
that particular message, rather oddly, fell 
short of proposing to bring us to the 
point where true revenue sharing leads. 

Nonetheless, I feel that the President's 
philosophy on revenue sharing, and the 
basic principles he enunciated, are emi
nently sound-especially where they per
tain to a system of revenue sharing tar
geted on crime control. And it is for these 
reasons that I rise here today in this 
Chamber, Mr. Speaker, to introduce an 
Emergency Crime Control Act of 1971-
a measure which seems to me to be whol
ly in accord with the President's think
ing, and therefore meriting the Presi
dent's support, which I hope will be 
forthcoming before the crime crisis dur
ing his administration grows worse. 

PROPAGANDA BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Before I detail the provisions of this 
new legislation, however, I feel it neces
sary, as I have said, to be candid about 
the crime plague that endangers Ameri
can men, women, and children, particu
larly in the large cities. For if we in this 
Congress believe, as our Attomey Gen
eral, John N. Mitchell, professes to be
lieve, that the fear of crime "is being 
swept from the streets of some-though 
not all-American cities," then we will 
have little motivation to act in this 
Chamber. When the Attomey General 
made that statement recently, I disputed 
it insofar as it might have pertained to 
Cleveland-CoNGRESSIONAL REcoRD, Sep
tember 16, 1971, page 32259. I said at the 
time that it was not the fear of crime, 

but rather people, that had vanished 
from the streets. This is a fact that would 
not be contested by anyone in my con
gressional district, whereas what Mr. 
Mitchell has been saying in press re
leases, accompanying-and "interpret
ing"-FBI statistical reports, has been 
challenged, as my colleagues here know, 
by nonpolitical authorities who follow 
crime trends. Therefore when Mr. 
Mitchell, in convoluted prose, pats his 
Justice Department on the back for fig
ures that show a "decelerating rate of in
crease" of crime, I think we can safely 
conclude he is making political state
ments in the hope of keeping alive, with 
points for his side, a public issue on 
which he unfortunately-and illogi
cally-rode to power. 

More objective persons seeking plain 
facts on which to base public policy will 
prefer the unadorned prose of the FBI 
Uniform Crime Reports, the phrasing of 
which, ready-made, in prefabricated sen
tences, give us the same depressing mes
sage from year to year. 

On page 4 of the 1969 report we find 
this statement: 

In calendar year 1969 almost 5 mlllion In
dex offenses were reported to law enforcement 
agencies, a 12-percent increase over 1968. The 
violent crimes as a group made up 13 percent 
of the Crime Index total and rose 11 percent, 
with murder up 7 percent, forcible rape 17 
percent, robbery 14 percent and aggravated 
assault 9 percent .... The Crime Index rate 
for the United States rose from 2,235 offenses 
per 100,000 inhabitants in 1968 to 2,471 in 
1969, an 11-percent increase in the victim 
rate. The rise in the national crime rate since 
1960, or the risk of being a victim of one of 
these crimes, has more than doubled. 

On page 5 of the 1970 report we find 
this statement: 

In calendar year 1970 an estimated 5,568,-
200 Index offenses were reported to law en
forcement agencies, an 11-percent increase 
over 1969. The violent crimes as a group made 
up 13 percent of the Crime Index total and 
rose 12 percent, with murder up 8 percent, 
forcible rape 2 percent, robbery 17 percent, 
and aggravated assault 8 percent. . . . The 
Crime Index rate for the United States rose 
from 2,477 offenses per 100,000 inhabitants in 
1969 to 2,740 in 1970, an 11-percent increase 
in the victim rate. The national crime rate, 
or the risk of being a victim of one of these 
crimes has increased 144 percent since 1960. 

Bringing us up to date is the FBI in
terim report for January-June 1971-
released to the public on September 30-
which begins: 

Crime in the United States, as measured by 
the Crime Index offenses, increased 7 percent 
during the first six months of 1971 compared 
to the same period in 1970. The violent crimes 
as a group were up 11 percent. Robbery was 
up 14 percent, murder and aggravated assault 
10 percent and forcible rape 7 percent. 

Turning aside from prose in any form, 
even the FBI's matter-of-fact version, I 
find statistics such as these for Cleve
land-comparing, respectively, the first 6 
months of this year with the correspond
ing period last year: Homicides, 121 and 
133; forcible rapes, 194 and 160; rob, 
beries, 2,675 and 2,645; aggravated as
saults, 935 and 863. 

Mr. Speaker, there are the facts that 
tell us why people have been swept from 
the streets of Cleveland and other cities 
of like size. And these facts form the 
backdrop against which further legisla
tive action must be taken by this Con-
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gress. We must do better than Mr. 
Mitchell would have us believe we have 
done. 

FEDERAL FUNDS LYING IDLE 

Mr. Speaker, there is a second criterion 
for judging the LEAA program, and this 
too informs us that the Federal Govern
ment has failed. Assuming for the 
moment--though I certainly do not con
cede this point--that LEAA funds are 
being channeled properly, the fact re
mains that the money is not, within a 
reasonable time, reaching the places 
where it can be spent. The President has 
asked for the money, Congress has ap
propriated it, LEAA has put it in the 
pipeline-but as I have pointed out, 
incredibly large amounts have moved not 
at all, or hardly at all. This fact emerges 
from excellent hearings conducted re
cently by the Legal and Monetary Affairs 
Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Government Operations. Presiding 
was my distinguished colleague from 
Connecticut, the Honorable JoHN S. 
MONAGAN. At one point Mr. MONAGAN was 
told by a witness from Congress' own 
General Accounting Office--on July 22, 
1971: 

In many States they have not yet used 
their 1969 (Safe Streets) funds or the 1970 
funds. 

This same witness said at another 
point: 

We believe that the Inertia evidenced by 
the aforementioned figures is a matter which 
should be of concern both to the Congress 
and LEAA, particularly in light of the high 
priority assigned the (crime-fighting) 
program. 

Mr. Speaker, as all of us here know, it 
is the Sltates which, receiving the Federal 
funds we appropriate, take responsibility 
for distributing it in the form of grants 
for crime control planning, and for 
crime-fighting projects, in the various 
governmental subdivisions under State 
jurisdiction. Documents obtained for me 
by the General Accounting Office, from 
the Justice Department, contain some 
startling information. For example, as of 
June 30, 1971-the close of the 1971 fiscal 
year-more than 6 percent of the 1969 
LEAA funds still had nat been disbursed 
by the States to grantees. Of the 1970 
funds, more than half-51.1 percent-
were still being held at the State level. 
And, of the 1971 funds, that year already 
having been concluded, 92.1 percent was 
still unspent because the States had not 
yet forwarded the money. 

Mr. Speaker, again, as of June 30, 1971, 
21 of the 50 States--including my own 
State of Ohio-still had not distributed 
more than half of the 1970 funds they 
had received from LEAA. The 21 States, 
and the amounts disbursed in each, were: 

[In percent) 

California--------------------------- 24.8 
Connecticut------------------------- 46.4 
~orida ------------------------------ 47.7 
Georgia ----------------------------- 40. 7 
Hawaii ------------------------------ 42. 6 
~assachusetts ----------------------- 44.8 
~ichigan ---------------------------- 41.9 
~innesota --------------------------- 48. 9 New Jersey ___________________________ 41.0 
New York ____________________________ 27.5 

Ohio-------------------------------- 4~.4 
Pennsylvania------------------------ 49.0 South Carolina _______________________ 47.3 

CXVII--2616--Part 32 

South I>akota ________________________ 34.2 

Tennessee--------------------------- 46.3 
Texas------------------------------- 46.4 
lJtah -------------------------------- 49. 1 
Virginia ----------------------------- 36. 9 
Wasblngton ------------------------- 36.0 West Virginia ________________________ 46. 8 

Wisconsin--------------------------- 50.0 

Furthermore, the 1971 fiscal year 
ended with 10 States having made no 
distribution at all of 1971 funds. The 10 
were: Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut, 
Florida, Hawaii, Minnesota, Nevada, 
Oregon, South Dakota, and Virginia. 

The following States had distributed 
less than 1 percent of their 1971 funds: 
New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, 
and Washington. 

The following States had distributed 
5 percent or less: California, Georgia, 
Michigan, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, 
West Virginia, and Wisconsin. 

Along these same lines, Mr. Speaker, 
I have a letter from the Ohio Depart
ment of Urban Affairs in which Joseph 
L. White, an aide to Governor Gilligan, 
described to me the situation that ad
ministration inherited when it took office 
earlier this year. I have already indicated 
that Ohio has since reorganized the pro
gram. Mr. White wrote: 

As of February 28, 1971, aver one-fourth of 
our 1969 allocation {$310,166.34 of $1,057,-
514.90) remained unspent and unencum
bered, even though such funds were sched
uled to lapse on June 30, 1971. As it turned 
OUJt, we lapsed less that 3 % of our a.llooa.tion. 

Our 1970 Action Grant, as of February 28, 
1971, revealed thalt, out of $9,563,000, only 
$1,300,180.90 h:a.d been encumbered. By Sep
tember 30, 1971, we had allocated $8,553,000, 
with another $886,000 worth of projeots in 
process and about to be funded. This leaves 
a baJan.ce of $124,000 yet to be awarded. Of 
course, 1971 funds were being awarded dur
ing this period as well. 

I also obtained from Mr. White a list 
of 59 crime-fighting projects around the 
State where local authorities had had to 
wait 8 to 18 months before receiving 
LEAA funds. 

I note, too, that in testimony before 
the Monagan subcommittee, Henry Ruth, 
director of the New York City Criminal 
Justice Coordinating Council, said: 

The federal funds that we received in the 
last three years would run the New York City 
criminal justice system for about seven days. 

Incidentally, my office as been in con
tact with Mr. Ruth, and he has sent 
me-in the form of a scroll some 12 feet 
in length, when unrolled-a bureaucratic 
"ftow chart" showing each of the steps 
that must be taken before Federal funds 
become available for spending by the city. 

The Monagan subcommittee only last 
week received a statement from the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, a copy of which 
was sent to me as well, because of my 
interest in this issue. The statement de
scribes "a byzantine bureaucratic struc
ture of check-offs and approvals which 
make local applications for funds a dif
ficu1t and lengthy process, with many 
levels trying to impose their notions of 
what is best upon the local government 
at the bottom of the pile." The state
ment continues: 

All these review steps create a tremendous 
cash fiow problem at the local level. I>elays 
in Safe Streets bureaucracy are making cities 
increasingly reluctant to count on Safe 

Streets funding !or any program of major 
impact in the criminal justice area. The 
funding is just too uncertain. 

Local programs which are to be funded 
under the Safe Strets Act must be planned 
as part of the city's total criminal justice 
budget for a particular year. Once a program 
is put in the budget, it becomes an integral 
element of the whole city's criminal justice 
strategy, and delay in implementation harms 
the city-wide crime control effort. It is not 
unusual at this time for cities to wait for 
six to twelve months to get final approval of 
a grant application. Once that application is 
approved, it takes even more time, sometimes 
another three to six months, to get the 
money which has been promised. 

Commenting on the situation that ex
isted in Ohio until recently, Clarence 
Rogers, then Cleveland's chief police 
prosecutor, told a subcommittee of the 
House Judiciary Committee last year: 

The local applications must first be sub
mitted to the staff of the NOACA (regional) 
agency. That staff must then submit these 
applications to a 27-member Law Enforce
ment Advisory Committee for approval. Once 
approved by that committee, the applications 
then must be approved by a six-member 
Regional Planning Councll of NOACA. One 
more hurdle remains; that is, these applica
tions must be approved by the 47-member 
board of NOACA. At this point, our proposal 

. has completed a 6-month, 200-mile trip, from 
Cleveland to the State Capitol where tenta
tive approval has been given. From the State 
Capitol, it is a relatively short trip to Wash
ington. 

In spite of all this evidence, Mr. 
Speaker, we find J erris Leonard, LEAA 
Administrator, saying in a statement he 
submitted to the Monagan subcommit
tee: 

The fiow of funds in LEAA programs has 
been moving at a rather rapid pace. 

After acknowledging there has been 
some tardiness-a part of it for reasons 
which, in fairness, are beyond LEAA's 
control-Mr. Leonard concluded: 

Taking into consideration an of these 
factors which effect the fiow of funds under 
LEAA programs, it is my firm conviction that 
this program has moved forward both from 
a fund fiow standpoint and from a program 
movement standpoint as rapidly as possible 
(italics are mine) . 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that if it is not 
possible, as Mr. Leonard says, to move 
the funds faster under the program as 
presently structured, then why should we 
resign ourselves to this fact? Obviously, 
important changes a.re called for. The 
fact that Mr. Leonard and his superiors 
in the Nixon administration are not urg
ing this themselves does not absolve us 
in Congress from the responsibility for 
acting. 

A sPRINKLING OF FUNDS HERE AND THERE 

Mr. Speaker, an important and con
structive achievement of the Safe Streets 
Act has been enhancement of the state 
role in the administration of criminal 
justice. Not only have the Sta·tes been 
able to strengthen their own crime con
trol institutions, such as correctional fa
cilities, but the Federal funds they have 
been receiving are enabling them, too, 
to draf·t comprehensive statewide plans 
and to assist rural areas and smaller 
communities in their own planning and 
projects. Many States have also launched 
programs for education and training of 
law enforcement officers. All this has been 
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to the good, but the fact remains that 
in the large cities, where most af the 
crime occurs, State officials do not have 
experience and expertise comparable to 
that of the local officials, nor do the state 
officials have the primary responsibility
let alone the know-how-for bringing 
crime under control. And, of course, 
State officials are not as· visible, or as 
accountable, to the public as are the 
mayors, county commissioners, prosecu
tors, trial judges, probation officers, and 
police chiefs. 'While I do believe that the 
States should continue to expand their 
efforts with LEAA assistance, I feel also 
that the time has arrived for us to ac
knowledge the fact that the large urban 
areas have their own role to play, and 
that they must achieve autonomy 
through further amendments to the Safe 
Streets Act. 

As stated in the 1970 Municipal Year
book of the International City Manage
ment Association: 

Unfortunately, states and ct.ties have a 
long history of confiict, and the law enforce
ment ass1stance progra.m inherited the dis
trust and suspicion of earlier sta,te-city 
clashes. 

This has become evident, in my opin
ion, through the "regions" created by 
most of the States for administration of 
the Safe Streets Aot. Rather than deal
ing directly with the cities, many states 
decided to do so indirectly by forcing the 
cities into multicounty regions, in which 
the interests of the large metropolitan 
areas became submerged. 

For example, in my own State, until 
the recent reorganization by Governor 
Gilligan, Cleveland and Akron found 
themselves part of the same seven-coun
ty region. 

The 27-member regional board had 
only seven representatives from Cuya
hoga County--Cleveland. Cleveland had 
its troubles under this arrangement, but 
in many other places around the coun
try, large cities have fared even worse. 

In a statement submitted to the 
Monagan subcommittee last week 
through the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
Police Chief Bernard L. Garmire of 
Miami, Fla., related that his city-the 
second largest in Florida-"has the 
dubious distinction of having the highest 
crime rate in the Nation.'' He continued: 

During the entire three and one-half years 
that the Safe Streets Act has been in opera
tion, Miami has not received so much as a 
dime of either planning or action monies 
from the State of Florida's bl.ock grant pro
gram . . . Rather, Miami has been placed 
in a four-county planning region, and 
with 10% of the population of that region, 
we have 2 of 17 votes. We are dealing with 
two new levels of bureaucracy Within the 
State which report through two more federal 
levels to Washington; all levels are opera
ting without explicit guidelines and without 
any clear understanding of their proper roles. 

As a result of situations like this, safe 
streets funds are being dissipated "in the 
form of a thin dew"-as one writer has 
observed-that covers both rural and 
urban areas. I submit Mr. Speaker, that 
in the large cities a heavier watering of 
safe streets funds is needed to cause 
meaningful crime prevention programs 
to sprout, and also to thrive financially. 

The National Urban Coalition has 
said: 

The major failing of the regional networks 
is that most of them are artificial structures 
devoid of legal or political powers. . . . The 
regions are not governing entities having tax 
powers and funding available to them other 
than the money granted by the state plan
ning agency .... 

Most regional networks, as they are pres
ently constituted, add nothing to criminal 
justice programs except an unnecessary addi
tional layer of bureaucracy. These regional 
networks should be abolished unless they 
are operational, are carrying out programs 
which require a regional body, and constitute 
voluntary combinations of units of local gov
ernment. Major cities whose interests cannot 
be properly addressed when submerged in a 
regional organization should be allowed to 
deal directly with state agencies. 

This is what Ohio has now done, Mr. 
Speaker, setting what I believe is a good 
example for other States to follow. 
Therefore, the legislation I offer here to
day includes certain provisions along 
these lines. 

FAILURE OF THE 1970 AMENDMENTS 

Mr. Speaker, the problems to which I 
have just alluded-that of cities being 
slighted under the Safe Streets Act-are 
not, of course, being aired here for the 
first time. Extensive hearings were held 
last year by the Judiciary Committees in 
both the House and Senate, and ~mend
ments to the act were adopted-Public 
Law 91-644-designed to alleviate these 
problems by putting pressure on the 
States to assure the metropolitan areas 
a fair proportion of safe streets funds. 

But, as it ~appens, there has been no 
real progress. One reason for this, I be
lieve, is the attitude of LEAA Adminis
trator Jerris Leonard, the man charged 
with implementation of the amendments. 
He told the Monagan subcommittee: 

Those who know the (LEAA) program best 
are the nation's governors. 

I disagree. In my opinion it is the may
ors, much closer to the problem of crime 
on the streets, who can better judge the 
LEAA program. And, in their statement 
last week to the Monagan subcommittee, 
this is what the mayors had to say about 
implementation of the 1970 amendments: 

Today, as we again look at the Safe 
Streets Program, certain changes have taken 
place, but they have not necessarily improved 
the position of the cities. The 1970 Amend
ments have been signed and the state and 
federal goverments have had ample time to 
implement the new program directions indi
cated by the Congress. Further, the states 
and the federal government have had another 
year to gain experience and gear up their 
administrative machinery to efficiently ad
minister the federal resources allocated to 
them. 

Some states have used this new experience 
and implemented the 1970 Amendments 
properly, and the results have been demon
strated in improved and simplified funding 
for cities. California, Michigan and Ohio are 
notable examples of positive action. 

u , fortuna,tely, t lle states to which we can 
point as having made significant improve
ments in the fund distr.ibution. process are 
the exception rather than the rul·e. Gen
erally, the problems Mayor Gribbs outlined 
in h is statement 16 m.::nths ago persist, and 
in many cities new problems have emerged 
to make the situation even more difficult 
now than it was :Last year. There is wide
spread failure to comply with the spirit of 
the law as it relates to distributing funds to 
cities to fight crime. -

Delays in making decisions and allocating 
funds persiStt. LEAA has y·et to clearly define 
its mission and priorities. The agency has 

not given states proper leadership or set. 
directions for programs for which cities can 
apply to receive assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, I have obtained from the 
LEAA a draft of some of the guidelines 
that would implement the 1970 amend
ments. As of November 1, 1971, these 
regulations had not yet been promul
gated, although they had been in cir
culation for some time. My staff was 
advised that day that the draft, excerpts 
from which are reprinted here, were to 
be officially adopted soon, with no major 
changes likely. It seems clear to me from 
a reading of the draft that the LEAA has 
decided, contrary to what I believe to 
have been the spirit of the 1970 amend
ments, not to zero in on the highest crime 
areas, but rather to spread some more 
of the "thin dew," thickening it a bit for 
the cities-but not as much as Congress 
had intended, in my opinion. The ex
cerpts follow: 
3. ASSISTANCE TO HIGH CRIME/LAW ENFORCE

MENT ACTIVITY AREAS, LOCAL PARTICIPATION 

AND FUND BALANCE 

a. Assistance to high crime/law enforcement 
activity areas 

Section 303 of th.e Act requires the Ad
ministration, prior to approval of any State 
plan, or revision thereof, to make a deter• 
mination that the plan provides for the al
location of adequate assistance to deal With 
law enforcement problems in areas of both 
high crime incidence and hi~h law enforce
ment activity. The primary focus of LEAA in
quiry will be the State's major cities and 
metropolitan areas where crime incidence, 
law enforcement costs, and crime control ac
tivities and resources are high in relation to 
the State-at-large. It is recognized, however, 
that other areas of relative high crime inci
dence and activity may exist, as identified by 
the State pursuant to specifications in the 
foregoing paragraph. These too would need to 
be embraced Within LEAA's required statu
tory finding. 

In exercise of its respoa:lSibilities, LEAA will 
examine the adequa.cy of funding provided 
for specific individual communities and 
areas, which are presumed to be high in
cidence/activity areas as defined below. It 
must be demonstrated in the plan that an 
adequate level of Part C and Part E block 
gr.ant assistance from Sta,te, county, and 
municipal resources is being allocated for 
the direct benefit of la.w enforcement opera
tions and cimzens in these jurisdictions: 

(i) Any city, county, or urban area where 
crime incidence and activities constitute 
20 % or more of major crime incidence and 
total la,w enforcement expenditures, whether 
or not crime rates are comparable or exces
sive in relaltdon to other communities, or 

(ii) Any city or county with-
A population in excess of 150,000, and 
An annual "index" rate for serious orlme 

(Part I offenses, as indioated in the most re
cenrt FBI Uniform Crime Report) of art; least 
2,500 offenses per 100,000 population, and 

Annual per ca-pita l.aw enforcement expend
itures (police, courts, and corrections com
bined) of at least $25. 

The foregoing is not mea-nt to exclude 
jurisdictions slightly short o·f the stated 
minimum criteria or smaller areas which, for 
speci·a l reason3, the State planning agency 
feels should be characterized as high in
cidence/activ1t.y areas, or to preclude the 
Strute planning agency from seeking to rebut 
the foregoing presumption by facts negating 
a finding of high incidence/ activity for a 
particular area within the scope of the 
presumption. 

In construing 'adeq\lalte assistance', LEAA 
will consider on a sta.te-by-state basis. 
whether a formula used by the SPA for fund 
aUocation throughout the sta,te appears to 
take into account such demographic, eco-
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nomic and crime factors as to afford reason
able emphasis in areas of high crime/high 
law enforcement activity as contemplated by 
the Congressional mandate. 

It will be noted that in determining the 
share of Federal assistance from block grant 
funds being received by a large city or ma
jor metropolitan area, assistance from all 
sources may be included in the calculation 
so long as the benefits from particular 
awards directly apply (either totally or by 
reasonable apportionment) to the residents 
of the Mea. Thus, grants to regional units, 
councils of governments, counties or even 
locally based State offices may be calculated 
in determining assistance allocated to a par
ticular large city, along with funds granted 
to the city, if the funds Me used directly in 
the city or for city residents or agenc.tes. 
Where grants of looal funds benefit residents 
both inside and outside a particular metro
politan Mea or large city, a reasonable pro
ration (explained in the plan text) may be 
used to determine the share allooable to the 
covered area. 

State plans are required to demonstrate, 
with appropriate dollar figures and program 
identification, for the year just past and the 
current action year, that adequate assist
ance has been allocated to high incidence/ 
activity areas in accordance with statutory 
and guideline c:riteria. 

Estimate, from each program, the amount 
of Part C and Part E funds allocated (i) to 
units of State governments; (11) combina
tions of units of general local government; 
(iii) to local units of government and; pro
vide an estimate of the funds from each pro
gram allocated for the direct benefit of law 
enforcement operations and citizens in areas 
of high crime and high law enforcement 
activity. 

Expla.in the balance achieved in terms of 
geographical, functional, and jurisdictional 
distribution. 

With regard to high incidence/activity 
areas which qualify because of special prob
lems but are not large population areas (e.g., 
Indian reservation problems, border law en
forcement, heavy tourist areas) the Admin
istration will expect a reasonable allocation 
level to address the problems of such areas. 
Such situations will be addressed on a case
by-case basis in reviewing plans for high 
incidence/activity area funding adequacy. 

THE OHIO PLAN 

Mr. Speaker, as I pointed out earlier, 
the new administration in Ohio has 
adopted an impressive and innovative 
plan for carrying out the Safe Streets 
Act--one that avoids many of the pitfalls 
and inequities which occur in other 
States, and one that appears to hold 
promise for solving some of the funding 
and redtape difficulties I discussed at the 
beginning of this presentation. 

Governor Gilligan, acting through his 
Department of Urban Affairs, headed by 
Bruce L. Newman, has abolished the 15 
intrastate, multicounty regions that ex
isted under the previous administration. 
He is moving instead toward a system 
under which the State will deal directly 
with its six largest counties-Cuyahoga, 
Cleveland; Franklin, Columbus; Hamil
ton, Cincinnati; Lucas, Toledo: Mont
gomery, Dayton; and Summit, Akron. In 
these six major population centers, the 
crime rate is 25 percent higher than in 
the State as a whole. These counties, for 
the purpose of the Safe Streets Act, are 
to be known as regional planning units
RPU's . Each RPU will be held responsible 
for preparing an annual comprehensive 
crime control plan for all the units of 
local government within the county, and 
the needs of the entire criminal justice 
system-courts, corrections and law en-

forcement--will have to be reflected. 
Once the RPU's plan has been accepted 
by the State, it will receive a block grant 
of funds from the State's LEAA allot
ment-in the same way that the State 
receives its own block grant from LEAA. 
The autonomy that the State has in 
spending Federal money will be reflected, 
to a large extent, by a similar grant of 
freedom to the RPU's-through the 
grants they will receive. Each RPU then 
would be responsible for funding its own 
crime control projects. This greater flex
ibility for the local governments will per
mit them to get projects started without 
going through the laborious application 
and approval process. Things could get 
done in half the time now necessary, Mr. 
Newman has said. The State will allot 
money to the RPUs under a formula 
which weights the crime factor twice as 
heavily as population. For example, 
Cuyahoga County has some 16 percent of 
the State's population, but more than 23 
percent of the crime. Therefore it will get 
nearly 21 percent of the funds to be made 
available to the RPU's by the State. The 
amount of the block grant that each of 
the six RPU's could qualify for, based on 
LEAA's fiscal 1972 allocation to Ohio, 
follows: 

Amount 
RPU's: of funds 

Cuyahoga ----------- - ------- $3,340,980 
Franklin-------------------- 1,731,047 
Hamilton ------------------- 1, 485, 354 
Lucas----------------------- 872,645 
]4ontgomery ---------------- 1, 218,922 
SUJncrndt --------------------- 1,045, 968 

Mr. Speaker, returning to a point I 
made earlier, the Ohio plan permits true 
revenue sharing, not the limited form of 
revenue sharing now inherent in the Safe 
Streets Act, under which only the States 
get a generous grant of Federal funds, 
to be disposed of largely as the States 
please. Under the Ohio system-which is 
consistent with President Nixon's gen
eral revenue-sharing plan-there would 
be a meaningful pass-through of funds 
to the local governments. I submit, then, 
Mr. Speaker, for reasons that President 
Nixon himself has so eloquently stated, 
that the Ohio plan merits consideration 
as a model for reorganization of the Fed
eral Government's safe streets program. 

BLOCK GRANTS FOR LARGE CrriES 

Mr. Speaker, why should large metro
politan areas get a block grant of Fed
eral funds? Because, as LEAA's Mr. 
Leonard acknowledges, "all wisdom does 
not reside on the banks of the Potomac." 
Mr. Leonard believes there is wisdom as 
well in the State capitals, and therefore 
he approves the system under which the 
States share-indeed, have the principal 
voice-in operation of LEAA programs. 
Buy why stop at the State capitals? An 
extension of Mr.l.eonard's logic leads in
escapably to the proposition that all wis
dom does not reside in the State capitals, 
either. Somewhere out there in the big 
cities, there must be people with brains, 
experience, and motivation sufficient to 
deal with crime at least as successfully
or no worse-than it is now being dealt 
with at the State and Federal levels. The 
fact is, it is even conceivable that crime 
might indeed be dealt with more effec
tively by those public officials most di
rectly concerned with it. 

Mr. Speaker, we still do not Know
after more than 3 full years of the LEAA 
program-what causes crime or, once it 
occurs, how to cope with it in a manner 
that best serves the ~n t.erests of society. 
Since these answers hf:l.ve so far eluded 
the Federal Government and all 50 State 
governments, why not give the cities an 
opportunity? Is it not possible that a 
city, given a healthy infusion of finan
cial assistance, might come up with an 
answer or two? Wnat have we got to 
lose? We know from the crime statistics 
that the LEAA program as presently 
structured is enjoying no success. Is 
it so sacrosanct that it must not be 
changed? Let us consider, rather, the 
prospect that, under a new arrangement, 
a metropolitan area somewhere in the 
country might achieve a measure of suc
cess. Perhaps its program could then be 
replicated in other cities. The key, in my 
opinion, is to give cities sufficient sums 
of money quickly, and to accord them 
flexibility in budgeting the money for 
projects that the cities themselves per
ceive to hold promise. 

PRESIDENT NIXON PAVES THE WAY 

Mr. Leonard told the Monagan sub
committee: 

I am curious about the motives of much 
of the criticism of LEAA. I will suggest 
again-t hat much of it stems from an end
run a ttempt to discredit reven ue sharing, 
since the LEAA block grant aproach is its 
prototype. Revenue sharing is a partnership 
with the people. Those who oppose it exhibit 
a distrust of the people having a large voice 
in the operation of their government. 

Mr. Speaker, I, obviously, am a critic 
of LEAA, but I am certain Mr. Leonard 
could have no quarrel with me--for I 
am in favor of giving the people a larger 
voice in the operation of their Govern
ment than he is. I advocate revenue 
sharing, in fact, to a degree that Mr. 
Leonard shrinks from. I want to give it 
to the cities, rather than restrict it to 
the States. It would be folly, Mr. Speaker, 
for Mr. Leonard to suspect my motives, 
for, as it happens, much of what I advo
cate has been inspired by messages that 
President Nixon has sent to Congre& 
since I have been here. And Mr. Nixon, 
of course, should also be Mr. Leonard's 
source of inspiration-since Mr. Leonard 
serves him, as I do not. 

What has Mr. Nixon said that is 
pertinent to this discussion? On Febru
ary 4, 1971, he said in his message to 
Congress on general revenue sharing: 

Ironically, the central advantage of rev
enue sharing-the fact that it combines the 
advantages of Federal taxation with the ad
vantages of State and local decision-mak
ing-is the very point at which the plan is 
frequently criticized. When one level of 
government spends money that is raised at 
another level, it has been argued, it will 
spend tha t money less responsibly; when 
those who appropriate tax revenues are no 
longer the same people who levy the taxes, 
t h ey will no longer be as sensitive to tax
payer pressures. The best way to hold gov
ern ment accountable to the people, some sug
gest, is to be cert ain that taxing authority 
a n d spending authority coincide. 

If we look at the practice of government 
in modern America, however, we find that 
this is simply not the case. In f act, giving 
States and localities the power to spend cer
tain Federal tax monies will increase the in
fluence of each citizen on how those monies 
are used. It will make government more re-
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sponsive to taxpayer pressures. It will en
ha~ce accountability. 

In the first place, there is no reason to 
think that the local taxpayer w111 be less 
motivated to exert pressure concerning the 
way shared revenues are spent. For one thing, 
the local taxpayer is usually a Federal tax
payer as well; he would know that it was his 
tax money that was being spent. 

The reason for this is that "accountab111ty" 
really depends, in the end, on accessibility
on how easily a given official can be held re
sponsible for his spending decisions. The 
crucial question is not where the money 
comes from but whether the official who 
spends it can be made to answer to those 
who are affected by the choices he makes. Oan 
they get their views through to him? Is the 
prospect of their future support a signifi
cant incentive for him? Can they remove 
him from office if they are unhappy with his 
performance? 

These questions are far more likely to 
receive an affirmative answer in a smaller 
jurisdiction than in a larger one. 

In addition, each constituent has a greater 
influence on policy as the number of con
stituents declines. An angry group of com
muters, for example, will have far less impact 
in a Senatorial or Congressional election 
than in an election for alderman or county 
executive. And it is also true that the alder
man or county executive will often be able 
to change the local policy in question far 
more easily than a single Congressman or 
Senator can change policy at the Federal 
level. 

At the local level, however, the situation 
is often reversed. City councils, school boards 
and other local authorities are constantly 
spending revenues which are raised by State 
governments-in this sense, revenue sharing 
has been with us for some time. But the 
separation of taxing and spending authority 
does not diminish the abllity of local voters 
to hold local officials responsible for their 
stewardship of all pubUc funds. 

In short, revenue sharing will not shield 
State and local officials from taxpayer pres
sures. It will work in just the opposite direc
tion. Under revenue sharing, it wm be harder 
for State and local officials to excuse their 
errors by pointing to empty treasures or to 
pass the bucl': by blaming Federal bureau
crats for misdirected spending. Only leaders 
who have the responsibility to decide and the 
means to implement their decisions can 
really be held accountable when they fall. 

And on March 2, 1971, President Nixon 
said in a message to Congress that advo
cated a special revenue sharing program, 
focused on crime: 

Equally burdensome are project-by-project 
requirements for prior Federal approval of 
grants. These requirements often delay the 
availab11ity of much needed funds; generate 
Federal, as well as State and local, bureau
cratic delay, and inject needless confusion 
into the Federal, State and local relationship. 
Rigidity in adhering to exact requirements is 
rewarded, and new or imaginative ideas are 
frequently lost because they fall to fit exact 
bureaucratic guidelines. 

And, because the Federal Government, 
with all the best intentions, cannot really 
know the needs of the States and local gov
ernment units as well as the people who 
govern at those levels, these grants fre-
quently cannot be aimed with real precision 
at the needs which exist at those levels. 

I have long supported the concept of block 
grants which permit State and local govern
ing units to receive financial assistance on 
the basis of what they know is necessary. 

I believe the time has come to further re
fcrrn our system of providing financial as
sistance, and to streamline, where we can, 
the system of grant aid by adopting a. sys
tem of Special Revenue Sharing which pro
vides the benefits of Federal assistance with-

out the burdens of assistance built into the 
present grant programs. 

This program is based on the assumption 
that those who bear responsibility at the 
State and local level are best qualified to 
identify their enforcement problems, and to 
set the priorities and develop the means to 
solve these problems. It is designed particu
larly to encourage and provide for experi
mentation and innovation in the search for 
more effective solutions to the crime prob
lem. 

In this crime message, however, Presi
dent Nixon inexplicably failed to follow 
his arguments to the ultimate conclu
sion. For some reason, he did not pro
pose crime control to large population 
centers, as well as the States. The State
centered LEAA program remains intact 
under the Nixon plan, with some pro
posed changes. For example, while the 
States would continue to draft compre
hensive crime control plans, review and 
approval of the plans would not be re
quired before Federal money would be
gin flowing to the States. Legislation im
plementing this plan was introduced in 
the Hous~<H.R. 5408) -and the Sen
ate-(S. 1087) -but the administration 
has not pushed either bill. I hope the 
President has not forgotten them, for 
they could become a vehicle for the kind 
of action I advocate. 

Mr. Speaker, on March 5, 1971, Presi
dent Nixon had delivered to Congress 
still another special revenue-shalring 
message, this one dealing with urban 
community development. In this mes
sage he again supplied us with a ration
ale for extending revenue sharing to 
cities for crime control purposes. The 
President said in the urban community 
message: 
This Special Revenue Sharing program is 
built upon a fundamental faith in the in
herent capacity of local governments to gov
ern well-if they are given suftlcient re
sources and sufficient responsibility. 

Some will argue against such a program 
by contending that a number of State and 
local officials will prove to be unresponsive 
or irresponsible. But this is no reason to re
ject revep.ue sharing. Whenever one is deal
ing with thousands of local officials, there is 
always a danger that some will prove to be 
less worthy of one's confidence than others. 
That is always the risk of moving toward 
greater freedom-it necessarily becomes more 
difficult for any one authority to guarantee 
how the many will behave. 

The question is not whether revenue shar
ing is a foolproof way to avoid bad decisions. 
No system can do that. The question is 
whether-on balance--revenue sharing is 
more likely or less likely to produce good 
decisions than our present system of grants
in-aid. 

The question is not whether there are 
risks in this program. Of course there are. 
The question is whether the rewards out
weigh those risks. 

THE EMERGENCY CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1971 

With the philosophical sanction, then, 
of the White House, Mr. Speaker, I offer 
my Emergency Crime Control Act of 
1971, and I ask that my colleagues here 
bear with me while I explain its provi
sions. I ask also that the Justice Depart
ment, preoccupied so far with defending 
the existing LEAA program, open its 
mind now to the proposals I make here. 
This bill, like most others introduced in 
this Chamber, is a first draft-no doubt 
with imperfections. Prompt comments 

from the Justice Department-hopefully, 
constructive comments--could serve ei
ther to improve the legislation, or at least 
to precipitate further debate on one of 
rthe urgent issues of our time. 

First, the bill seeks to establish new 
entities for LEAA purposes, termed "high 
crime urban areas." Such an area is de
fined as-

Any city with a population of not less 
than 250,000 and any counties, boroughs, or 
parishes, if any, with respect to which such 
city substantially uses or shares services 
relating to law enforcement. 

There are 56 such communities in the 
United States, according to the 1970 cen
sus. The figure of 250,000 is obviously 
arbitrary, but it was selected for two rea
sons. First, I believe it necessary, because 
of the useless "thin dew," to select a rela
tively small number of communities that 
could be soaked in a solution of tax funds 
thick enough to prompt the grovrth of 
meaningful crime control projects. Sec
ond, as Joseph C. Goulden pointed out 
last November in an excellent article in 
the Nation magazine: 

The crime rate in cities larger tha.n 250,000 
is double the nationa.l rate. 

The reason for including counties--not 
merely cities--in the so-called high crime 
urban areas is that, in most jurisdic
tions, the city controls the police force 
alone, while the county operates the 
courts and correctional facilities. Al
though most of the crime occurs in the 
central city rather than in the suburbs 
surrounding it, no comprehensive pro
grams could be launched were the courts 
and correctional officials not brought 
into the planning and operation. 

Second, the bill provides for an auto
matic pass-through of LEAA planning 
funds to the high crime urban areas. The 
State would act merely as a conduit, re
ceiving the money from LEAA and relay
ing it. The amount of planning funds 
that a high crime urban area would re
ceive would be a percentage of the plan
ning funds the State gets from LEAA
that percentage being figured on the basis 
of the formula recently devised by the 
State of Ohi~a formula wherein both 
population and crime incidence is taken 
into account, with the crime rate being 
accorded twice the weight as population. 

Third, the bill stipulates that such 
grants "be in lieu of any other grant 
under this subsection to any unit of gen
eral local government or combination 
of such units which is located within the 
boundary of such high crime urban area." 
In other words, all LEAA planning funds 
would go exclusively to the high crime 
urban area in the first instance, and none 
of it need be shared at that stage with 
any governmental entity within the area 
or comprising the area. 

Fourth, the bill asserts that each high 
crime urban area, "shall constitute a sep
arate regional planning unit." This would 
preclude its becoming submerged in any 
larger intrastate region that might exist 
for LEAA purposes inside the State. As 
a separate regional planning unit, the 
high crime urban area would-

(A) assist in the development of the com
prehensive State plan, (B) take receipt from 
the State planning agency of all Federal 
funds granted under this part for use in such 
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high crime urban area, and (C) assist in co
ordinating allloa.w enforcement efforts within 
such high crime urban area which are in 
whole or in part assisted by Federal funds ... 

Fifth, the bill provides for an auto
matic block grant, from the State, of 
action and project funds to the high 
crime urban areas. Here, too, there would 
be an automatic pass-through of Federal 
funds, based on the Ohio formula. Re
ceipt of the block grant would hinge only 
on two simple conditions. First, the State 
would have to receive a plan for use of 
the money, although there would be no 
requirement for awaiting review and ap
proval of the plan. To impose such a re
quirement would serve only to delay the 
:flow of funds. This feature is consistent 
with President Nixon's special revenue
sharing plan. The second condition would 
be that the State be notified that an 
Urban Law Enforcement Council has 
been organized within the high crime 
urban area. This Council, consisting of 
representatives of the city and county 
governments, would receive the funds 
and also be responsible for programing 
use and distribution of the funds within 
the high crime urban area. Until such a 
Council is organized, the State would be 
forbidden to hand over the block grant. 
It is my firm belief, Mr. Speaker, that the 
prospect of receiving a significant 
amount of money would provide suf
ficient incentive for the city and county 
officials to join hands to develop a com
prehensive plan. There has been a delay 
in funding Ohio's large urban areas, 
under the Ohio plan, because not all the 
city and county officials have come to
gether to draft a plan. In the meantime, 
the State has been funding individual 
projects within the urban areas. But un
der my proposal, projects within the 
geographical confines of the high crime 
urban area could not be funded by the 
State unless the Council has been or
ganized to receive the money and sanc
tion the project. Where there is initial 
foot-dragging on establishing a Council, 
I should think it would end quickly under 
my proposal, because civic pressure on 
the public officials would become over
whelming. One could expect such pres
sures to develop when it becomes known 
that a significant sum of money is avail
able to the area, but it has not been 
claimed because of bickering or stub
bornness by elected officials. 

Sixth, the bill would give to the Council 
exclusive control of all LEAA funds con
tained in the block grant to the high 
crime urban area. The bill says: 

Each such block grant shall be designed to 
cover allltaw enforcement programs and proj
ects which are undertaken within the high 
crime urban area. 

THE SPECIAL IMPACT PROGRAM 

In addition to this basic restructuring 
of the LEAA, I am proposing also, at this 
time, a new emergency program to rap
idly channel crime-fighting funds to ur
ban areas where the immediate need is 
so desperate. For much too long now, 
residents of our cities have been victim
ized by a crime rate greatly exceeding 
that of suburban and rural areas. I do not 
think they should be made to wait a mo
ment longer for additional protection. 

More money alone will not solve the 
crime problem in our cities, but at least 

it will put more policemen on the beat, 
help law enforcement officers to obtain 
modern equipment, and allow other 
needed improvements-now in the 
criminal justice system as a whole. 

For these reasons, I urge the enact
ment of a temporary 3-year program of 
direct Federal block grants to the high 
crime urban areas for law enforcement 
purposes. 

In this connection, then, title II of the 
Emergency Crime Control Act of 1971 
provides for temporary "special impact 
grants" to the high crime urban areas-
"to enable them to accelerate the initia
tion or expansion of programs and proj
ects designed to cope with ·the unique 
and growing problem of urban crime." 
These grants would be made directly to 
the councils by LEAA, and would not be 
channeled through the States. The grant 
would be based wholly on the population 
of each area--$5 per capita. Total cost of 
the special impact program would be 
about $362,500,000 a year for 3 years. For 
fiscal year 1972, this would require sup
plementing the appropriation for LEAA, 
but in that event, the total appropriation 
still would fall within the figure au
thorized earlier by Congress. Purposes of 
these grants would be to give the urban 
areas a truly adequate sum of money, 
hopefully for developing experimental 
and innovative projects. There would be 
absolutely no strings attached, in con
trast to the block grant received from 
the States, which would be subject to 
certain restrictions and matching re
quirements already written into the 
Safe Streets Act. Under the special 
impact program, funding would be im
mediate. Again, only two prior condi
tions would have to be met. First, LEAA 
would have to receive notification thaJt a 
council has been organized; second, the 
council would have to file a plan indi
cating how the money is to be used-but, 
again, review and approval of the plan 
would not be required prior to funding. 

Further the bill states that it is the 
intention of Congress that the special 
impact funds are to be so used as not to 
supplant State or local funds, but to in
crease the amounts of such funds that 
would in the absence of such Federal 
funds be made available for law enforce
ment purposes. 

Another reason for the Special Impact 
grants, Mr. Speaker, is that the so-called 
discretionary funding program of LEAA 
has not been operating as it should. My 
colleagues here will recall that, under the 
discretionary program, LEAA holds back 
a certain sum of money that is omitted 
from the initial distribution to the States. 
Out of this sum, LEAA funds projects 
that the agency itself selects. Some cities 
that have felt neglected by their States 
have looked to the discretionary program 
for relief. However, it has been LEAA's 
policy to funnel the discretionary funds, 
too, through the States. This has been 
the case even though the Comptroller 
General said in a ruling issued January 
5, 1970-B-157179-that there is ample 
authority in the Safe Streets Act for the 
LEAA administrator to dispatch discre-
tionary funds directly to the cities. One 
result has been, ironically, that it takes 
even longer for cities to receive discre
tionary funds from LEAA than it does for 

them to receive regular Safe Streets 
funds from the States. The U.S. Confer
ence of Mayors, in its statement filed 
with the Monagan subcommittee last 
week, had this to say about the discre
tionary program: 

The discretionary grant program, that ele
ment of the Safe Streets Act to which cities 
have looked with some hope ever since the 
start of the program, is also becoming in
creasingly difficult for cities to participate in. 
Though the legislative history surrounding 
enactment of the Safe Streets Act, and lan
guage in the statute itself, clearly intended 
for LEAA to provide support for projects de
veloped at the local level, the discretionary 
program is increasingly being used by LEAA 
to impose its "impact" priorities on the 
cities. 

Unfortunately, LEAA is having difficulty 
deciding what its "impact" priorities should 
be, thus making it impossible for cities to 
apply for discretionary grant assistance and 
get any idea of whether the project will be 
funded. 

Earlier this year, LEAA indicated to cities 
that there would be a large surplus of dis
cretionary grant funds available in fiscal 
1971 and that the cities should take imme
diate action to develop projects for which 
these funds could be used. On this invitation, 
many cities spent considerable money and 
effort developing applications for projects 
which would improve their criminal justice 
systexns in areas of most urgent concern. 

Applications for funds filed under this 
program now total well over $200 million. 
Hopes were high. However, only $70 million 
is available and despite the high level of 
quality applications, LEAA has yet to set 
its own priorities and very little of this $70 
million has been allocated. As a consequence 
of the frustrations arising from this experi
ence, cities and counties are likely to avoid 
the discretionary program in the future ex
cept where a program is a low priority and 
can be set a,slde for a time or deleted with
out damage. 

For example, Portland, Oregon submitted 
13 applications for discretionary funding in 
1971. Nine proposals were rejected, one fund
ed and three are pending. No reasons were 
given for the rejections, and the funded 
project was not the highest priority. The city 
gave the state a list of its discretionary 
priorities, which was worked into the State's 
list of priorities. The proposals which have 
been funded by LEAA were at the bottom of 
the list. Meanwhile, the county bought a. 
building to operate grants which have failed 
to come in. In another case in the same city, 
the LEAA regional office recommended that 
Portland seek refunding of a "Large City 
Special Grant" under another category. It 
was a high priority program and was re
jected. They could have continued it in the 
same category had not the Regional Office, 
in error, intervened." 

Appended here, Mr. Speaker, is a list 
of the proposed high crime urban areas 
and their populations. Some of the areas 
take in more than one county because 
the central city is served by criminal 
justice facilities of more than one 
county: 
New York, N.Y ------------------ 7, 895, 563 Chicago, Til _____________________ 5,985,710 
Los Angeles, Calif- ______________ 7, 632,075 
Philadelphia, Pa ________________ 1, 950, 098 
Detroit, Mich ___________________ 2, 669, 604 
Houston, Tex ___________________ 1,843,705 
Baltimore, Md__________________ 905,759 
Dallas, Tex _____________________ 1,327,321 
VVasbington, D.c________________ 756,510 
Cleveland, Ohio _________________ 1, 721, 300 
Indianapolis, Ind_______________ 793, 590 
~waukee, VVis _________________ 1,123,088 
San Francisco, Calif____________ 715, 674 
San Diego, Calif________________ 357, 85~ 
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San Antonio, Tex_______________ 830, 460 
Boston, ~ass---------- - -------- 735,190 
~emphis, Tenn_______ ___ _______ 722, 114 
St. Louis, ~0------------------- 622, 230 
New Orleans, La_________________ 593,471 
Phoenix, Ariz___________________ 968,487 
Columbus, Ohio________________ 833, 249 
Seattle, vvash ___________________ 1,156,638 
Jacksonville, Fla.________________ 528,365 
Denver, Colo____________________ 514,678 
Kansas City, ~0---------------- 809. 961 Atlanta, Ga _____________________ 1,022.979 
Buffalo, N.Y ____________________ 1, 113,491 
Cincinnati, Ohio________________ 924, 018 
Nashville-Davidson, Tenn________ 447, 877 
San Jose, CaUL _________________ 1, 064, 714 
Wnneapolis, ~inn______________ 960, 080 
Ft. VVorth, Tex__________________ 762,086 
Portland, Oreg__________________ 878.676 
Toledo, Ohio____________________ 484, 370 
Newark, N.J____________________ 929,986 
Oklahoma City, Okla.____________ 699, 092 
Oakland, Calif_ _________________ 1, 073, 184 
Louisville, KY------------------ . 695,055 
Long Beach, CaUL ______________ 7, 032, 075 
Omaha, Nebr___________________ 389,455 
~iami, Fla _____________________ 1,267,792 
Tulsa, Okla _________________ -- -·- 429,732 
Honolulu, HawaiL______________ 630, 528 
El Paso, Tex____________________ 359,291 
St. Paul, ~inn__________________ 476, 35 :"J 
Norfolk, Va_____________________ 307,951 
Birmingham, Ala________________ 644,991 
Rochester, N.Y ------------------ 711, 917 
Tampa, Fla_____________________ 490,265 
VVitchita, Kans__________________ 350, 694 
Akron, Ohio_____________________ 553,371 
Tucson, Ariz____________________ 351,667 
Jersey City, N.J_________________ 609,266 
Sacramento, Calif_______________ 631,498 
Austin, Tex_____________________ 295,516 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I enter also, 
for the consideration of my colleagues, 
the text of the Emergency Crime Control 
Act of 1971. The bill follows: 

H.R. 11813 
A bill to provide for greater and more efficient 

Federal financial assistance to certain large 
cities with a high incidence of crime, and 
for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

••Emergency Crime Control Act of 1971". 
TITLE I-PLANNING AND LAVV ENFORCE
~NT GRANTS TO HIGH CRlliE URBAN 
AREA 

DEFINITION OF HIGH CRIME URBAN AREA 
SEC. 101. Section 601 of title I of the Omni

bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 is amended-

(A) in subsection (d), by inserting after 
.. means any" the following: "high crime 
urban area", and 

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(m) 'High crime urban area' means any 
city with a population of not less than 250,-
000 and any counties, boroughs, or parishes, 
if any, with respect to which such city sub
stantally uses or shares services relating to 
law enforcement." 
HIGH CRIME URBAN AREAS TO CONSTITUTE SEP

ARATE REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS 
SEc. 102. Section 303 of title I of the Omni

bus Crlme Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 is amended by striking out "and" at 
the end of paragraph (11), striking out the 
period at the end of paragraph (12) and in
serting in lieu thereof "; and ", and adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"(13) provide that in addition to other re
gional planning units, if any, which may be 
established within the State, each high crime 
urban area within such State shall constitute 
a separate regional planning unit which shall 
(A) assist in the development of the compre-

hensive State plan, (B) take receipt from the 
State planning agency of all Federal funds 
granted under this part for use in such high 
crime urban area, and (C) assist in coordi
nating all law enforcement efforts within 
such high crime urban area which are in 
whole or in part assisted by Fedexal funds 
under this title." 
PLANNING GRANTS TO HIGH CRIME URBAN AREAS 

SEC. 103. Section 203 of title I of the Omni
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 is amended-

(A) by inserting "(1)" immediately after 
the subsection designation" (c)"; 

(B) in the third sentence of subsection (c), 
by striking out "In" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), in"; and 

(C) by inserting immediately after subsec
tion (c) the following new paragrap~: 

"(2) (A) In allocating such 40 l-& centum 
of funds to units of general local governuent 
under this subsection, each State planning 
agency shall grant to each high crime urban 
area within its jurisdiction an amount which 
is determined by the following formula: 

"(i) ~ultiply 1 times the percentage of the 
State population which resi1es within the 
particular high crime urban area. 

"(ii) ~ultiply 2 times the percentage of 
the incidence of all crime in the State which 
takes place in the particular high crime 
urban area (as determined by the use of 
suitable crime statistics). 

"(iii) Add the products determined under 
clauses (i) and (ii), and divide the sum of 
the products by 3. 

"(iv) The quotient determined under 
clause (iii) represents the percentage of such 
40 per centum of funds which shall be 
granted in each case under this subsection 
to each high crime urban area. 

"(B) A grant made under this paragraph to 
a high crime urban area shall be in lieu of 
any other grant under this subsection to any 
unit of general local government or combina
tion of such units which is located within 
the boundary of such high crime urban area." 

LAW ENFORCEMENT BLOCK GRANTS TO HIGH 
CRIME URBAN AREAS 

SEc. 104. Section 304 of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 is amended by inserting immedi
ately after "Sec. 304." the following.: "(a) 
Except as provided in subsection (b) ," and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (a), each State planning agency 
shall make a block grant in lieu of program 
and project grants to each high crime urban 
area within the State which (A) notifies 
such agency that there has been organized 
within such area an Urban Law Enforcement 
Council and (B) submits to such agency a. 
plan for the use of such grant. Such notifi
cation and submission of a plan shall be in 
lieu of any application for assistance under 
this part on behalf of any other unit of 
general local government or combination of 
units of general local government which is 
included within the boundary of such high 
crime urban area. Each such block grant shall 
be made directly to the Urban Law Enforce
ment Council (or such fiscal agent as the 
Council may designate) , and each such Coun
cil shall have the responsibility for deter
mining the manner and method in which 
~ach Euch grant is used within the high 
crime urban area it represents. Each such 
block grant shall be designed to cover all 
law enforcement programs and projects which 
are undertaken within the high crime urban 
area. 

"(2) Each State planning agency shall 
grant to each high crime urban area an 
amount which is determined by the following 
formula: 

"(A) ~ultiply 1 times the percentage of 
the State population which resides within 
the particular high crime urban area. 

"(B) Multiply 2 times the percentage of 
the incidence of all crime in the State which 
takes place in the particular high crime ur
ban area (as determined by the use of suit
able crime statistics) . 

" (C) Add the products determined under 
subparagraphs (A) and (B), and divide the 
sum of the products by 3. 

"(D) The quotient determined under sub
paragraph (C) represents the percentage of 
all funds (available from the State under 
this part for grants to units of general local 
government and combinations of such units) 
which shall be granted in each case to each 
high crime urban area. 

"(3) The Urban Law Enforcement Council 
for each high crime urban area shall be com
posed of representatives of (A) each city 
within such high crime urban area with a 
population of not less than 250,000, and (B) 
each county, borough, or parish, if any, with 
respect to which each such city substantially 
uses or shares services relating to law en
forcement." 
TITLE II-SPECIAL ~ACT GRANTS TO 

HIGH INTENSITY URBAN AREAS 
SEC. 201. Title I of the Omnibus Crime 

Control and Safe Streets Act is amended by 
redesignating parts F, G, H, and I as parts 
G, H, I, and J, respectively, and inserting 
after part E the following new part: 
"PART F--GRANTS FOR COMBATING CRIME IN 

HIGH-CRIME URBAN AREAS 
"SEc. 471. It is the purpose of this part to 

provide Federal financial assistance to cer
tain urban areas in order to enable them to 
accelerate the initiation or expansion of pro
grams and projects designed to cope with 
the unique and growing problem of urban 
crime. 

"SEc. 472. The Administration shall make a 
blocK ~rant under this part to each high 
crime urban area which (A) notifies it that 
there has been organized within such area. 
an Urban .Gaw Enforcement Council (as pro
vided for in section 304 (b) (3) ) , and (B) 
submits to it a. plan for the use of such 
grant. The Administration shall make a block 
grant under this part to each high crime 
urban area in the amount of $5 per person 
multiplied by the population of such area 
as determined by the most recently available 
decennial census. It is the intention of the 
Congress that Federal funds made available 
under this title will not be used to supplant 
State or local funds, but will be used to in
crease the amount of funds that would other
wise be maae available for law enforcement 
purposes. 

"SEc. 473. If lhe sums appropriated for 
any fiscal year for making grants pursuant 
to this part an:· not sufficient to pay in full the 
total amount:_, which all eligible units of 
general loca· government are eligible to re
ceive unde•· this pa:-t for such year. then the 
amount available fur grants to such eligi
ble units shall be ratedly reduced if neces
sary. 

"SEc. 474. Grants shall be made :-vailable 
under this part for the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1972, June 30, 1973, ~cd June 30, 
1974. At the close of the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1974, no further grants shall be made 
under this part. There is authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
for the purposes of carrying out this part." 

LONG-TERM FINANCING FOR COR
PORATION FOR PUBLIC BROAD
CASTING 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts CMr. MAcDONALD) is reoog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing 
legislation which will provide long-term 
financing for the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. 
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In 1967 the Carnegie Commission 

urged that the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting be financed on a long-term 
basis in order to permit its operation 
free from "political interference." The 
legislation which created CPB and which 
came out of the communications sub
committee following the Carnegie Com
mission report did not establish the 
mechanism for true permanent financing 
of CPB. It was felt that more time and 
study were required before making such 
an important decision. 

At that time Congress authorized $9 
million to be appropriated to enable the 
Corporation to come into being. It was 
made clear that this was intended to be 
"seed money" pending a long-range fi
nancing plan to be submitted by the ad
ministration. In the committee report 
which accompanied the Public Broad
casting Act, the need for permanent 
financing was stated clearly and con
cisely by the ranking minority member 
of our committee, Congressman WILLIAM 
SPRINGER, who urged that "a workable 
and acceptable plan must be presented or 
all that we have done to date will be for 
naught." 

But to date, 3 years into this admin
istration's term, the Congress and the 
American people are still waiting for such 
a plan from the executive branch. Last 
year during the 1972 budget preparation 
period a decision was made by the ad
ministration to develop financing legisla
tion for CPB. Nine months ago, the Pres
ident renewed the commitment delivered 
when he stated in his proposed budget for 
fiscal year 1972: 

Legislation will be proposed to provide an 
improved financing arrangement for the 
Corporation. 

After a series of unending delays we are 
still without an administration plan. 

My responsibilities as chairman of the 
Communications and Power Subcommit
tee of the Interstate and Foreign Com
merce Committee require me to point out 
the seriousness of the present situation: 
further delay will jeopardize the continu
ation and endanger the effectiveness of 
public broadcasting. Absent a financing 
plan for this purpose, we must face up to 
the fact that discontinuance of public 
broadcasting is a logical consequence. 
Unless action is taken immediately mil
lions of Americans who have gotten into 
the habit of looking and listening regu
larly to public broadcasting for quality 
programing in both the education and 
the entertainment fields will be deprived 
of that source of relief from the often 
banal offerings of commercial broad
casting. 

The responsibility for initiating the 
promised permanent financing legisla
tion within the executive branch lies with 
the Office of Telecommunications Policy. 

Its director spoke at the recent con
vention of the National Association of 
Broadcasters-NAEB--in Miami and 
criticized public broadcasting for the di-

rections in which he claimed it was head
ing. Yet all he could say about the ad
ministration's plan to improve CPB fi
nancing was that it lay in the distant 
future if public broadcasting continues 
to be structured as it is today and mov
ing in the direction it seems to be 

headed. And still we in the Congress 
wait. 

Developments during this year, capped 
by this suggestion by an administration 
appointee that public broadcasting struc
ture itself in his image, illustrate more 
clearly than ever the need for permanent 
insulation of the Corporation from out
side interference and control. 

Public broadcasting is being subjected 
to a new technique developed in Wash
ington which can be termed "intimida
tion by raised eyebrow." While the cur
rent administration certainly did not 
originate the technique, it has refined it 
to a real art. A well-placed phone call, 
a well-timed speech, or a coincidental 
personal investigation can all apply that 
Government pressure which we had 
hoped the media were protected from by 
virtue of the Constitution or an act of 
Congress. 

The theme of freedom from govern
mental pressures has been dominant in 
virtually all discussions of permanent 
financing for the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. I have repeatedly em
phasized that the presence of Federal 
money must not turn public broadcast
ing into a voice of the Government . For 
while public broadcasters must depend 
upon Federal sources for funding, they 
must be assured that they will be free 
from any Federal control over program
ing. 

The Chairman of the Federal Com
munications Commission, Dean Burch, 
reiterated the point in his testimony be
fore the Communications Subcommittee 
in April of 1970: 

The Commission wishes to stress, however, 
a.s it has in the pa.st, the crucial importance 
of obtaining for the Corporation at the earli
est possible time a permanent financial base 
not dependant upon annual appropriations. 
The Committee will recall that the Carnegie 
Commission recommended establishment of 
permanent financing of a very substantial 
order at an early date. Too great a delay in 
finding the permanent financing solution 
wlll adversely affect the development of the 
Corporation and thus of the nation's non
commercial educational system. 

In the absence of an administration 
plan for financing, I have decided to 
introduce a bill which is designed to 
embrace the characteristics of perma
nent financing and which is at the same 
time consistent with sound economic 
principles that do not impose unreason
able burdens upon any segment of the 
economy. 

This legislation would establish a spe
cial fund in the Treasw·y known as the 
"Public Broadcasting Fund." 

Money would go into the fund through 
a 2-for-1 matching program with a 
definite base amount set aside for the 
Corporation. The bill calls for maximum 
funding limits over a 5-year period 1973 
through 1977. It also provides that of the 
total amount received by the Corporation 
from the fund each year, not less than 
30 percent shall be distributed to public 
television and radio stations. This pro-
vision will insure that continued and 
increased support to the stations will re
main a top priority of the Corporation. 

The matching provision in my bill is 
intended to provide an incentive for in
creased non-Federal support. I am hope
ful this will encourage State and local 

governments, as well as private sources, 
to increase their contribution to this 
unique and greatly-needed public service. 

It is important, I believe, that this 
proposed funding plan will permit the 
Corporation to mabtain administrative 
discretion over program and station 
support grants, as well as all other serv
ices provided by the Corporation. 

In order for the Corporation to dis
charge its responsibility to build and 
strengthen a public broadcasting system 
tha;t best serves the greatest number of 
American listeners and viewers, it must 
be free in its decisionmaking responsibil
ity. The Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 
is grounded on that principle. 

The full promise of public broadcasting 
cannot be achieved until a plan for per
manent financing is put into effect. I am 
confident the Congress will recognize 
this fact and adopt this much needed 
legislation. Also, I encourage the admin
istration to work with us in a cooper
ative spirit of support for our efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, I include a summary of 
this legislation and urge its consideration 
by my colleagues. 

ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY 

Variations of the "matching fund" concept 
were included in both the Corporation's au
thorization bill for fiscal years 1971 and 1972. 
This "matching fund" proposal does embrace 
the characteristics of permanent financing 
which are consistent with sound economic 
principles that do not impose unreasonable 
burdens upon any segment of the economy. 
Those characteristics are: 

1. Protection from extraneous influence 
and control; 

2. Large in amount; 
3. Stable and assured; 
4. Capable of increases over time; 
5. Devoid of harsh economic effects on 

commercial broadcasting or other enterprises, 
or on particular segments of the public; 

6. Sensible in linkage between those who 
pay and those who benefit; 

7. Compatible with (and encouraging to) 
growth of non-Federal financing. 

Explanation of the proposed technical 
changes in the 1967 Act, and a description of 
the "matching fund" section including the 
levels of funding requested over a five-year 
period follows: 
TITLE I-EXPANSION OF SCOPE AND IMPROVED 

FINANCING OF CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC 
BROADCASTING 

Sec. 101. 
(a) (J). New subparagraph (J) is intended 

to provide Corporation authority to "encour
age and assist the utilization and develop
ment" of new technology (nonbroadcast) for 
the production and distribution of educa
tional radio and television programs. 

(b) (K) (1). Subsection (K) of the Act (fi
nancing section) is amended to provide for 
the establishment of a special fund in the 
Treasury known as the "Public Broadcasting 
Fund." A five-year appropriation is requetsed 
calling for the following amounts: 

( 1) $65,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 
30, 1973; 

(2) $90,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 
30, 1974; 

(3) $120,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 
30, 1975; 

( 4) $140,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 
30, 1976; and 

( 5) $160,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 
30, 1977. 

(b) (K) (2). This section establishes proce
dures for distributing funds from the Treas
ury Fund to the Corporation. 

(A) A base of $35,000,000 in fiscal year 1973; 
$40,00,000 in fiscal year 1974; and 

$50,000,000 in each of the three succeeding 
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fiscal years is provided from the Fund direct
ly to the Corporation for its own use. 

(B) An amount which equals one-half 
of the non-Federal support for public broad
casting (match provision) is also made avail
able to the Corporation provided, however, 
the total amount distributed to the Cor
poration does not exceed $65,000,000 in FY 
1973; $90,000,000 in FY 1974; $120,000,000 
in FY 1975; $140,000,000 in FY 1976; and 
$160,000,000 in FY 1977. 

The matching provision is intended to pro
vide an incentive for increasing non-Federal 
support to the public broadcasting system. 
The multi-year funding levels represent pro
jections made by the Corporation over the 
past three years and agreed as reasonable 
by the Administration. They are in keeping 
with the needs of the system and the anti
cipated growth of non-Federal income to 
the system as a whole. 

(b) (K) (3). This subsection provides that 
the Corporation will distribute not less than 
30% of the total amount received from the 
fund each year to the stations. 

(b) (K) (4). This subsection provides that 
the Corporation shall set "Standards" for 
eligibility .and distribution of the funds pro
vided under the proceeding paragraph. 

(b) (K) (5). Provides that monies paid 
from the Treasury Fund to the Corporation 
shall be paid .at the beginning of each flscal 
year. 

In summary, the characteristics of this 
proposal provides for: 

(1) Creation of "Public Broadcasting 
Fund" within the Treasury; 

(2) Authorizes deposits in the Fund for 
.a five-year period; 

(3) Amounts authorized: 
(a) A definite amount of $35 million in

creasing to $50 million after 3 years; and 
(b) An "incentive" amount (one-half of 

the total, non-Federal funds received by the 
whole non-commercial system). 

( 4) Of the Federally appropriated funds 
under the blll, 30% would be distributed to 
the stations according to standards estab
lished by the Corporation. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
California <Mr. DANIELSON) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday, November 15, 1971, I was neces
sarily absent from the House Chamber 
on official business where I was discuss
ing current legislation before the annual 
conference of the North American Judges 
Association. 

During the proceedings, a number of 
rollcall votes were taken on bills which 
were brought up under suspension of 
the rules. Had I been present, I would 
have voted as follows: 

I would have voted "yea" on roll No. 
386, the Cancer Attack Act, H.R. 11302, 
which passed with a vote of yeas 350, 
nays 5. 

I would have voted "yea" on roll No. 
387, membership in international crim
inal police, H.R. 11350, which passed 
with a vote of yeas 344, nays 0. 

I would have voted "yea" on roll No. 
388, copyright protection, Senate Joint 
Resolution 132, which passed wjth a vote 
of yeas 300, nays 49. 

I would have voted "y.ea" on roll No. 
389, disability and death pension, H.R. 
11651, which passed with a vote of yeas 
351, nays 0. 

I would have voted "yea" on roll No. 
394, dependency and indemnity com
p,ensation, H.R. 11652, which passed with 
a vote of yeas 350, nays 0. 

I would have noted "nay" on roll No. 
391, redwood tracts taken for parks, 
H.R. 11080, which was defeated by a vote 
of yeas 148, nays 203. 

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 
TREATY-CANITBEVERnnED 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from cali
fornia <Mr. HoLIFIELD) is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on Oc
tober 27 and 28, 1971, the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy held public hear
ings on the matter of nuclear test de
tection identification, and location. These 
open hearings were held by congressman 
MELVIN PRICE, chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Research, Development and 
Rladiation. The purpose of the hearings 
was to determine progress that had been 
made in the ability of seismologists to dif
ferentiate between earthquakes and 
underground nuclear explosions. 

Beginning in the late 1950's, the Joint 
Committee has been in the forefront of 
those who wished to understand the proc
ess of nuclear test detection, identifica
tion, and location so that we could 
achieve what all world leaders should 
want--and that is a comprehensive nu
clear test ban treaty which could be un
dertaken by all nations without fear that 
clandestine and undetected nuclear tests 
could take place for the development of 
weapons. The October 27-28 hearings 
were to update the last Joint Committee 
hearings held in 1963. 

I would like to commend my colleague, 
MEL PRICE, for an excellent job. The 
Joint Committee hearings were geared 
to understanding the technical accom
plishments which would or would notal
low the United States to enter into a com
prehensive test ban treaty. 

I believe the hearings brought out two 
significant points. 

First of all, a determined evader could 
conduct nuclear tests with a good proba
bility of not being caught if he stayed be
low the 20-kiloton range. Nuclear weap
ons scientists tell me that much could 
be accomplished in nuclear weapons de
velopment below that range. 

The second significant point brought 
out is that onsite inspection would not 
be of as much value as we previously 
thought if the basic seismic data did not 
reveal a reasonably precise location for 
an onsite inspection team to search. 

The subcommittee is now giving con
sideration to holding follow-on hearings 
to look into the broader aspects of the 
detection, identification, and location of 
seismic events as they relate to a com
prehensive test ban treaty. I believe 
clearly that we have taken a significant 
first step by obtaining the technical data 
associated with developments of seismol-
ogy in the field of underground nuclear 
test detection. The scientific testimony 
received appears to indicate that much 
more must be done before the United 
States can have any real assurance that 
clandestine underground nuclear tests 
conducted by potential adversaries could 
be identified and located by so-called 
national means. 

A broader issue which has in it hidden 
potential danger to our national security 
is whether for international political rea-

sons we are willing to make a judgment 
that it is not significant what can be ac
complished below 20 kilotons. Before 
making this judgment, I would like to 
receive more reassuring testimony than 
I heard at the October 27-28 meetings. 

In connection with the vitally imror~ 
tant question of detection, identification, 
and location of nuclear weapons tests, I 
think it is well to point out, as I did in a 
statement last April 13, that the press 
has consistently given an optimistic in
terpretation to the accomplishments that 
seismologists have made in identifying 
nuclear weapons tests. An example of 
this can be found in a Washington Post 
article of last April which the headline 
"Tiniest A-Blasts Identifiable Now." This 
article states, in part, the following: 

The improvements in explosion detection 
now enable seismometers as far away as 4,000 
miles to pick out weapons tests with less 
force than one kiloton. 

The article of course does not go into 
the matters of identification and location 
of a particular detonation. I contrast 
that with the responsible reporting by 
the Stockholm International Peace Re
search Institute-SIPRI-in its 1971 pro
gress report entitled "Seismic Methods 
for Monitoring Underground Explosions" 
which indicates that, and I quote: 

We can also identify as such explosions 
from known test sites if they are equivalent 
to an explosion with a yield of 20 kilotons or 
more in hard rock. 

The members of the SIPRI Seismic 
Study Group come from various nations 
throughout the world and are outstand
ing seismologists and students of world 
affairs. I would like to list them at this 
point in the RECORD: 

Prof. Liviu Constantinescu, Bucharest, Ro-
mania. 

Dr. David Davies, Cambridge, Mass. 
Dr. Ulf Ericsson, Stockholm, Sweden. 
Prof. Eugene Herrin, Dallas, Tex. 
Dr. V. Karnik, Sporilov, Czechoslovakia. 
Dr. Pierre Mechler, Paris, Prance. 
Prof. S. Miyamura, Tokyo, Japan. 
Prof. Ivan Pasechnik, Moscow, U.S.S.R. 
Prof. Frank Press, Cambridge, Mass. 
Dr. H. Thirlaway, Berkshire, England. 
Dr. T. G. Varghese, Bombay, India. 
Dr. Kenneth Whitham, Ottawa, Canada. 

With improvements which we all hope 
will be available in the future, the SIPRI 
report indicates the probability of iden
tifying explosions with yields as low as 2 
kilotons in hard rock. However, this 
study points out that even with future 
improvements this result, while valid for 
the Western United States, still needs 
verification for other regions. I would like 
to point out that the Western United 
States is probably the world's best cali
brated area from a seismic point of view. 

At this point in the RECORD I would like 
to include a summary from the 1971 
progress report published by SIPRI on 
this matter. 

SUMMARY 

The discriminant based on the relative ex
citation of surface waves and body waves by 
earthquakes and explosions has continued to 
be the most successful means of identifying 
events. Explosions are found to generate sig
nificantly less surface waves that earth
quakes for a given excitation of body waves. 

Using this technique, we may make three 
distinct statements about seismic discrimina
tion capability on a global !basis. 

(i) With the currently deployed instru-
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ments we can identify as such almost every 
earthquake in Eurasia that is reported by a 
standard agency (United States Coast and 
Geodetic Survey). We can also identify as 
such explosions from known test sites if they 
are equivalent to an explosion with a yield 
of 20 kilotons or more in hard rock. 

(11) Major instrumental developments now 
being applied in new deployment of instru
ments is likely to lower this explosion thresh
old to 10 kilotons in hard rock in the next 
two years. 

(111) Looking further ahead, results from 
studies of explosions and earthquakes in the 
Western United States indicate that a lower 
threshold should be attainable everywhere. 
There are sufficient differences between ex
plosions and earthquakes that explosions 
with yields as low as 2 kilotons in hard rock 
can probably be identified with improved def
initions of discrimination parametres. This 
result, while valid for the Western U.S., needs 
verification for other regions. If verification 
is obtained, the establishment of this capa
bility on a global basis will require substan
tial investment in an improved network. 

The only events which at present cannot 
be e1fectively discr1minated by the body
wave/surface-wave discriminant are explo
sions of less than 20 kilotons in hardrock and 
earthquakes that generate anomalously low 
surface waves. A recent Canadian study in
dicates that the number of earthquakes fall
ing into the latter category is very small. 
Thus the lack of a surface wave for small ex
plosions can be a valuable aid to discrim
inJation. 

The above figures are ali based on experi
ence with explosions at existing test sites. 
Theoretical predictions of discriminative ca
pability can be made for explosions sites at 
any other location. They show that there are 
at present regions 1n which explosions of 
somewhat larger yield could be fired and not 
be identified. Improved instrumentation will 
lower this threshold too. 

Other d.iscrim1nants based on spectral dif
ferences between explosions and earth
quakes have as yet only proved of limited 
value. 

The reasons for discr1mination are still 
not perfectly understood, but it is suggested 
that the nature of the long term displace
ment at the focus of an event controls the 
marked differences in excitation of surface 
and body waves. There is still a need for 
more detailed work on the nature of the 
seismic source and radiation from its vi
cinity. 

At low yields discrimination becomes prey 
to variability in properties of the Earth both 
near the source and along the propagation 
path. As yet these have not produced an in
surmountable obstacle to discrimination. 

Modest instrumentation changes such as 
recording conventional instruments on mag
netic tape may significantly improve surface 
wave detection capablllty. 

Firing an explosion in softer rock can 
raise the yield threshold for discrimination. 
It is also possible to pursue techniques to 
conceal explosions-an inadequate amount 
of data exists for a full evaluation of some of 
these techniques and appropriate counter
measure:;;. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
point out that the report from the SIPRI 
seismic group has certainly been recog
nized as an authoritative document. In 
the November 5, 1971, issue of Nature 
magazine we find the following state
ment: 

Indeed, the seismologists are understand
ably divided on the issue-some of those who 
gave evidence in Washington last week were 
confident that It would be feasible promptly 
to extend the test-ban to cover underground 
tests, but others thought the time had not 
come. From a strictly technical point of view, 

this ambivalence is borne out by the 1971 
progress report of the Stockholm Interna
tional Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) on 
Seismic Methods for Monitoring Underground 
Explosions, Dr. David Davies' latest supple
ment to the first report on seismic detection 
methods now distributed from Stockholm. 
The improvements of technique in the past 
two years have been considerable-new in
struments now being laid out should make it 
possible two years from now to discriminate 
between explosions and earthquakes by re
mote methods where the explosions are 
eouivalent to ten kilotons detonated in hard 
rock. 

This particular article was printed be
fore the Cannikin test took place. How
ever, it does point out that those who 
truly study these exotic scientific sub
jects should be more carefully listened to 
than the doomsday prophets. 

I request that the entire article be in
cluded at this point in the RECORD. 

WILL THE '!'EST BAN EVER BECOME TRUE? 

These are confusing times for those who 
hope that the partial test-ban treaty will one 
of these days be extended to cover explosions 
beneath the ground. In the United States 
(see page 6) President Nixon seems finally to 
have agreed to let the underground test in 
the Aleutians take place. The Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy in Washington has 
also been mulling over the question-the 
chances are that it will accept the Depart
ment of Defense's view that it would be un
wise at this stage to extend the partial test
ban. Indeed, the seismologists are under
standably divided on the issue-some of those 
who gave evidence in Washington last week 
were confident that it would be feasible 
promptly to extend the test-ban to cover 
underground tests, but others thought the 
time had not come. From a strictly technical 
point of view, this ambivalence is borne out 
by the 1971 progress report of the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI) on Seismic Methods jor Monitoring 
Underground Explosions, Dr. David Davies' 
latest supplement to the first report on seis
mic detection methods now distributed from 
Stockholm. The improvements of technique 
in the past two years have been consider
able-new instruments now being laid out 
should make it possible two years from now 
to discriminate between explosions and 
earthquakes by remote methods where the 
explosions are equivalent to ten kilotons de
tonated in hard rock. There is even a chance 
that the limit of discrimination will settle 
at two kilotons when there is more experience 
of the advanced instruments. 

The Cannikin test in the Aleutians is 
worrying for several reasons. It will most 
probably not trigger off an earthquake, and 
to that extent the Atomic Energy Commis
sion was probably within its rights. The eco
logical dangers of which people have spoken 
are themselves ill-defined and improbable, 
although the way in which the Council on 
Environmental Quality has declined to com
ment on the AEC's environmental state
ment is a slap in the face for those who have 
been waiting for great things from the coun
cil. The real objection to the Cannikin test 
is political. For one thing, it gives offence to 
neighbouring countries, Canada and Japan 
in particular. For another, since it seems to 
be acknowledged that the test is part of the 
programme to develop warheads for anti
ball1stic missiles, the occasion seems to serve 
notice that the SALT talks are making less 
rapid progress than people had been hoping. 
-Dr. James Schlesinger, the chairman of the 
AEC, said last week that he did not expect 
the tests to affect the talks; most of his 
listeners will believe that that can be true 
only if the talks are going badly. It is true, 
of course, that the Soviet Union has only re-

cently fired an underground explosion in its 
testing ground at Novaya Zemlya, so that 
both partners in the talks seem to be follow
ing the same despondent line. Unhappily, 
even here the facts are not clear. The AEC 
says that the most recent Russian test was 
of a weapon with a yield of three megatons 
or more, but the calibration of the magni
tude of the surface waves produced by ex
plosions of dUferent power (reported by Dr. 
P. D. Marshall and his colleagues on page 8) 
suggests that the Russian explosion most 
probably had a power less than 1.5 mega
tons. The amplitude of the surface waves 
have after all been published. The question 
in people's minds is bound to be whether 
the AEC is trying to make five megatons in 
the Aleutians seem a little more palatable 
to everybody by exaggerating the size of the 
explosion. 

The difficulty of discriminating between 
underground tests and earthquakes will, in 
principle, never be solved. The more sensitive 
the instruments become, the greater will 
become the number of tiny earthquakes 
which they record and the greater will be the 
possibility that quite small, nuclear explo
sions will go undetected. And it will not be 
long before instruments are refined to the 
point at which it will be necessary to dis
tinguished nuclear explosions from other 
artefacts-ordinary chemical explosions, for 
example. In other words, there is plainly a 
limit to the perfectibility of a monitoring 
system operated by remote control. The prac
tical question, is therefore, to decide at what 
point in the progressive improvement of 
seismic detectors it will be best to say that 
the time has come to settle for a treaty. 

What are the risks? The United States 
Congress and those government departments 
which fan its suspicions of any agreement 
that lacks provision for on-site inspection 
will always of course be able to shelter be
hind the view that no treaty can bring utter 
security. Any comprehensive test-ban treaty 
based on remote control is bound to allow 
some small explosions to go undetected. The 
question, from the point of view of the 
United States, is whether the Russian gov
ernment has a military need• to test weapons 
with an explosive power of a kiloton or two, 
whether it would risk the contumely of be
ing discovered by some other method--es
pionage, perhaps-to have broken a treaty 
for the sake of such minisicule explosions 
and whether, in any case, there would be a 
military advantage in making such tests. 
After all, the days of the tactical nuclear 
weapon are over. In short, the point has 
probably been reached when a slavish in
sistence on on-site inspection has come to 
seem an attempt to avoid what could be an 
exceedingly valuable international agree
ment. The longer this goes on-and the 
Soviet government is as much to blame as 
the American-the more discreditable it will 
seem. 

AMENDMENTS TO BE OFFERED BY 
MR. FREY OF FLORIDA TO AMEND
MENT OFFERED BY MR. MACDON
ALD OF MASSACHUSETTS TO H.R. 
11060 

(Mr. FREY asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, during the 
markup of the Campaign Communica
tions Reform Act, I offered, among other 
strengthening amendments, one which 
would allow a candidate to spend his 
money as he wished while maintaining 
the overall 10-cent spending limitation. 
My amendment was based on the fact 
that what we are trying to prevent is 
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someone buying an election. Why should 
it be OK to spend all of your money on 
newspapers but wrong to spent it on 
radio and television? Campaign tech
niques vary and each district and each 
State present different problems, stress
ing the need for flexibility in c~mpaign 
reform legislation. 

My amendment, which would allow 
this, passed the full committee several 
times, but eventually lost when the Mac
donald substitute was adopted by a 23 to 
20 vote. While I am still very much in 
favor of an approach with complete flex
ibility, and feel anything less is discrimi
natory toward radio and television, the 
overriding issue here is the need for get
ting campaign reform now. The people 
in this country are questioning the in
tegrity of our political system and all of 
those involved in the political process. If 
we do not take steps to insure that indi
viduals of both parties do not "buy" seats 
by tremendous spending, the faith in 
our system, which is already tenuous, will 
be weakened further. Therefore, in the 
spirit of compromise, because of the great 
need for reform, and because I fear the 
chances will be poor next year to adopt 
such legislation, I am offering an amend
ment that will do the following: 

First. Keep the overall spending for 
radio, television, newspapers, and maga
zines at 10 cents per voter population or 
$40,000, whichever is grealter; 

Second. Increase the amount expendi
ble for the broadcast media to 6 cents or 
60 percent of the $40,000, whichever is 
greater, in lieu of the 5 cents limitation 
on radio and television now in the bill; 

Third. And amend the communications 
price index to conform to the change. 

The full text of the amendment to be 
offered follows: 
AMENDMENTS TO BE OFFERED BY MR. FREY OF 

FLORIDA TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
MACDONALD OF MASSACHUSETTS TO H.R. 11060 
Page 4, strike out lines 8 through 21, and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 105. (a) (1) No legally qualified can

didate in an election (other than a primary 
or primary runoff election) for a Federal 
elective office may-

(A) spend for the use of communications 
media on behalf of his candidacy in such 
election a total amount in excess of the 
greater of-

(i) 10 cents (or such greater amount as 
may be certified under paragraph (4) (A) 
(i)) multiplied by the voting age popula
tion (as certified under paragraph (4) (B)) 
of the geographical area in which the elec
tion for such office is held, or 

(ii) $40,000 (or such greater amount as 
may be certified under paragraph (4) (B) 
(ii)), or 

(B) spend for the use of broadcast sta
tions on behalf of his candidacy in such 
election a total amount in excess of 60 per 
centum of the amount determined under 
subparagraph (A) with respect to such elec
tion. 

Page 6, beginning on line 24, strike out 
"in the Federal Register" and all that fol
lows down through "1972." in line 3 on page 
7, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
in the Federal Register-

(!) an amount which bears the same ratio 
to 10 cents, and 

(ii) an amount which bears the same 
ratio to $40,000, 
as the value of the communications price 
index for the last calendar year ending be
fore the date of certification bears to the 
value of such index for 1972. 

THE 18-YEAR-OLD VOTE-A PERCEP
TIVE COMMENT BY EDWARD BOU
RASSA ON THE NEED TO REGISTER 
(Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, this 
year we lowered, at long last, the voting 
age to 18 for all elections. 

However, ratification of that constitu
tional amendment is but the first step in 
making this lower voting age really 
meaningful. Now the task facing us is to 
get the newly enfranchised young voters 
to register to vote. 

Registering is not a glamorous event. 
Neither is it always convenient. But it is 
extremely important, for without it the 
lower voting age will be but another 
meaningless promise. 

Recently, a constituent of mine wrote a 
persuasive letter on the importance of 
registering to vote, to the editor of the 
Keene, N.H., Evening Sentinel. Edward 
Bourassa, chairman of the social studies 
department of Keene High School was 
moved to write this letter following a col
loquy wih a disaffected former student. 
His response was to make an eloquent and 
perceptive plea to young people to reg
ister to vote, a plea that deserves a wide 
audience. 

I would like to insert the letter at this 
point in the RECORD. 

TO NEWLY ELIGIBLES 
To the SENTINEL: 

I should like to address this letter to the 
young, newly eligible voters in the Keene 
area. 

Recently I met a former student of Inine in 
a local store. As he and I talked the conver
sation came around to registration of young 
people 18 to 20 to vote. 

I asked him if he had gotten his name on 
the checklist. Somewhat to my surprise he 
said he wasn't sure he was going to register. 

This fact, in retrospect, shocked me. He 
was a bright, mature individual so alienated 
from the system that he was not going to 
participate. This meeting of a teacher and a 
former student has prompted me to write 
this letter in the hopes of communicating 
with as many of my ex-students as possible. 

WHAT THE PEOPLE DO BEST 
Many of us read a book by Walter Lipp

mann entitled "The Public Philosophy." You 
will recall that Lippmann exhorts us to par
ticipate in government by doing that which 
the people only can do best--select those to 
govern us. If we leave this selection to others 
we get the type of government we deserve, 
one which does not represent us but only 
the vested interests of those who vote. 

Thus, I urge all young people to register 
and vote. The system will work. If you choose 
to "cop out" you are only inviting what 
.John Adams cautioned against in the early 
days of the Republic: "The end of every 
democratic experiment is a man on horse
back." 

EDWARD F. BOURASSA, Jr., 
Chairman, Social Studies Department, 

Keene High School. 

TRUE FACTS REVEALED ON PUBLIC 
PRAYER AMENDMENT 

(Mr. MADDEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago great consternation was devel-

oped over the Nation by the proposed 
amendment to our Constitution which 
would alter, for the first time in our his
tory, the Bill of Rights section of this 
historical instrument protecting liberty 
and freedom of American citizens. After 
extended debate on the House floor I 
think it was revealed to the satisfaction 
of Members that the key word in this 
proposed amendment, to wit: "nonde
nominational prayer" was a complete 
misnomer and meaningless. 

Toward the close of the long debate 
the sponsors of the amendment recog
nized this fact and asked the House of 
Representatives to substitute "voluntary 
prayer" for "nondenominational prayer." 
This admission by the sponsors of the 
legislation made the purpose of the pro
posed amendment meaningless and was 
the deciding maneuver which, fortunate
ly, brought about the defeat of this ef
fort to amend the time-honored Bill of 
Rights section of our Constitution which 
existed for over two centuries. 

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re
marks excerpts from an article by Carl 
T. Rowan in the Chicago Daily News, 
and also excerpts from an editorial in the 
Hammond Times of November 12,1971: 

No RELIGION IN PRAYER BILL FIGHT 
(By Carl T. Rowan) 

WASHINGTON.-Now that the House has 
rejected the school prayer amendment, it 
ought to be obvious to Americans that that 
bitter confrontation really had nothing to 
do with religiosity or piety. 

We see Republicans favoring school pray
ers by almost 5 to 1, but Democrats oppos
ing the proposed constitutional amendment 
by a margin of 5 to 4. Does anyone propose 
to argue that Republicans are more devout 
than Democrats? 

We see members of the Black Caucus lined 
up solidly against the amendment. Does any
one cont end that this proves whites are more 
godly than blacks? 

The vote and the debate preceding it made 
it pretty clear that this was just a struggle 
of political ideologies, of liberals versus con
servatives, of those who cherish the Bill of 
Rights and those who find that it keeps 
getting in the way of their pet ideas as to 
what kind of country this ought to be. 

Small wonder that some of the most devout 
men in the House voted against the prayer 
amendment. They saw it for what it was: 
an attempt to erode the Bill of Rights by 
people who would like to impose their views 
of morality, righteousness, political wisdom 
and human worth on everyone else. 

Revealing also were the remarks of one con
gressman who noted that the Supreme Court 
that outlawed school prayers was the "same 
court that said newspapers can lie about 
you, that Communist-oriented newspapers 
can publish any government secrets it can 
buy or steal, and that has prescribed rules to 
protect the rights of criminals against the 
law-abiding." 

That is a pretty mean political tirade from 
a man whose alleged goal was to get God 
back into the schools. It illustrates the wis
dom of that old Spanish proverb: "Never 
leave Y'QUr corn to dry before the door of a 
pious man." 

It would be pleasant enough to forget the 
school prayer debate as just another chal-
lenge beaten back. But when we see it as the 
political assault that it was, and note how 
narrowly it was repulsed, we dare not forget . 

All the issues about which Americans grow 
passionate these days are easily reduced to 
the "them" and "us" syndrome. "Them" crim
inals and "us" law-abiding people. "Them" 
welfare chiselers and "us" working people. 
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"Them" minorities trying to move into "our" 
suburban neighborhoods. 

All too often, the "thems" are the weak, 
the oppressed, the have-nots, and about the 
only thing they have going for them is the 
Bill of R ights and the 14th Amendment. 
Which is why the "us" and "our country" 
crowd gets so disgusted with that Bill of 
Rights. It makes it so inconvenient for the 
"us" gang to control or get rid of "them." 

If all it took was a passionate majority to 
change the Constitution, not only would we 
now have prayer in the schools and a bedlam 
of religious conflict, but the Bill of Rights 
would surely be stripped away. 

And that is testimony anew to the wisdom 
of the men who drafted that Constitution 
and made it so hard to change. 

No "ERSATZ RELIGION" 

It's bewildering how the American peo
ple resist government intervention in some 
areas and welcome it in others. 

Short of crisis situations most everyone 
objects to government interjecting itself in 
anything personal. Private enterprise is what 
made us a great nation and what will keep 
us that way, we argue defensively. 

What is more private, however, than a 
man's relation with his God? Still there are 
those who would invest government with an 
intermediary role-especially with children. 
They want compulsory, government-OK'd 
prayer in the public schools. 

Fortunately, a majority of the House of 
R~presentatlves senses the peril latent in 
such a role. It is succinctly stated in Speaker 
Carl Albert's declaration: "I'm not prepared 
to let the meddling hand of government, at 
any level, to any degree, be placed on any 
Inan's altar." 

The House soundly rebuffed attempts to 
amend the Constitution, supposedly so it 
would plainly allow praying in school. (A 
reading of the resolution shows its redun
dancy; it provides for nothing not already 
permissible.) 

The prayer advocates' resolution specified 
non-denominational prayer. That's an ex
ercise in semantics aimed at overcoming ob
jections to the constitutional proposal. But 
even where the term incorporated in a suc
cessful amendment attempt, who's to de
cide what's non-denominational? 

Were the desires of the prayer advocates 
ever incorporated in the Constitution, be
fore many months elapsed the various re
ligious denominations would be attacking 
school authorities over the kind of non
denominational prayers being said. Next 
they would be running to the government 
for rules and regulations. 

The same would happen even with the 
11th hour substitution in the amendment 
resolution of "voluntary" for non-denomi
national prayer. Voluntary connotes self
initiated, even spontaneous. Would school 
officials allow students unexpectedly to ut
ter prayers? Hardly. Not at the expense of 
orderly classrooms. 

And to set aside a period in the school day 
:for a voluntary prayer eliminates the volun
tary feature and finds a government agency 
prescribing regulations pertaining to reli
gion. 

In time the country, because of govern
ment meddling, would have the "ersatz re
ligion" of which Rep. Robert F. Drlnan, a 
Jesuit priest. warned in the House debate. 

GUN CONTROL-A PERSISTENT 
MYTH 

<Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
dude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
myth seems to persist in some circles that 
it is possible to halt crime by making it 

difficult or impossible for law-abiding 
citizens to obtain or possess guns. This 
myth manages to continue in spite of the 
fact that places with the strictest gun 
control laws seem to have the highest 
crime rates. 

Last week, the Boston, Mass., Globe 
and Herald Traveler carried front page 
stories which should put to rest once and 
for all that myth, if only the minds of 
gun control advocates were open on the 
subject. 

A 64-year-old patient in a nursing 
home, bedridden, by skillful use of a 
handgun managed to protect himself 
against three housebreakers, who were 
terrifying the nursing home. He man
aged to kill one of the three housebreak
ers. 

After reading these stories, all I can 
say is, who in his right mind would 
want to ban guns of any kind, when the 
result would only be to deprive people 
like John Clark of the means to protect 
themselves, while allowing hoodlums to 
continue to terrorize law-abiding Amer
icans? 

The two articles follow: 
BEDRIDDEN PATIENT KILLS BANDIT 

(By Paul Sawin) 
A 63-year-old bedridden paraplegic yester

day shot and killed one of three young hold
up men after they had struck his mother and 
a nurse in a Dorchester nursing home. 

"They were coming in to get me," John E. 
Clark told police later. "I had to do some
thing." 

Clark, paralyzed by an automobile accident 
nearly 20 years ago, said he has kept a pistol 
at his bedside ever since because it made 
him "feel better." 

About 4 p.m. yesterday, three knife-wield
ing youths invaded the Gamble Nursing 
Home at 13 Algonquin St. owned by Clark's 
mother, 87-year-old Mrs. Opie Gamble. 

Police were told the trio demanded money 
and knocked Mrs. Gamble and a nurse on 
duty, Miss Rita Donahue, 50, to the :floor 
when told there was no money. 

mark said he was waiting with the pistol in 
his hand when the three entered his nearby 
room. 

After firing three warning shots into the 
wall over the heads of the men, Clark took 
aim at one and fired again. 

The man doubled over and shouted, "I'm 
hit." He staggered from the home followed 
by his companions. 

Minutes later, responding to a call from 
Clark's mother, who had escaped from the 
home by a fire escape, police found the 
wounded man on the sidewalk. 

Dead on arriv.al at Carney Hospital with a 
bullet wound in the left side of his chest, was 
a youth tentatively identified by police as 
James Maciver, 19, of Washington Street, 
Brighton. 

"I can't imagine what they were expecting 
to get," said William Gamble, another son 
of the owner. "We keep no money here." 

The invasion of the home took place shortly 
after Miss Donahue had refused to open the 
door to a man seeking a "Mr. Welch." 

"I went upstairs to the second floor be
cause one of the patients had heard a noise," 
she said. 

"While checking around, I heard some 
shouting and started down the stairs. There 
were three men in the hall struggling with 
Mrs. Gamble. 

"She was furious. She kicked one of them 
and when they said they wanted money, she 
shouted 'What makes you think we'd keep 
money around here with the likes of you 
around.'" 

Mrs. Gamble was knocked down by one of 
the men and Miss Donahue was struck twice 
and threatened with a knife. 

"I never saw a knife so big," the 50-year
old nurse said, "or one so shiny." 

When the men entered Clark's first-floor 
bedroom, Mrs. Gamble, a widow of 40 years 
and a heart patient, went to the second lloor. 
A patient helped her get through a window 
to the fire escape. She climbed down and 
then wen t through backyards to a neighbor 
and telephoned police. 

"I don't think they believed I would shoot,'' 
said Clark, a former longshoreman, store de
tect! ve and taxi cab driver. 

His brother, William, said the men stopped 
a moment, when they saw the gun, then 
started moving toward the bed. 

"He fired three times into the wall and then 
shot at one of them." 

After running from the home, the wounded 
Inan collapsed on the sidewalk just as a cab 
was pulling up with an elderly woman about 
to visit a patient. 

One of the men shou ted to t he cab driver 
to "wait a minute" but the passenger urged 
him to drive on. He did, and the suspects de
serted their wounded companion and fled on 
foot. 

It was not the first ti.."lle Mrs. Gamble or 
Miss Donahue had faced holdup men. 

William said his mother had chased an 
intruder from the home recently when she 
surprised him in the kitchen. "She just 
picked up a butcher knife and went after 
him," he said. "Probably it was a good thing 
for him he did escape." 

Miss Donahue faced a bandit several years 
ago while working in a South Boston store. 
"I think that one was just as bad. He knocked 
me down and I thought that was going to be 
it for me." 

Both women were treated for bruises by 
Dr. Nathan Brenner. 

Lt. John Barry said he thought Clark had 
shot the intruder from about 10 feet away. 
He said the pistol was either a .32 or .38 cali
bre. He added that Clark had a right to have 
the gun. 

He said that several nursing homes in the 
immediate area had been broken into 
recently. 

None of the other 17 patients in the home 
were bothered by the men, William Gamble 
said, and some of them may not even have 
known what was going on. 

1\llinutes after the men entered the home, 
Gamble said, telephone wires were cut and 
there was no way of notifying police. 

"We heard about some kind of trouble here 
from a neighbor who monitors police calls. I 
live around the corner but by the time my 
wife and I arrived, everything had already 
happened. 

"I wanted to make sure my mother was all 
right. With her heart, anything could have 
happened." 

An ironic twist to the robbery attempt was 
in the only thing taken in the invasion. 

It was a Social Security check one of the 
men took from the Inain desk. It was found 
outside the home on the sidewalk. 

The recipient patient had died. 

PARAPLEGIC KEPT GUN BY BEDSIDE-INTRUDER 
SHOT BY PATIENT IN NURSING HOME 

(By Richard Weintraub) 
A 64-year-old former private investigator 

who has been bedridden in a Dorchester nurs
ing home for more than 20 years shot and 
killed one of three men who entered the home 
yesterday with the apparent motive of rob
bery. 

The dead man is James D. Mciver, 19, of 
Washington street in Brighton. 

According to Police Det. Lt. John Barry Jr. 
the men entered the Donald Leslie Nursing 
Home at 13 Algonquin st., Dorchester, yester
day about 4 p.m. 

After terrorizing a nurse and the 85-year
old owner of the home, they attempted to 
enter the room of John E. Clark, 64, where 
the shooting took place. 

Clark said he kept the .38 caliber hand 
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gun in a drawer beside his bed. Police said he 
had a permit for the weapon. He is a para
plegic. He said he had $1.40 in the room. 

According to witnesses, Mciver left the 
house with the aid of his two companions. 
He was found in front of a house two doors 
away from the nursing home. 

He was dead on arrival at Carney Hospital 
at 4:21 p.m. from a bullet wound in the left 
side of the chest. 

According to Lt. Barry, the men entered 
the home and cut the telephone wires. They 
assaulted two women, Mrs. Opie Gamble, the 
84-year-old owner of the home, and a 50-
year-old woman who is a nurse. They 
searched the women for money. 

Mrs. Gamble is Clark's mother. 
According to Clark, two men came to the 

doorway of his first-floor room minutes after 
he heard the commotion and screams of the 
two women elsewhere in the home. 

"One of them started into the room and 
I warned them I had a gun," Clark said. "He 
came on and I fired a warning shot into the 
wall. I fired another shot and missed and 
the two men (one who came into the room 
and another who waited in the ha.ll) fled into 
a kitchen across the hall." 

Three men then attempted to enter his 
room, Clark continued, two through a sliding 
door that connects with another first-floor 
room and the third from the hallway. 

"They were hollering 'Get the guy with the 
pistol,' " Clark said, and they threw a num
ber of books and a small cardboard cupboard 
at him, strking him in the face. 

"I fired another shot and missed," Clark 
said. "Then one of them came at me with a 
razor. I took another shot and he doubled 
up and ran." 

A<:cording to witnesses, Mrs. Gamble struck 
one of the men during the struggle and, de
spite the fact she uses a cane because of her 
advanced age, managed to get out of a sec
ond floor window and climb down a fire es
cape to seek the assistance of neighbors in 
calling the police. 

Neither the women nor Clark were seri
ously hurt. They were treated at the home 
by a police doctor. 

At the time of the incident, there were four 
employes and 17 patients-the full capacity
in the home. Aside from Clark and the two 
women, no one was attacked. 

Police are seeking the two men who were 
with Mciver. One is described as a.bout 6 feet 
tall and light skinned, the other as about 5 
feet 9 inches tall and darker. Both had Afro 
haircuts. 

Both men were carrying straight razors and 
tied from the scene on foot. 

While pollee said drugs might have been 
a. motive for entering the nursing home, a 
glass-front cabinet containing a. number of 
bottles of drugs that was immediately op
posite the door to Clark's room appeared 
untouched. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 
H.R. 11060 

<Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I intend 
to offer the following amendments to the 
bill, H.R. 11060, when it is under con
sideration in the Committee of the Whole 
later this week. I submit my amendments 
in the RECORD at this point. 
AMENDMENTS To H.R. 11060, AS REPORTED 

OFFERED BY MR. FRENZEL 

Page 9, line 23, strike out "between the 
tenth and fifteenth" and au that follows 
down through "such election" in line 2 on 
page 10 and insert in lieu thereof "on the 
lOth day of March, June, and September, in 
each year, and on the 15th and 5th days 

next preceding the date on which the elec
tion is to be held, and also on the 31st day 
of January following the election." 

Page 10, line 4, insert after the period 
the following: "Such reports shall be com
plete as of such date as the supervisory 
officer may prescribe, which shall not be 
less than five days before the date of filing 
except that any contribution of $5,000 or 
more received after the last report is filed 
prior to the election, shall be reported within 
forty-eight hours after its receipt." 

Page 13, beginning on line 1, strike out 
"not later than the forty-fift h day after the 
election" and insert in lieu thereof "on the 
31st day of January." 

Page 2, line 20, strike out "202(c) (2)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "203(c) (2) ". 

Page 3, strike out lines 19 through 23 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(8) The term 'Commission• means the 
Federal Elections Commission established 
under section 202." 

Page 3, line 25, strike out "202(b) (2) (C)" 
and insert in lieu thereaT ''203(b) (2) (C)". 

Page 4, insert after line 16 the following: 
"FEDERAL ELECTIONS COMMISSION 

"SEc. 202. (a) (1) There is hereby created a 
Commission to be known as the Federal Elec
tions Commission, which shall be composed 
of six members, not more than three of whom 
shall be members of the same political party, 
who shall be chosen from among persons who, 
by reason of maturity, experience, and public 
service have attained a nationwide reputa
tion for integrity, impartiality, and good 
judgment, are qualified to carry out the 
functions of the Commission and shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent o! the Senate. One of the 
original members shall be appointed for a 
term of two years, one for a term of four 
yea.rs, one for a term of six years, one for a 
term of eight years, one for a term o! ten 
years, and one for a term of twelve years, 
beginning from the date of enactment of 
this Act, but their successors shall be ap
pointed for terms of twelve years each, ex
cept that any individual chosen to fill a 
vacancy shall be appointed only for the un
expired term o! the member whom he shall 
succeed. The President shall designate one 
member to serve as Chairman of the Com
mission and one member to serve as Vice 
Chairman. The Vice Chairman shall act as 
Chairman in the absence or disability of the 
Chairman or in the event of a vacancy in that 
office. 

"(2) A vacancy in the Commission shaal 
not impair the right of the remaining mem
bers to exercise all the powers of the Com
mission and four members thereof shall con
stitute a quorum. 

"(3) The Commission shall have an official 
seal which shall be judicially noticed. 

"(b) It shall be the duty of the Com
mission-

"(1) to develop and furnish to the person 
required by the provisions of section 206 to 
file any report or statement prescribed forms 
for the making of the reports and statements 
required to be filed with it under such 
section; 

"(2) to prepare, publish, and furnish to the 
person required to file such reports and 
statements a manual setting forth recom
mended uniform methods of bookkeeping 
and reporting; 

"(3) to develop a filing, coding, and cross
indexing system consonant with the pur
poses of this Act; 

"(4) to make the reports and statements 
filed with it available for public inspection 
and copying, commencing as · soon as prac
ticable but not later than the end of the 
second day following the day during which 
it was received and to permit copying of 
any such report or statement by hand or by 
duplicating machine, as requested by any 
person, at the expense of such person: 
Provided, That any information copied from 

such reports and statements shall not be sold 
or ut111zed by any person for the purpose of 
soliciting contributions or for any commer
cial purpose; 

"(5) to preserve such reports and state4 
ments for a period of ten years from date of 
receipt, except that reports and statements 
relating solely to candidates for the House 
of Representatives shall be preserved for 
only five years from the date of receipt; 

"(6) to compile and maintain a current 
list of all statements or parts of stat ements 
pertaining to each candidate; 

"(7) to prepare and publish an annual 
report including compilations of (A) total 
reported contributions and expenditures for 
all candidates, political committees, and 
other persons during the year; (B) total 
amounts expended according to such cate
gories as it shall determine and broken down 
into candidate, party, and nonparty expend
itures on the National, State, and local 
levels; (C) total amounts expended for in
fluencing nominations and elections stated 
separately; (D) total amounts contributed 
according to such categories of amounts as 
it shall determine and broken down into 
contributions on the National, State, and 
local levels for candidates and political com4 
mittees; and (E) aggregate amounts con
tributed by any contributor shown to have 
contributed in excess of $100; 

"(8) to prepare and publish from time to . 
time special reports comparing the various 
totals and categories of contributions and 
expenditures made with respect to preceding 
elections; 

"(9) to prepare and publish such other 
reports as it may deem appropriate; 

"(10) to assure wide dissemination of sta
tistics, summaries, and reports prepared un
der this Act; 

" ( 11) to make from time to time audits 
and field investigations with respect to re
ports and statements filed under the pro
visions of section 206, and with respect to 
alleged failures to file any report or state
ment required under the provisions of section 
206; and 

"(12) to prescribe suitable rules and regu
lations to carry out the provisions of sections 
201 through 207 of this Act. 

" (c) ( 1) Any person who believes a viola
tion of this Act has occurred may file a com
plaint with the Commission. If the Com
mission determines there is substantial rea
so!l to believe such a violation has occurred, 
it shall expeditiously make an investigation, 
Which shall also include an investigation of 
reports and statements filed by the com
plainant if he is a candidate, of the matter 
complained of. Whenever in the judgment of 
the Commission, after affording due notice 
and an opportunity for a hearing, any person 
has engaged or 1s about to engage in any acts 
or practices which constitute or will con
stitute a violation of any provision of this 
Act or any regulation or order issued there
under, the Attorney General on behalf of 
the United States shall institute a civil action 
for relief, including a permanent or tem
porary injunction, restraining order, or any 
other appropriate order in the district court 
of the United States for the district in which 
the person is found, resides, or transact s busi
n ess. Upon a proper showing that such per
son has engaged or is about to engage in 
such acts or practices, a permanent or tempo
rary injunction, restraining order, or other 
order shall be granted without bond by such 
court. 

" (2) In any action brought under para
graph (1) of this subsection, subpenas for 
witnesses who are required to attend a United 
States district court may run into any other 
district. 

" ( 3) Any part y aggrieved by an order 
granted under paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion may, at any time within sixty days after 
the date of entr y thereof, file a petition with 
the United States court of appeals for the-
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circuit in which such person is found, re
sides, or transacts business, for judicial re
view of such order. 

"(4) The judgment of the court of ap
peals affirming or setting aside, in whole or 
in part, any such order of the district court 
shall be final, subject to review by the Su
preme Court of the United States upon cer
tiorari or certification as provided in section 
1254 of title 28 of the United States Code. 

"(5) Any action brought under this sub
section shall be advanced on the docket of 
the court in which filed, and put ahead of 
all other act ions (other than other actions 
brought under this subsection). 

"(d) The Commission shall at the close 
of each fiscal year report to the Congress 
and to the President concerning the action 
it has taken; the names, salaries, and duties 
of all individuals in its employ and the 
money it has disbursed; and shall make such 
further reports on the matters within its 
jurisdiction and such recommendations for 
further legislation as may appear desirable. 

"(e) Members of the Commission shall, 
while serving on the business of the Com
mission, be entitled to receive compensation 
at a rate fixed by the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget but not in ex
cess of $100 per day, including traveltime; 
and while so serving away from their homes 
or regular places of business they may be 
allowed travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec
tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

"(f) The principal office of the Commis
sion shall be in or near the District of Co
lumbia, but it may meet or exercise any or 
.all its powers at any other place. 

"(g) All officers, agents, attorneys, and 
employees of the Commission shall be sub
jeqt to the provisions of section 9 of the Act 
of August 2, 1939, as amended (the Hatch 
Act), notwithstanding any exemption con
tained in such section. 

"(h) The Commission shall appoint an 
Executive Director without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, to serve at the pleasure of the Com
mission. The Executive Director shall be re
sponsible for the administrative operations 
of the Commission and shall perform such 
other duties as may be delegated or assigned 
to him from time to time by regulations 
or orders of the Commission. However, the 
Commission shall not delegate the making of 
regulations regarding elections to the Execu
tive Director. 

"(i) The Chairman of the Commission shall 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
personnel as it deems necessary to fulfill the 
duties of the Commission in accordance with 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code. 

"(j) The Commission may obtain the serv
ices of experts and consultants in accord
ance with section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

"(k) Section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new paragraph: 

"(131) Executive Director, Federal Elec
tions Commission." 

"(1) In carrying out its responsibilities un
der this Act, the Commission shall, to the 
fullest extent practicable, avail itself of the 
assistance, including personnel and facilities, 
of the General Accounting Office and the De
partment of .Justice. The Comptroller Gen
eral and the Attorney General are author
ized to make available to the Commission 
such personnel, facilities, and other assist
ance, with or without reimbursement, as the 
Commission may request." 

Redesignate the succeeding sections of the 
bill (and references thereto) accordingly. 

Page 14, line 13 strike out "supervisory 
officer" and insert in lieu thereof "Commis
sion". 

Page 15, beginning on line 6 strike out 
"supervisory officer" and insert in lieu thereof 
"Commission". 

Page 15, line 14 strike out "supervisory of
ficer" and inser-t in lieu thereof "Commis
sion". 

Page 15, line 19 strike out "supervisory 
officer" and insert in lieu thereof "Commis
sion". 

Page 16, line 4 strike out "supervisory 
officer" and insert in lieu thereof "Com
mission". 

Page 16, beginning on line 7 strike out 
"supervisory officer" and insert in lieu thereof 
"Commission". 

Page 16, line 11 strike out "supervisory 
officer" and insert in lieu thereof "Commis
sion". 

Page 16, line 15 strike out "supervisory 
officer" and insert in lieu thereof "Commis
sion". 

Page 16, beginning on line 16 strike out 
"supervisory officer" and insert in lieu thereof 
"Commission". 

Page 16, strike out line 19 and all that fol
lows down through line 24 on page 17 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS 

"SEc. 206. (a) Any person who violates any 
of the provisions of section 202, 203, 204, or 
205 of this Act shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, 
or both. 

"(b) In case of any conviction under this 
section, where the punishment inflicted does 
not include imprisonment, such conviction 
shall be deemed a misdemeanor conviction 
only." 

Page 4, strike out lines 19 through 21 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 202. (a) The aggregate amount of ex
penditures made for the use of communica
tions media by any candidate for Federal 
elective office on behalf of his candidacy or 
by any other person on behalf of the can
didacy of such candidate--" 

Page 5, strike out line 13 and all that 
follows down through page 6, line 2, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(b) The limitation on expenditures for 
the use of communications media applicable 
to any election for Federal elective office is 10 
cents multiplied by-

" ( 1) tb.e population of the Sta.te in Which 
the election is held, in the case of a primary 
election for President or an election for Sen
ator, Representative at Large, Delegate, or 
Resident Commissioner; 

"(2) the population of the congressional 
district, in the case of an election for the 
office of Representative (other than Rep
resentative at Large) ; or 

"(3) the population of all the States and 
the District of Columbia (A) in the case of 
a general election for the office of President. 
and (B) in the case of all presidential con
ventions or primaries for the office of Presi
dent." 

Page 6, immediately after line 20, insert 
the following: 

"(3) For the purposes of this section, the 
term "communications media" means tele
vision and radio broadcasting stations; news
papers. magazines, and other periodical pub
l!caticns; amd billboards." 

Page 6, strike out line 21 and all that fol
lows through page 7, line 24. 

Page 6, insert after line 20 the following: 
" (d) ( 1) For purposes of this subsection the 

term-
"(A) 'price index' means the annual av

erage over a. calendar year of the Consumer 
Price Index (all items-United States city 
average) published monthly by the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics; and 

"(B) 'base period' means the calendar 
year 1970. (2) At the beginnlng of each cal
endar year (commencing in 1972), as there 
becomes available necessary data from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department 
of Labor, the Secretary of Labor shall com
pute an amount which bears the same ratio 
to cents as the price index for the twelve 
months preceding such calendar year bears to 

the price index for the base period. The 6-cent 
amount computed under subsection (b) of 
this section shall be increased by the amount 
so computed under the preceding sentence, 
rounded to the next highest cent. Each 
amount so increased shall be the amount in 
effect for such calendar year." 

Page 8, strike out line 1 and all that fol
lows down through page 9, line 12. 

Anl: renumber the following sections ac
cordingly. 

Page 6, line 9, insert "(A)" before "an 
expenditure". 

Page 6, line 13, insert before the period the 
following: ; and (B) any amount expended 
for entertainment or food at, or direct mail 
advertising for, any fund-raising event shall 
not be considered to be an expenditure for 
purposes of this section (notwithstanding 
any provision of section 201) 

MICHAEL J. HARRINGTON APPEALS 
FOR THE RIGHTS OF SOVIET 
JEWS 
<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, our colleague, 
MICHAEL J. HARRINGTON of Massachu
setts, has sent a letter to Miss Yatgar S. 
Nasriddinova of the Council of Nation
alities of the Supreme Soviet, U.S.S.R., 
in which in a very scholarly statement he 
raised certain questions on the discrim
inatory practices of the Soviet Union vis
a-vis its Jewish minority. What Mr. 
HARRINGTON asks in his letter after ana
lyzing the appropriate Soviet laws ap
plying to the respective issues is and I 
quote him, "only that [the U.S.S.R.] 
carry out those laws that [it] has made." 

This brilliant analysis by Mr. HARRING
TON is particularly timely in view of the 
fact that the question of whether or not 
the Soviet Union is discriminating 
against its Jewish minority has been the 
subject of a hearing before the Euro
pean Subcommittee, chaired by Repre
sentative BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL. While 
the analysis is superb and logical, one 
must see in reading the letter how out
raged our colleague is that these dis
criminatory practices are taking place 
and his letter is probably the very best 
way to point this out. 

To date there has been no reply from 
Miss Nasriddinova. 

The letter follows: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
August 26,1971. 

Miss YATGAR S. NASRIDDINOVA, 
Council of Nationalities, Supreme Soviet, 

Moscow, R.S.F.S.R., U.S.S.R. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN NASRIDDINOVA: The Con

gress of the United States has repeatedly 
voiced concern over your country's poUcy to
wards its Jews. In light of recent and im
pending trials of Jews in the U.S.S.R., I, as 
a member of the U.S. House of Representa
tives, feel it necessary to reamrm. my posi
tion. 

Our statements in the past have been ones 
of moral outrage. That sense of the Con
gress and of the country is in no way di
minished. I feel very strongly, however, that 
there are also dispassionate, legal aspects of 
the problem that it would be appropriate for 
us to consider together as the leglslators o! 
our respective governments. It is with this 
in mind that I present the following ideas. 

As a. legislator, I am concerned with the 
serious effect the issue o! Soviet Jewry has 
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bad on every aspect of U.S.-U.S.S.R. rela
tions. You are, I am certain, aware of the 
intensity with which the American people 
have reacted to the Soviet Jewish question. 
The feeling against this one policy has in
evitably exacerbated more general anti
U.S.S.R. feeling in this country on all levels. 
In a letter sent to Soviet Foreign Minister 
Gromyko in December 1970, Secretary of 
State Wllllam P. Rogers questioned how 
harmonious U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations could be 
maintained if you take actions against Jews 
that arouse anti-Soviet sentiment in the 
United States. This point was elaborated on 
by former Supreme Court Justice and U.N. 
Ambassador Arthur Goldberg: "I say to the 
Soviet leadership . . . do not jeopardize thE 
cause of peace for so foolish and needless a 
cause. The American people will never, even 
for mutual self-interest, collaborate with a 
regime that glories in its repression. We in 
the House of Representatives are saddened 
that one policy of your country is having 
such a deleterious effect on the friendship 
and international peace both of us seek. In 
the interests of that friendship and peace, 
I ask that you reevaluate your policy to
wards the Jewish nationality. 

Speaking as one lawmaker to another, I 
address the issue of this reevaluation from 
a legal point of view, asking only that you 
carry out those laws that you have made. 
I am, in fact, deeply disturbed by what ap
pears to be a very blatant contradiction be
tween the law of the Soviet Union and its 
practices regarding its Jewish minority. I 
find such a dichotomy between the written 
and the executed surprising in view of V. 
I. Lenin's emphatically stated position that 
a constitution is fiction when law and reality 
part. Of course, this dichotomy is, to some 
degree, a weakness of every nation, not ex
cepting my own. I am certain, too, we agree 
that both our governments must strive to 
eradicate such fundamental dichotomies. 
It is in this spirit that I ask for your con
sideration on this matter. Let me enumerate 
four specific areas of concern. 

In the area of emigration, the following 
legal rights seem to hold. The U.S.S.R. voted 
for Article 13/3 of the Universal Declara
tion of Human Rights, which states that 
"Everyone has the right to leave any coun
try, including his own and to return to his 
country." The Soviet Union signed the 
United Nation's International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights, in which Article 
12/ 2 states the doctrine that "everyone shall 
be free to leave any country including his 
own." The same right is guaranteed by the 
International Convention on the Elimina
tion of All Forms of Racial Discrimination; 
this was ratified by the Supreme Soviet. Not 
only, in fact, has the Soviet Union signed its 
name to these documents of international 
law, but its leaders have reaffirmed them ver
bally and in writing, to the United Nations 
and in policy statements. You reported to 
the United Nations, for example, that unless 
there was a case of an impending court sen
tence, jail term, or army service, there were 
no restrictions against a Soviet citizen emi
grating for the purpose of reunification of 
families. In 1966 in a statement made in 
Paris, France, and subsequently printed in 
both Pravda and Izvestia, Premier Kosygin 
noted that "the door is open and no problem 
exists here." 

I am puzzled by what seems to be evidence 
to the contrary. Certainly emigration restric
tions have eased in the past several months 
but the openness guaranteed by the laws 
cited above simply does not appear to be a 
reality. Countless letters and proclamations 
have been received at the United Nations, in 
the United States, and in Israel expressing 
the desire of Soviet Jews to leave and the bar
riers preventing them from doing so: "I 
apply to you in an open letter, because to my 
repeated applications to the Soviet author
ities with tlle requ~t to permit me to emi· 

grate to my relatives in Israel, I have been 
receiving refusals, which in accordance with 
the accepted order, were given orally, by tele
phone, without any stated reasons for the 
refusal nor any indication of the identity of 
the persons who made these decisions" goes 
a letter by a Russian woman in October 1966, 
very much characteristic of the scores I have 
read, that clearly show violations of the laws 
listed aJ:>ove. 

I am also somewhat puzzled by what seems 
to be a violation of the legal rights of the 
Jews in the area of religion. According to 
information provided by the Soviet Union to 
the United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights, the following laws exist: freedom of 
worship is protected; twenty people can 
register and receive privileges of a religious 
group, including the rental of a building; 
religious groups are allowed to form a na
tional association; it is permissible to pub
lish letters using government paper and 
printing; and the government provides reli
gious articles. In 1959, the U.S.S.R. delegation 
to the United Nations noted that "'In the 
Soviet Union freedom of . . . worship is 
scrupulously protected and safeguarded by 
State as a constitutional right of Soviet citi
zens .. .'" These rights were reaffirmed in 
the Great Soviet Encyclopedia. I am not re
questing special treatment; I am again only 
asking that, in the context of your ideology 
and legal framework, the religious rights 
granted by law be extended to the Jews. 

According to letters from Jews in the 
Soviet Union testimony of those who have 
emigrated, and accounts by visitors, the Jews 
are persecuted as a religious group far more 
severely than are other groups. Jews are not 
allowed to form a religious association serv
ing as a uniting force both within the 
U.S.S.R. and with Jews outside the country. 
The right to religious articles is violated, 
too, in the case of the Jews, and all visitors 
to the U.S.S.R. report a real dearth of such 
articles as Tallisim and tfillin. There has been 
no Hebrew Bible printed since the Revolu
tion; there is no religious periodical allowed; 
a small number of calendars have finally been 
published by synagogues in Moscow and 
Leningrad; and demands for prayer books 
have not been satisfied by the limited press 
runs of 1957 or 1969. The Government has 
officially noted that none of these privileges 
is needed any longer as atheism is becoming 
the dominant national religion. Yet, accord
ing to observers, very few of these practices 
died natural deaths, and many were very 
blatant victims of government pressure. 
Furthermore, the throngs at Simchat Torah 
services and the Government's own charges 
that there is a black market for Jewish reli
gious articles, testify to the demand for 
religious privileges and to the impression 
that the U.S.S.R. is, in fact, violating its 
laws on religion. 

Discrimination, and more specifically, anti
semitism, are outlawed by several legal pro
visions. The first decree of the Provisional 
Govern..'!lent abolished tsarist discrimination 
against minority groups. In November 1917, 
Lenin and Stalin signed the Declaration of 
Rights of Peoples which officially did away 
with "all national and national-religious 
privileges and restrictions." Article 123 of the 
1936 Constitution states that: 

Equality of rights of citizens of the 
U.S.S.R., irrespective of their nationality or 
race, in all spheres of economic, government, 
cultural, political, and other public activity 
is an indefensible law. 

Any direct or indirect restrictions of the 
rights of ... citizens on account of their 
race or na.tionality ... is punishable by law. 

In 1962 the U.S.S.R. ratified the UNESCO 
Convention against Discrimination in Edu
cation, which says that nations must "abro
gate statutory provisions and any adminis
trative practices which involve discrimina
tion in education." 

In !act, according to the !act.s avanaole 

to us, there appears to be discrimination. 
Jews are restricted from jobs in many areas 
of the government, including high-level and 
security-sensitive positions; the fact that 
Jews have been phased out of many elite 
positions was admitted by both Premier 
Khrushchev (in his "make room for our own 
intelligentsia" remarks) and Minister Furt
seva (in a similar statement). There .is also 
a numerus clausus in education, a fact veri
fied by the following: the drop of Jewish en
rollment in universities and colleges, a state
ment by Svetlana Alliluyeva that she knew 
such restrictions existed, and a 1963 state
ment printed in Kommunist and Bulletin of 
Higher Education that "annually planned 
preferential admissions quotas" were in ef
fect. 

Cultural rights are more difficult to view 
in this legal pattern. In examining the legal 
aspects of cultural questions, I do, how
ever, find one area in which there appears 
to be a fairly clear-cut violation. The 1936 
Constitution guaranteed in Article 121 the 
"right of instruction in schools . . . in the 
native language." In 1959, Russia adopted a 
statute titled, "Concerning the Strengthen
ing of the Connection of the Schools with 
Life and the Furthest Development of the 
System of Peoples' Education in the 
R.S.F.S.R.;" Article 15 reads, "The education 
in school will be conducted in the native 
language of the students; the right is given 
to parents to decide with what language to 
register their children." There is a provision 
for a class in a language if the number of 
parents requesting it is at least ten. In 1962 
the U.S.S.R. signed the UNESCO Convention 
against Discrimination in Education, in 
which Article 5 stated that nations were "to 
recognize the right of members of national 
minorities to carry on their own educational 
activities, including the maintenance of 
schools and . . . the use of the teaching of 
their language. 

In reality, such an opportunity evidently 
does not exist for Jews who wish to have 
schools in Yiddish. Soviet officials note that 
the Jews are too widely dispersed; yet there 
are several other widely dispersed groups who 
do receive the option of education in their 
own tongue. Officials have also noted that 
the Jews are so far along on the process of 
assimilation that there is no demand. r 
cannot help but be concerned with the 
fallacies in this kind of reasoning. First of 
all, if the Jews are assimilating, which some, 
of course, are, it is partly because they were 
not given the opportunity to have such in
stitutions to preserve their national identity 
as Yiddish schools. Furthermore, it is abso
lutely impossible to believe that there are 
not ten Jews who want this privilege; it 
certainly seems that the practice must be 
strongly and officially frowned on so that 
parents are afraid to make requests. 

In stating these four points, I have tried 
to present as accurate and concise a pic
ture as possible. I would hope that you 
respect the sincerity of my concern and, as 
a lawmaker, appreciate the validity and 
urgency of my arguments. Again in the in~ 
terest of friendship between our nations, 1 
urge you to act on my recommendations. 

Yours sincerely, 
MICHAEL J. HARRINGTON. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted as follows to: 

Mr. CELLER <at the request of Mr. 
BRAsco), for today and balance of week. 
on account of death in family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla-
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tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GoLDWATER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra
neous matter:) 

Mr. BuRKE of Florida, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. EsHLEMAN, for 30 minutes on 
November 17. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. EscH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FINDLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
<The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. McKAY) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous matter:) 

Mrs. ABZUG, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. JAMES V. STANTON, for 60 minutes. 
Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts for 

30 minutes, today. 
Mr. DANIELSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. MICHEL, and to include extrane
ous material. 

Mr. WHITTEN to revise and extend and 
include extraneous matter with his re
marks on H.R. 11731 in Committee of 
the Whole. 

Mr. YATES, to revise and extend his 
remarks made in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

Mr. FLYNT, to revise and extend his 
remarks ma-de in the Committee of the 
Whole, and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MAHoN, to revise and extend his re
marks made in the Committee of the 
Whole, and to include certain pertinent 
extracts and additional material. 

Mr. STRATTON, to revise and extend his 
remarks made in the Committee of the 
Whole, on the subject of the main battle 
tank. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. GoLDWAT&R) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. RIEGLE. 
Mr. NELSEN. 
Mr. HosMER. 
Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. 
Mr. DUNCAN. 
Mr. WYATT. 
Mr. ZwACH in four instances. 
Mr. WHITEHURST. 
Mr. FREY. 
Mr. SCHMITZ. 
Mr. PETTIS. 
Mr. ARCHER. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. McDoNALD of Michigan in two 

instances. 
Mr. McEWEN. 
Mr. BOB WILSON. 
Mr. CRANE in five instances. 
(The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. McKAY), and to include ex
traneous rna tter: ) 

Mr. CELLER in two instances. 
Mr. ADAMS. 
Mr. FLOOD in two instances. 
Mr. BRASCO. 
Mr. HUNGATE. 
Mr. JACOBS in two instances. 
Mr. EviNs of Tennessee. 

Mr. RANGEL in two instances. 
Mr. PATTEN in two instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON. 
Mr. BOLAND. 
Mr. MooRHEAD in three instances. 
Mr. RoGERS in five instances. 
Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. 
Mr. HAGAN in five instances. 
Mr. CAREY of New York. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California in three in-

stances. 
Mr. BINGHAM in three instances. 
Mr. ADDABBO in two instances. 
Mr. HICKS of Washington in two in-

stances. 
Mr. DIGGS. 
Mr. BEGICH in five instances. 
Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. 
Mr. WoLFF in three instances. 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled bills of the House of the follow
ing titles, which were thereupon signed 
by the Speaker: 

H.R. 155. An act to facilitate the transpor
tation of cargo by barges specifically de
signed for carriage aboard a vessel; 

H .R. 4729. An act to amend section 2107 
of title 10, United States Code, to provide 
additional Reserve Officers' Training Corps 
scholarships for the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, and other purposes; 

H.R. 6723. An act to provide subsistence 
allowances for members of the Marine Corps 
officer candidate programs; 

H .R. 6724. An act to amend section 209 (a.) 
and (b) of title 37, United States Code, to 
provide increased subsistence allowances for 
Senior Reserve Officers' Training Corps mem
bers; 

H.R. 7072. An act to amend the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970 to further 
clarify the intent of Congress as to priorities 
for airway modernization and airport devel
opment, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 7950. An act to repeal sections 3692, 
6023, 6025, and 8692 of title 10, United States 
Code, with respect to pilot rating require
ments for members of the Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Air Force; and to insert a. new 
section 2003 of the same title; 

H.R. 8656. An act to amend titles 37 and 38, 
• United States Code, relating to promotion 

of members of the uniformed services who 
are in a. missing status; 

H.R. 8687. An act to authorize appropria
tions during the fiscal year 1972 for procure
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, 
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, and research, development, test, 
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to 
authorize real estate acquisition and con
struction at certain installations in connec
tion with the Safeguard anti-ballistic mis
sile system, and to prescribe the authorized 
personnel strength of the Selected Reserve of 
each Reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 11418. A!l. act making appropriations 
for military construction for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1972, and for other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

s. 1026. An act to amend the Small Rec
lamation Projects Act of 1956, as amended; 

S. 2216. An act to amend the Investment 
Company Act of 1940, as amended; and 

S. 2339. An act to provide for the disposi
tion of judgment funds on deposit to the 
credit of the Pueblo of Laguna in Indian 
Claims Commission, docket No. 227, and 
for other purposes. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 155. A bill to facilitate the transpor
tation of cargo by barges specifically designed 
for carriage aboard a vessel; 

H.R. 6723. A bill to provide subsistence al
lowances for members of the Marine Corps 
officer candidate programs; 

H.R. 6724. A bill to amend section 209 (a) 
and (b) of title 37, United States Code, to 
provide increased subsistence allowances for 
Senior Reserve Officers' Training Corps 
members; 

H.R. 7950. A blll to repeal sections 3692, 
6023, 6025, and 8692 of title 10, United States 
Code, with respect to pilot rating require
ments for members of the Army, Navy, Ma
rine Corps, and Air Force; and to insert a 
new section 2003 of the same title; 

H.R. 8656. A blll to amend titles 37 and 
38, United States Code, relating to promo
tion of members of the uniformed services 
who are in a missing status; and 

H.R. 8687. A blll to authorize appropria
tions during the fiscal year 1972 for procure
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, 
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and 
other weapons, and research, development, 
test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces, 
and to authorize real estate acquisition and 
construction at certain installations in con
nection with the Safeguard anti-ballistic 
missile system, and to prescribe the author
ized personnel strength of the Selected Re
serve of each Reserve component of the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. McKAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 6 o'clock and 14 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, November 17, 1971, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1288. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting an amend
ment to the request for the limitation of 
program act ivity transmitted in the budget 
for fiscal year 1972 for the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States (H. Doc. No. 92-
175); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1287. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 to provide for the regulation of 
rates of air carriers and foreign air carriers 
in foreign air transportation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

1289. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency. traru;mittlng a 
report for the fourth quarter of fiscal year 
1971 on preliminary deliveries of excess a.r-
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ticles, pursuant to section 8(d) of Public 
Law 91-672 [confidential); to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

1290. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting a 
report on the disposal of foreign excess prop
erty by the Department of Defense during 
fiscal year 1971, pursuant to section 404(d) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HEBERT: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H.R. 11738. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to authorize the Secre
tary of Defense to lend certain equipment 
and to provide transportation and other serv
ices to the Boy Scouts of America in connec
tion with Boy Scout Jamborees, and for 
other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 
92-670). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as fallows: 

By Mr. ABERNETHY: 
H.R. 11782. A bill to amend the District 

of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945, as 
amended, to provide for the reimbursement 
of public utilities in the District of Columbia 
for certain costs resulting from urban re
newal; to provide for reimbursement of pub
lic utilities in the District of Columbia for 
certain costs resulting from Federal-aid sys
tem programs; and to amend section 5 of 
the act approved June 11, 1878, 20 Stat. 107, 
as amended (sec. 7-605, District of Columbia 
Code) , and for · other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mrs. ABZUG: 
H.R. 11783. A bill to amend the tariff and 

trade laws of the United States to promote 
full employment and restore a diversified pro
duction base; to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to stem the outflow of U.S. capi
tal, jobs, technology, and production, con
trol multinational corporations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H .R. 11784. A bill to authorize a 2-year pro

gram of financial assistance for all elemen
tary and secondary school children in all 
of the States; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of California (for 
himself and Mr. HARRINGTON): 

H.R. 11785. A bill to establish a national 
policy and program with respect to wild 
predatory mammals, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. ASPIN (for himself, Mr. DAN
IELSON, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. GUDE, Mr. 
HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr. 
MrrCHELL, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. REUSS, 
Mr. SCHEUER, and Mr. SEmERLING): 

H.R. 11786. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to impose a.n excise 
tax on fuels containing sulfur and on cer
tain emissions of sulfur oxides; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLOOD: 
H.R. 11787. A blll to provide incentives for 

the establishment of new or expanded job
producing industrial and commercial estab
lishments 1n rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HALPERN (for himself and Mr. 
DONOHUE): 

H.R. 11788. A blll to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a. deduction 
for expenses incurred by a taxpayer in mak
ing repairs and improvements to his resi
dence; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 11789. A blll to provide for the estab

lishment of the Gateway National Recreation 
Area. in the States of New York and New 
Jersey, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KYROS: 
H.R. 11790. A blll to amend the Postal Re

organization Act of 1970, title 39, United 
States Code, to eliminate certa.ln restrictions 
on the rights of officers and employees of the 
Postal Service, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MADDEN: 
H.R. 11791. A bill to provide for the pre

vention of sickle cell anemia; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOLLOHAN: 
H.R. 11792. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
for expenses incurred by a taxpayer in mak
ing repairs and improvements to his resi

-dence; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas: 

H.R. 11793. A blll to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax 
simplification, reform, and relief for small 
businesses; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 11794. A bill to provide incentives for 
the establishment of new or expanded job
producing industrial and commercial estab
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of Florida: 
H.R. 11795. A bill to require the National 

Railroad Passenger Corp. to provide free or 
reduced-rate railroad transportation to re
tired railroad employees and their depend
ents on the same basis that such transpor
tation was available to such employees and 
dependents on the date of enactment of the 
Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R. 11796. A b111 to authorize the Presi

dent, through the temporary Vietnam Chil
dren's Care Agency, to en-ter into arrange
ments with the Government of South Viet
nam to provide assistance in improving the 
welfare of children in South Vietnam and to 
facllltate the adoption of orphaned or aban
doned Vietnamese children, particularly 
children of U.S. fathers: to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FAUNTROY: 
H.R. 11797. A bill to abolish the death 

penalty under all laws of the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FAUNTROY (for himself and 
Mr. HARRINGTON) : 

H.R. 11798. A bill to establish an equal 
employment opportunity program for the 
protection of employees of the Library of 
Congress; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

By Mr. FAUNTROY: 
H.R. 11799. A bill to provide for public 

ownership of the maEs transit bus system op
erated by D.C. Transit System, Inc., and other 
private bus transit companies engaged in 
scheduled regular route operations in the 
Washington metropolitan area, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. GETTYS: 
H .R. 11800. A bill to provide incentives 

for the establishment of new or expanded 
job-producing industrial and commercial es
tablishments in rural areas; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HEBERT (for himself and Mr. 
ARENDS): 

H.R. 11801. A bill to provide fer increasing 

the amount of interest paid on the perma
nent fund of the U.S. Soldiers' Home; to the 
Oommittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 11802. A bill to amend chapter 81 of 

subpart G of title 5, United States Code, re
lating to compensation for work injuries, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

H.R. 11803. A bill to restore to Federal 
civilian employees their rights to participate, 
as private citizens, in the political life of the 
Nation, to protect Federal civilian employees 
from improper political solicitations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Housa 
Administration. 

H .R. 11804. A bill to amend subchapter III 
of chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code, 
relating to civil service retirement, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 11805. A bill to amend the age and 
service requirements for immediate retire
ment under subchapter III of chapter 83 of 
title 5, United States Code, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LUJAN: 
H.R. 11806. A bill to authorize the ex

change of certain lands between the Pueblo 
of Acoma and the Forest Service; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu
setts: 

H.R. 11807. A bill to provide for improved 
financing for the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 11808. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to support research and 
training in diseases of the digestive tract, 
including the liver and pancreas, and dis
eases of nutrition, and aid the States in the 
development of community programs for the 
control of these diseases, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI (for himself, Mr. 
WILLIAM D. FORD, Mr. MEEDS, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mrs. MINK, Mrs. CHIS
HOLM, Mr. BIAGGI, Mrs. HICKS of 
Massachusetts, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. BA
DILLO, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. BELL, Mr. 
VEYSEY, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. DENT, and 
Mr. GAYDOS) : 

H.R. 11809. A bill to provide that for pur
poses of Public Law 874, 81st Congress, re
lating to assistance for schools in federally 
impacted areas, Federal property transferred 
to the U.S. Postal Service shall continue to 
be treated as Federal property for 2 years; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RHODES (for himself, Mr. FoR
SYTHE, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. DEL CLAW• 
SON, Mr. WYMAN, Mr. THONE, Mr. 
MICHEL, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. SHOUP, 
Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. MCCLURE, Mr. CLEVE
LAND, Mr. FREY, Mr. CONABLE, Mr. 
SHRIVER, Mr. McCLORY, Mr. BAKER, 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. MIZELL, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. BURKE of Florida, Mr. DEN
NIS. and Mr. 8cHERLE) ; 

H.R. 11810. A bill to amend the Federal 
Salary Act of 1967, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. RHODES (for himself, Mr. 
ANDERSON Of Dlinois, Mr. BELCHER, 
Mr. HALL, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
SCOTT, Mr. McCOLLIS'rER, Mr. 
SCHWENGEL, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. 
ZWACH, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr, 
STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. DICKIN
SON, Mr. BROYHILL of North Caro
lina, Mr. PELLY, Mr. HUNT, Mr. SE
BELIUS, Mr. QUIE, Mr. TALCOTT, Mr. 
WHALEN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. STEIGER 
Of Arizona., Mr. POFF, Mr. DUNCAN, 
and Mr. MAILLIARD) : 

H.R. 11811. A b111 to amend the Federal 
Salary Act af 1967, and for other purposes; 
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to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H.R. 11812. A bill to amend the Outer Con

tinental Shelf Lands Act, to establish aNa
tional Marine Mineral Resources Trust, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON (for him
self and Mr. SEIBERLING) : 

H.R. 11813. A bill to provide for greater 
and more efficient Federal financial assistance 
to certain large cities with a high incidence 
of crime, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DANIELSON: 
H.J. Res. 969. Joint resolution to establish 

a Commission on Philippine Guerrilla Recog
nition; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.J. Res. 970. Joint resolution relating to 

the publication of economic and social statis
tics for Spanish-speaking Americans; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H. Con. Res. 460. Concurrent resolution re

questing the President to proclaim April 1 
of each year "National Cancer Awareness 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 
H. Con. Res. 461. Concurrent resolution 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
urg.ing revi-ew of the United Nations Charter; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FRASER (for himself and Mr. 
LINK): 

H. Res. 707. Resolution calling for the ship
ment of Phialrutom F-4 aircraft to Israel in 
order to maintain the arms balance in the 
Middle East; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HEINZ: 
H. Res. 708. Resolution calling for the 

shipment of Phantom F-4 airc.ra.ft to Israel 
in order to maintain the arms bralance in 
the Middle East; to the Oommittee on For
eign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule xxn, 
283. The SPEAKER preseD.Jted a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of Min
nesota, rela.tive to extenO.ing the income trax 
benefits given married persons to single per
sons, which was referred to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule xxn, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

41591 
By Mr. BENNETT: 

H.R. 11814. A bill for the relief of Claude 
V. Alcorn and 21 others; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H.R. 11815. A bill for the relief of Kim 

Hyun Hei; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

154. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Foreign 
Service Post 1857, Veterans Of Foreign Wars, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., relative to U.S. pay
ments to the United Nations; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

155. Also, petition of Benjamin Remsen, 
Jersey City, N.J., relative to foreign policy; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

156. Also, petition of John F. Orth, Pros
pect, Conn., relative to redress of grievances; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

157. Also, petition of David W. Wion, 
Leavenworth, Kans., relative to impeachment 
of a judge; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EX,TE:NSIONS OF RE.MARKS 
SOLDIER LENDS A HAND 

HON. G. ELLIOTT HAGAN 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 15, 1971 

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, in these 
days when stopping a passing motorist 
on the highway to assist another traveler 
in distress is becoming increasingly diffi
cult, it is worthy of note when one stops, 
helps, saves a life, and risks his own. This 
was the commendable role of Dennis F. 
McCranie, 22 Delmar Circle, Savannah, 
Ga., on September 20, 1971. 

Sp4c. David Luke, a Fort Stewart 
soldier, lost control of his truck carrying 
several hundred gallons of gasoline on 
I-16 near Savannah. The truck over
turned and caught fire. Luke managed 
to escape from the cab, but collapsed on 
the ground with his clothing on fire. 
McCranie was passing in the opposite 
lane. He stopped his truck and rolled 
Luke to a nearby pool of water and ex
tinguished the :flames, burning his own 
hands severely. He then ran back to his 
company truck and radioed his company 
dispatcher for help. He stayed with Luke 
until an ambulance arrived a few min
utes later. 

Luke was rushed to the Tuttle Army 
Hospital at Hunter Army Airfield in 
critical condition, with second and third 
degree burns over 90 percent of his body. 

Lending a hand is nothing new for 
McCranie, who 2 months ago helped free 
a truckdriver pinned in his cab follow-
ing a collision on Highway 17, south of 
Savannah. 

An article follows: 
SOLDIER BURNED IN FUEL BLAST 

(By Don Rhodes ) 
A 21-year-old Ft. Stewart soldier escaped 

from the fiery wreckage of a two-and-a-half-

ton Army fuel truck Monday afternoon after 
the truck went out of control and over turned 
on I-16 near Dean Forest Road, police officials 
reported. 

SP4 David Luke of the 102 Quartermaster 
unit at Ft. Stewart was listed in critical con
dition at Tuttle Army Hospital at Hunter 
Army Airfield Monday night. He was being 
treated for second and third-degree burns 
covering 90 per cent of his body. 

A passing motorist, identified as Dennis 
McCranie of 22 Delmar Circle, was credited 
by police with rolling the burning soldier into 
a small pool of water and extinguishing the 
soldier's burning clothes. 

As a result of the accident, the eastbound 
lane of traffic was backed up for about two 
miles for at least two hours, police said. 

The accident occurred about 1 :25 p.m. 
Monday as the soldier was driving to Hunter 
Army Airfield the two-and-a-half-ton truck 
from Ft. Stewart. Two six-foot long tanks 
with "several hundred gallons•• of JP-4 Army 
gasoline were on the truck's rear section, au
thorities said. "Luke apparently ran off onto 
the left side of the highway where he trav
elled 426 feet," the State Patrol said. 

"He must have though!t he had con1irol of 
the truck and attempted to turn right back 
onto the Interstate." 

BURSTS INTO FLAMES 

The truck overturned on the driver's side 
and slid 59 feet before it burst into flames, 
travelloo another 78 feet on its side and 
came to rest partly on the expressway and 
partly on the emergency ramp. 

McCranie, the rescuer told police he saw 
Luke climb from the passenger side of the 
vehicle and collapse onto the ground. 

McCranie said he rolled the soldier down 
an embankment and into a pool of water. 

McCranie then went to a company truck 
he was driving and radioed his company dis
patcher to call the police and send an ambu
lance. 

AJ3 the soldier was transported to Hunter 
in the ambulance, a Medivac helicopter from 
Hunter landed on I-16 in an attempt to aid 
other possible victims, but no other injuries 
were reported. 

Garden City Fire Dept. members arrived 
at the scene and sprayed water on the burn
ing wreckage until Hunter Army firefighters 

arrived and sprayed foam to extinguish the 
blaze about an hour later. 

An Army "Crash Recovery" wrecker towed 
off the charred remains of the truck about 
4 p.m. 

Dozens of Army 2nllsted men and several 
high-ranking officers were at the scene, along 
with state and county police from seven mo
tor units. 

"There's no doubt about it that Mr. Mc
Cranie did a very courageous aot," said State 
Patrolman J. S. Underwood Monday. "He 
should be commended for his quick response 
in helping that soldier." 

HIS AIM: TO "LEND A HAND" 
"My first reaction was to stop and lend a 

hand." 
That's how 50-year-old Dennis F. McCranie 

described his thoughts Monday after he went 
to the aid of a Ft. Stewart soldier who 
jumped from a burning Army truck on I-16 
Monday afternoon. 

But lending a hand is not hing new for 
McCranie, who two months ago helped free 
a truck driver pinned in the cab following a 
collision on Highway 17 at the Newport River 
bridge south of here. 

Referring to Monday's crash, McCranie, of 
22 Delmar Circle, said he was driving a com
pany truck in the opposite lane when he saw 
SP4 David Luke lose control and crash. 

SCOOPS WATER 

When Luke leaped from the burning truck 
and collapsed-his clothes on fire McCranie 
rolled the 21-year-old soldier down a hill into 
a shallow ditch, where he scooped water on 
him until the flames were out. 

McCranie then ran back to his company 
truck and radioed his dispatcher for help. 
He stayed wit h Luke until an ambulance ar
rived a few minutes later. 

A pair of burned hands are his souvenirs 
of the incident. 

The burns are not major. In fac-t, McCranie 
drove to a doctor for treatment himself. 

Asked about the help he gave, McCra n ie is 
modest: "Had he not gotten out himself, I 
couldn't have savoo him." 

McCranie, a field service man for Tri-Stat e 
Tractor Co., diagnoses a nd repairs m achine 
troubles in ·the area. 

During World War II, he saw action with 
the Navy on an LST in the Pacific an d was 
with the U.S. Army in Korea. 
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