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Only about 25 percent of them are liter-
ate. Less than a fourth of the children
of school age are In achool, and less than
2 percent ever complete secondary
education. Pupll-teacher ratios of 100
to 1 are common, compared to about 28
to 1 in the developed countries.
To help meect this challenge, the
United Btates, through the Agency for
International Development has estab-
lished cooperative educational programs
in 58 nations. In ehch the goal is tha
.same: To train peopls who in turn can
train teachers, prepare suitable texts
and teaching aids, and themselves devel-
op a strong educatiofin] program in thelr
respective countrlea Assistanoe is pro-
vided for all levels of eduction—primary,
secondary, and higher education; for all
age groups and types of schools—voca-
tional and technical as well as general
education; and fde construction and -
equipment as well nd for technical assist-

anca, . ?'r

In 1962, AID obligated $98 million in
17.8. funds plus an kdditional $98 million
in U.B.-owned local currencies to assist
the developing nations in meeting scute
educational problefna.

In Bolivia, AID pkojects are belng oar-
ried out to improve commerclal educa-
tion. Libys, a plogram In vocational
training for farmisrs, tradesmen, and
handicraft artisané is in progress. In
Iran, U.8. aid helped to establish an en-
tire vocational education system for the
-Iranian armed foréea. .

~ In Pakistan, an AID team taught
Pakistanl rallwaymen—few of whom
spoke the same linguage or dialect—
how to operate diesel locomotives.
“With independemce approaching In
Kenya, an AlD-assisted special project
has begun to train’47 looal government
offictals for positions of high responxi.
bility in the governfnent when independ-
ence is granted. .

A fascinating example of an AID proj-
ect covering several levels of education
is the program in Nepal : .

Nepal's first teagher-training center

. was establishod In 1954 under the direc-

“tion of the University of Oregon. In
1950 mobile teaching teams were Orga-
nized to carry teacher training to the
remots provinces, £ :

A college of educo,éon weaa established
and s staff trained to'educate up to 3,000
teachers s year. A bureau of textbook
publication was established and several
of its Nepalese stafl fnembers were sent
to the United Btates for special training.
The bureau printed 85 different titles
and 225,000 pleces of aducational litera-
ture in its first § years of operation.

. More than 2,400 part-time teachers
ware trained for literacy education, and
they in turn taught more than 1,000

- aduits to read and write in their first
- year in the field. . :

i Nepal's first national university was

" egtablished with colleges of liberal arts

and sciences, agriculture and forestry,
. education, law, nursing, and mediocine.

Bofore the ATD program began, Nepal
had no national university, no teacher-
training institutions. Only 1 child in
200 was iri school, and only 2 percent of
the Nepalese people could resd and write.
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education project, more than 1,600 new
primary clasarooms had trained teach-
ers, 200 new schools were recelving fi-
nancisl ald, and 20 new primary texts
had been published, Noarly 200 second-
ary teachers had received bachelot of
education degrees and 45 high achool
teachers had undergone & l«year course
for the improvement of English instruc-
tion, In sddition, Nepal's entire second-
ary school curriculum had been re-
vamped to include vocational instruction
urgently required in agrictlture, homse
economics, commercial education, and
industrial arts. ’ :

A program aimilar to the-one {n Nepal
is now being carried out !h India with
the assistance of U.S.-AID cducation
teams from Ohlo State Dniversity and
the Teachers College of Columbis Uni-
verslty. s :

In Cambodia s teacher-iraining pro-
gram has been under way for 8 years.
Prior to 1558 Cambodian-students with
a aixth-grado education were given s
summer of training and then. pressed
into service as elementary school teach-
ers. Under the ATD contract Cambodin’s
first teacher preparaiion ccoter wes
established and has already become the

largeat educational institution in the:

oountry. Each year the center trains
200 elementary school. teachers. An-~

other similar institution is now being

sstablished with AID sssistance to train
sccondaty school teachers.

. Televislon represents s potentially
waluable educationsl madium for the de~
veloping nations. In Nigeria, for ex-
ample, AID has provided an experienced

Amerlocan educational felevision execu-

tive as an advizer to the Nigerian staff
of a new educational thlevision station.
From 1960 to 1863 the ptation has tele~
cast more than 700 difterent programs
for a total of 350 houry of instruction to
100 village achools equlpped with tele-
vision sets supplied the Nigerian
Ministry of Education,’

Not only tsachers, bfit also classrooms
are in short supply in‘most underdevel-

oped nations. AID his encouraged the’

building of new schools and clrssrooms
in many countries by ‘providing techni-
eal help and materialg while local
dents provide the construction labor
& volunteer basls. L

The . QGuatemalas Government
launched a self-help achool construction
program {n partnership with AID in 1060.
AID and the Guaternalan Government
agrecd to share equally any costs not
absorbed by the local tommunities, At
the beginning of the project, it was ex-
pected that voluntecr labor would cover
about one-thirgd of the cost of construc-
tion. In fact, it has sccounted for
nearly 44 percent of construction costs,
During the 3 years since the pilot project
began, self-help schools have been built
and are now operating in every province
of Guatemala. More than 1,100 class-
rooms In 300 schools have been com-
pleted. The enthusiastic turnout of vil-
lagers for ench school dedication symbol~
izes the impact of such ATD assisted proj=-
ects on the lives of the people.

Self-help sohool conatruction programs
like the one in Guatemils are now un-

5-00149R000400500023-1

Anothe¥ serious educational problem
facing many developing nations is that
of edult literncy. In Turkey s unique
approach to the problem has been insti-
tuted with U.S. ald. Literacy tralning
has been given to more than 130,000
Turkish soldlers and an additional
120,000 are expected to complets train«
ing each year, .

In addition, more than 3,000 primary
school teachers have gained literacy
teaching experienice at the military cen-
tors. This group will form the teaching
nucleus of & planned civillan literacy
program, The goal is to reduce illiter-
:g;in'rurkoyﬁ-mn'mwsopementbr

5. Y

In the Turkish project, as in most lit~
eracy projects, U.S, experts help local .
educators prepare training materials,
texts, and followup reading materials for
use by the newly literate.

As of 1862, the Agency for Intema-
tional Development had undertaken -
projects to increase the supply and im-
prove the quality of primary and seo-
ondary achoal teachers in 33 latin
American, African, and Asian natlons
In Afghanisteh, U.8. aid is the only bi-
Interal aasistance permitted by the Gove
:lmment in the sensitive area of educa~

Because English has become the neare
est thing to ax international langusge in
many underdeveloped natlons, AID has
been providing technical asaistance for
the teaching ¢f English in 14 Asian and
African countries,

- Finally, 75 American universitiea and
collegos are working under AID contraots
in the establishment and improvement
of facilities for higher education in more
than 26 Aslan, African, and South Amer-
ican countries.i .

Of the many nceds of the developing
countries nonc is more oritical than ths
necd for education, in the broadest sense
of the word. And of the many parts of
our foreign ald program none is more in
keeping with American ideals, and the
aspirations of Americans for their fellow
menﬁround the world, than educational

nee,

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION
FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A
JOINT COMMITTEE ON FOR-
EIGN INFORMATION AND INTEI-
LIGENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, RoY-
paL) . Under previous order of the House,
the gentleman from New York [Rif
Liwpsay] is recognized for 60 miinutes,
10 minutes of which have slready been
consumed by the previous pressntation
of the gentieman from Minnesota [Mr.
FrASER]. k

(Mr. LINDSAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his ge-
marks.)

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. 8peaker, I rise
today to introduce a resolution for the
establishment of & Joint Committce on
Forelgn Information and Intelligence.
I propose that the committee be con-
stituted roughly along the lines of ths }
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and
that it have its own funds and staff re-
sources. I propose also that it :
continuing studies in the whoie area of
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our foreign information and intelligence

. programs.

in my remarks this afternoon, how-
ever, Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to
dwall at great length on the precise terms
of this particular resolution. I think it
is a good resolution but I am perfectly
ready to be persuaded thul » better one
might be devised. The question of the
exncl structure and composition of this
committee scems to me significantly less
important than the more general ques-
tions of principle involved. I rise today,
not to make propagands on behalf of a
particular proposal of mine, but rather
to raisc a matter which I think is in need
of the widest possible and most intelli-
gent publie discussion,

As most Members are aware, the pro-
posal of a Joint Committee on Forelgn
Intelligence is not & new one. In one
forin or another it has been introduced
1nto this House in each of the last 10
sessions; in 1955 it was the subject of &
2-day hearing by the Rules Committce.

In the Senate the Committee on Rules’

and Administration reported on it tavor-
ably in 1056, and for 2 days It was de-
pated on the floor of that body, Nor s
it partisan in nature. Back in 1959 res-
olutions similar to mine were sponsored
‘in ihe Housze by elght Democrats. and
four Republicans. Earlier this year the
matier was brought to our attention by
a member of the other party, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida IMr.
Rogexs)., Moreover, when Mr. MAns-
¥IELD's resolution came to » vote in the
Senate In 15538, the minority in favor

" fneluded many Members on both sides

of the alsle. On that occasion one of
those who voted In favor was the then
junioxr Senator from Massachusetits, now
the Presldent of the United States.

1f the proposal for a Joint Committee
on Foreign Intelligence hak come up so
often and been supported by so many
Members, why has it never been
sdopted? Prankly T do not find that
quistion easy to answer, particularly
since some of the arguments against it
serm to me so feeble. ‘Take, to begin
with, the argument about secrecy. Itlis

" an argument that has been advanced

every time the proposal has been dis-
cussed. During the S8enate debate In

"41956 the chafrman of the Senate

1Armed Services Committee, Mr. Rus-
izpLL, went so far as to say that, rather
than have a committee set up and in-

Congress, “it would be better to abolish
the Centrsl Intelligence Agency and, by
dolng 80, to save the money appropriated
land the lives of American citlzens.,” A
former Vice President, Mr. Barkley, took
the same view in the same debate.
Now no one denies that CIA and other
‘intelligence anencies must conduct a very
high proportion of their operations in
secret. Becrecy is of the essence of their
work; without it they could not function,
and the security of our country would
be jeopardized. No one denles that, But
what is true of the intelligence commu-~

nity {8 also true In many other areas of .

government: in the flelds of atomic en-
ergy, weapons development, and foreign
policy, for exampls. But does this mean
that Congress is o have no, effective au-
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thority in these areas? Of course it does
not. Congress has always asserted Its
right te concern itself with even the most
sensitive areas of Govermment. And,
where matters of the highest secrecy
havo been involved, Mecmbers of both
Houses have shown themselves perfectly
capable of exerciaing the utmost re-
straint. This was never more clearly
demonstrated than by the experience of
the Manhsttan project during World
war II, when members of the two appro-
priations committees were kept {ully ap-
prised of the progress of the project
without on any occasion breaking secu-
rity. And I am sure ail Mambers of the
House will agree that the record of the
Joint Committea on Atomic Energy in
this connection has been impeccable.

As in the case of the Atomic Encrgy
Committee, 1 take it for granted of
course that much of the work of the new
committee—perhaps almost all of it—
would be conducted in private and that
the results would be made public only
alter a close screening by the appropriate
Government agencles. Nevertheless, I
admit that particular concern might still
be felt about CIA, since breaches of
security involving CIA might endanger
the lives of American operatives in other
countries, and also.the lives of agenta of
other nations working in cooperation
with us, I think this is a legitimate con-
cern, but I hope to show later .in my
speech that there are many important
aspects of Intelllgence work which could
usetully. be astudied without any nced to
inquire in detail into the activities of
particular persons and units in the field.
8o much for the moment for secrecy.
find myself in even less sympathy with
other argument that has also been ad-
anced frequently in discussions of this
uestion—namely, that the Intelligence
ommunity exists solely to serve the
esident and the National Security
ncil, and that therefore we In the
ongress have no.right to seek & juris-
dictional position. This doctrine was
stated In an extremas form in 1958 by
Mr. Havypes in the Benate. He said at
that time:

The Central Intelligence Agency is an arm
of the President, Under the Constitution, 1
feel we have no right to atiempt to regulate
an agency which s designed solely to pro-
vide the Preaident, who, under the Consti-
tution, is responsible for our forelgn rela-
tions, with information to enable him to
make decisions.

1, for ane, cannot accept that doctrine.
As every Member knows, these two
branches of our Government, the execu-
tive and the legislative, are not water-
tight compartments separated by steel
bulkheads; the material between them ls
flexible and porous. There arc any num-
.ber of congressional committees which
keep » watch over the executlve agencles.
In this House we have, to name only two,
the Foreign Affairs Committee which in-
quires constantly into the policies and
actions of the President and his agents,
and the Government Operations Com-
mittee which closely. scrutinizes the en-

tire organization of - the execullve

branch.  The Senate has & subcommittee
whose ares of operations borders on the

e

B e

very atea I am discussing: the SBuboom-

mittee on National Becurity Staffing and
Operations, .

It we are going to refrain from looking
into the affairs of executive sagencics,
even agencies which report direcily to
the President, than I fear we are going to
have {0 disband & large number of our
eommittees, or at least to curtail severely
their activities. ©Of course we in the
leginlature cannot and should not inter-
vene in areas beyond our competence,
But in my view we have not only a right
but a duty to maintain & general survell-
jance over agencies like the Central Ine
telligence Agency, which are established
by statute and sustained by funds voted
by the Members of these two Houses.

These arguments—concerning secrecy
and the exclusively executive nature of
the intelligence communiiy—are at least
consistent. But strangely enough those
who oppose resolutions similar to this
have often attempied to maintain, not
that for these reasons Congress should
abstain entirely from overaceing the in-

. telligence community, but that on the

contrary congresstonal oversight is als
ready more than sadequate. Senator
RussiLL, made this claim in the debate
ready quoted, and 1t was reiterated by
. Allen Dulles, the former Dircctor of
enfral Intelligence, in his recent article
Harpor's magazine, . What is in fact
the extent of .congrenstors® survelllance
the moment? '

In both "the House and Senate the
bodies responaible for overseeing the in<
telligence community are smail subcom- .
mittees of the Appropriations and Armed
Services Committees, Nelther the House
Forelgn Affalrs Committee nor the Sen-
atd "Foielgri” Relationa Committée ‘has
juriediction: in -this- area’ despite- their
obvigus interest in intelligence matters.
This might ot matter were it not for the
fact that the surveillance exercised by
the four existing subcommittees is almost
vertainly both cursory and sporadie. For
example, last year during a debate In the
Bcnate the distinguished senior S8cnalor
from Massachusetts, my friend, Mr.
BALTONSTALL, Was asked how much time
the Armed Services Subcommitiee de-
voted to the CIA affairs, Mr. BALTON-
STALL was perfectly frank. He sald:

I say on the floor of the Senate that we
apend several hours and go into many detalls

of operations, of expenses, of administration,
and aa on.

I ask Members to note the phrase
“several hours”—not weeks or even days,
but hours. The mcmbers of one of the
most iImportant committees in the other
House devote only hours to the afTairs
of one of the most important agencies of
our Government. The reasons for this
are surely clear. The members of the
four subcommittecs lack any stafl spe-
cialized in these matters; they them-
selves can have litlle time or thought to
devote them. But even if these subcom-
mittees do have more time for intelli-
gence, nevertheless the disadvantsges
of having responsibility for the inielli-
gence community divided up smong four
different subcommittees would, I think,
be obvious to everyone. I maintain that
congrassional surveillance of the intelli-
gence community is Dot now sdequate,

£ A
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and cannot be adequate as long as it
continues to be organized as it 1s at
present.

A moment sgo I referred to tho Cen-
tral Intcliigence Agency as one of the
most important agencles of our Govern-
ment. What 18 true of CIA is, of course,
evenn truer of the intelligence commu-
nity as a whole. Yet from time to time
those who maintain that intelligence op-
erations full exclusively within the exocu-
tive sphere—those, In other words, who
are opposed to the establishment of &
juint congressional commitiee—iry to
persuade us, despite all we have heard
and acen during the past few years, that
nevertheless CIA is a purely advisory
bedy, that that i 1s not directly con<
cerned with the making of national pol-
icy. Mr. Alen. Dullea himself remarked

. severnl YeArs agos

~ CIA is not s policymaking Agency: we
. furnish {nteiligence to assist in the formula-
itlon of policy.

Sepator Russtiik during s dobate in
the other body. was even more blunt:

Some 8Senators who addressed themselves
1o the resolution on Monday Iast, seemed to
hold the opinion that the CIA was a polioy-
moeking sgency. That theme ran all through
the remarks which were made 1o sdvocacy
of the adoption of the resolution. .
i Br. President, the Central Intelligence
* Agency is far from bolng & pollcymsking
s agoncy. Jtioakss mo poliey.

The distinguished S8enator went on to
say that CIA was merely a coordinating
and information-gathering body whose
function was simply to present its find-
ings to the actual policymaking body, the
National Security Council,

Henator Russerl sald all this in 19566,
In my view it was scarcely plausible even

~then. Now In 1963, after our experi-
ences in Cuba, Laoa and elsewhere, to
say that CIA is In no sense a policymak-
ing body 18 to say something that is pal-
pably untrus. The National Becurlty
Act, under which CIA operates, does not,
of course, formally assign it policymak-
ing functions. But CIA is & policymak-
ing body, and we all know it. The rea~

. sons have been well put by Prof. Harry
¥owe Ransom, our leading lay student
of intelligence affalrs. In his study
“Central Intelligence and National Se«

_ curity,” published as early as 19588, h
has this to say: - :

Certalnly the CIA has no policymaking
responsibility. Yet policy making is not &
simple statio action. Rather it is & dynamlo
process, A key element in this process is the

- fnformation avaliable to policymakers. The
man, or group, controlling the information
svallable to policymakers does in fact play
» major i indirect role in policymaking.

A few pages later Professor Ransom
adds:

It would be unrealiatic to suggest that the
bright young men of CIA, by training, talent,
and parsonslity, do not hold strong views on
controversial lssues of national security
policy. If it s granted that knowledge is
indeed power, 1t will be recognired that in
reality the OIA, through ag fucreasing ef-
ficlency—and conssquently rising credit with
responsible declslon makers—has osome 1o
play & msjor role in creating national secu«
rity policy. : L -
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Burely thoss stalements can no longer
be regarded rs anything but the simplo
truth, In fact oven Scnator RussziL
appears to bave come round. Last year,
during the hearings on the confirmation
of Mr. John McCone to be Director of
Central Intelligence, Senator RusarLu
remarked:

In this pertod through which we are pass-
ing, this office s perhaps second only to the
Presidency In its tmportance.

A few moments later he repeated the
point. I am inclined to agree with 8en-
ator RussriL. And I submit to you that
one does not describe a man as holding
an office “second only to the Presidency
in {ts {mportance” if the agency of which
he is the head i8 not itsclf a policymak-
ing agency of the very first order of
importance.

Up to this point, Mr. 8pesaker, I have
been mainly concerned to clear the
ground, ns it were—to atate as clearly
as I could my objections to the argu-
ments most commonly used by opponents
of the proposal I am supporting. Only
by implication have I suggested positive
reasons why I think a Joint Committes
on Forelgn Information and Intelligence
should be established. I want now toad-
dress myself to the central questions:
why do I think such a joint cominities
15 necessary? and, equally important,
what work do I think it might usefully
undertake?

But first I have to make one further
point. The Central Intelligence Agency,
and indeod the entire intelligence com-
munity, i3 highly-—and necessarily-—se-
cretive in ita mode of operations. For
this reason outsiders like myself have no
alternative but to rely for thelr informa~
tion on newspaper reports, on the oo~
caslonal publishad hearings on House
and Senate committees, on the work of
scholars llke Professor Ransom, and on
s miscellaneous variety of other sources,
In the very nature of things our com=
ments and oriticisms cannot be authorl-
tative, We are working in tho dark, or
at least in the semitwilight. Neverthe-
lcss, I think we do know enough to have
reasonable grounds for supposing that
all 1s not well within the intelligence
community. Even more fmportant, 1
think we know enough to be certain that
we need to know more—and by "we,"
of course, I mean not necessarily the
general public nor even every Member
of Congress, but those Mcmbers who
would serve on the kind of cornmittee T
have in mind

Why, then, do I think such a com-
mittee should be established?

I have two general reasons, ‘The first
concerns the cxtraordinary number of
specific criticlsms that have been leveled
over the years against the Central In-
telligence Agency and, by implication,
against the intelllgence community as
s whole. Admittedly, as Mr. Allen
Dulles recently pointad out:

Yoy cannot tell of operatlons that go
along woll. Those that go badly generally
spesk for themaelver.

And I would not want for a moment
to deny ithat the Central Intelligenice

-
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Agency has scored a number of quite
spectacular successcs—the U-2 over-
flights, for exnmple, and the overthrow
of the Mossadegh regime in Iran. On
balance it s almost certalnly true to say
that the intelligence community has
served the Nation well. But the fact
does remain that on occasion the com-
munity has blundered seriously, and that
for its blunder the citizens of the United
Statcs have pald a heavy price.

Let me refer to just a few instances,
Back in 1050, as Mr. Dullcs himself has
tacitly admitted, the intelligence com-
munity failed to anticipate the Chinese
Communist intervention tn Korca, We
are still living with the conscquences of
that particular failure, A few yenrs
later an Incident involving the CIA
caused us serlous embarrassment in ths
Middle East and may have contributed
indirectly to the Suez affailr, In July
1956 President Nasser of Egypt claimed
in a speech at Alexandria that he had
heen strongly advised by a U.8. Govern-
ment official to ignore an important mes~
sage that he was about to recelve from
thn State Department, It was subse-
quently confirmed that the official {n
question had been the regional repre-
sentative of CIA,

More recently, of courss, we had ths
flasco of the Bay of Pigs. Chlef respon-
ability for that lamentable affair must
rest with the President of the Upnited
States, However, there can be no ques-
tion but that the Central Intelligence
Agency was deeply involved In the whole
affalr, and that its actlons and advice
had a decisive clect on the eventual
outcome. Burely most Members of the
House will agree that it would be in the
national interest to know whether such
incidents were merely particular aber-
rations or whether, in fact, they form »
pattern that is likcly to be repeated in
the future,

My sccond general reason for pressing
for the establishment of this commities
I can state quite bricfly, It is this, I
abhor government by sccrecy, I regard
it as inimical to the effective function-
ing of our Institutions. I regard it a8
alien to our American way of lifo. Above
all, T regard it as a threat to our funda~
mental Ubertics. I fully realize, of
cowrse, it should be clear from what I
have sald already that a high degree of
secrecy is cssential to the workings of
the intelligence cornmunity.

But I fear that with respoct to the
intelligence community we are often the
victims of secrccy for secrecy’'s sake.
Things are done to us and In our name
which we know nothing of. I do not
wish to seo the legitimate secrets of the
intelligence community reported in the
press and on the air. Of course I do nok
But 1t does seem to me of enormous im-
portance that a few sclected representa~
tives of the people, chosen by the two
Houses of Congress, should be continu-
owsly aware of what the intelligence
community is doing and of the way in
which it is going about doing it. The
American people have st stake, not

- merely thelr liberties but thelr lives.
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Dwsplte all I have said so far, there
would, of course, be little point in estab-
lishing this joini commitiee unless we
had some fairly clear idea of what we
thought it should do, of what subjects
we thought it should study. 1 propose,
nerefore, to continue by discussing four
questions, afl of high importance, which
1 think might usefully be investigated:
first, the reiations between the Central
Intclligence Agency and thce State De-
partment, especially overseas; second,
the relations between intelligence-gath-
ering on the one hand and so-called
apceial operations on the other; third,
the selection and training of intelligence

" 'perzonnel: and fourth, the whole ques-

tlon of intelligence evaluation. I pro-
pose to deal briefly with the first three of
thicso questions and to say rather more
about the fourth.

Plist, the relations between CIA and
the State Department,

The problem here has been posed suc~
cinctly by Henry Howe Ransom in the
hook 1 have already cited. On page 116

* he writes:

The operation by the U.8. Governmant of
a farflung mecret apparatus for intelligence
gaithering and political action could have
widespread diplomatic ramifications. There

may be & basic Incompatibility between the

maintenance of accredited diplomatic mis.
sions in some 78 foreign posts (as of 19058)-—

The number would be considerably
greater now—
snd the existence of American secrst agents
in most of these same foreign arens, Great-
eat cary must be exercised In Xeeping U8,
dipiomacy separated from spying and backe
stage polltical maneuvering, at least on the
surface, yet the diplomats probably should
not bs completely in the dark as to the
activities of Amerioan secret agents.

The poasibly disruptive effect of hav-
ing, on the premises of American em-
bassies abroad or in the fleld, sgenta
who owe allegiance to someone other
than the ambassador and to an organt-
zation other than the State Department
and who may be engaging in activitiea
running counter to expressed State De«
partment poliey, scarcely needs spelling
out in detall.

Nor are these dangers merely specu-
lative. I seems, for example, that to-
ward the end of the Chinese clvil war
remnenis of Chiang Kaj-shek's Na-
tionalist Army moved into parts of
northern Burma. These troops claimed
to be eager to harass the Communists
necross the border, and CIA accordingly
supplied them with large quantitica of
money and arms. But according to
available reports the Chinese had long
since tired of fighting. Instead of at-
tacking the Communists, they proceeded
to settle down, to occupy much of the
best  agricultural land in  northern
Burma, and to cultivate opium—all with
the szsistance of U.S. funds.

This would have beert a melancholy
eépisode In any case., But what made it
warse was the fact that our Ambassador
in Rangoon apparently had not the
faintest idea of what CIA was doing.
When the Burmese Government formally
complained to the Unlted States, the
Ambassador issued & categorical denul'

" he sald the United sum had nothmu
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to do with the activities of the Nation-
alist Chinese. OQur Ambassador of course
believed he was telling the truth. But
what he was saying wns in fact pot true,
and naturslly the Burmese were shocked
by this apparent evidence of American
duplicity. What was the upshot of this
episode? The American Ambassador re-
signed, the U.8. Government was deeply
embarrassed, and the Government of
Burma threatened for a time to brenk off
diplomatic relations.

Admittedly, this incident was particu-
larly ludicrous. But it is not without
parallel, Our policy in the enrly stoges
of the Laotian crisia appears to have
been constantly bedeviled by a lack of
effective coordination between the CIA
and the State Department. Similarly
with Cuba prior to the Bay of Pigs in-
vasion. Mr. Tad Szulec and Mr. Karl

Maeyer, in their able account of that

aftair, describe how, on its own initiative,
CIA established close working relations
with exiled supporters of the former dic-
tator Batista. They add:

This declsion marked the inauguration of
what, in effect, bocame its Independent for-
eign policy toward Cubsa, In cavaller disre-
gard of the thinking in the White House
and the 8tate Department.

Note that all this occuired despite the
efforts of an earlier Secretary of State,
Mr. Christian Herter, to regularize rela-
tions between the State Department and
CIA. Bince then the Herter<-Allen Dulles
agreement on the relations between Am-
bassadors and CIA personnel in the field
has been reaffirmed by Mr. Rusk and Mr.
McCone. And by now we have reason

to hope that the responsible foreign:

policymnrkers—the President and the
National Security Council—have reas-
serted thelr authority over the Central
Intelligence Agency. I agree that to a
considerable extent this is a problem of
particular persons and particular situa-
tlons. But it Is also the case that, as
long ns both State Department and CIA
personnel are working in the field, as
long as both agencies are responsible for
the collection of information, and-—per«
haps most Important—as long as CIA
continues to be responsible for special
operations, the problem of integraling
the Central Intelligence Agency into our
general forelgm policy apparatus will re-
main difficult and will remain worthy of
close and continuous examination. The
exercise of surveillance in this fleld I
conceive to be one possible function of
a Joint Congressional Committee on For-
eign Information and Intelligence.

A moment ago I alluded to the con-
duct by the CIA of so-called special op-
erations; that is, the fomenting of oppo-
sition against hostlle governments, the
arming of insurgents, the provoeation of
enemy action, and so on. The question
of housing these special operations—or
additional services or other functions or

whatever you want to call them—under

the same roof as the CIA's purely intel-
ligence-gathering operations has, of
course, long been e matter of controversy,
and it 18 this quesilon that I suggest
might usefully be the second of the new
Joint committee’s areas of study.

I do not suppose we necd to be re-

minded of the importance ot this ques-
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tion. The Bay of Pigs invasion was only
the most spectacular and best publicized
of ClA's specinl operations. There was
the Iranian affair in 1863, and the fol-
lowing year the overthrow of the Arbenz
regime In Guatemala. CIA also appears
to have had a hand in the main risings
in Eastern Europe, in Fast Berlin and
Hungary. Opecrations of this sort, unless
carefully supervised and controlled by
responsible political officers, could un-
wittingly involve the United States in a
major international crists, possibly In
war. If this was not clear before the
Bay of Pigs, 1t ought to be clear now.

The institutional danger here is read-

ily apparent and has often been stated.:

As Professor Ransom puts i{:
To mix the two functions—

That 15, of Information gathering and
special operations—
invalves the danger that foreign agents col-
locting facts and trying st the same time
to bolster or cause the overthrow of s foreign
government in America’s apparent interest
may develop a less than objective sense for
distinguishing betweon fact and aspiration,

Messrs, Bzule and Meyer make the
same point apropoa of Cuba:

The CIA men were not only shaping, In
effect, forelgn policy, but were exempt from
any meaningful outalde checks on their se-
tivities. Indeed, they were in the enviable
position of both organizing a clandestine op-
eration and preparing the intelligence data
through which the walidity of the venture
could be judged.

The obvious solution to this problem

would, of course, be to deprive CIA en-
tirely of ita special operations function,
Unfortunately the people in the most fa-
vorable position to collect clandestine
information are often also the people
best placed to engage In subversive polit-
fcal activities. In addition, a total di-
vorce between the two functions might
lead, in Ransom’s words, to “competi-
tion, duplication, and even outright con~
flict.”
* For a time the Maxwell Taylor Com-
mittee, appointed by the President to in-
quire into the Bay of Pigs affair, ap-
pears to have toyed, at least, with an
alternative idea—the iden of transfer-
ring the bulk of CIA’s special operalions
to the Defense Dcpartment. But this
solution would have had the equally ob-
vious disadvantage of ensuring that the
uniformed military—and hence the
credit and prestige of the U.8. Govern~
ment—would become involved as 300n 88
any paramilitary operation became a
matter of public knowledge.

In the event, it scems that routine
covert opcrations have been left in the
hands of CIA, with control to be trans-
ferred to the Pentagon only if a particu-
lar profect becomes so0 big /s t0 warrant
open military participation. Mr. Hanson
Baldwin in the New York Times summed
up the matter thus:

The general rule of thumb for the future
is that the CIA will not handle any pri-
marily militory operations, or ones of such
size that they cannot be kept sccret. How-
ever, sach case will apparsntly be judged
on 1its merits; there is no hard-and-fast
formula that will put one operstion under
the CIA and another under the Pentagon.”
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All of us, I think, will agree that this
f= an area in which hard-and-fast for-
mulas are not appropriate and In which,
in the nature of things, organizational
glmmicks cannot solve the major difii-
cuities. As in the case of relations be-
tweenn CIA and the State Department,
much depends on particular people and
particulur attuations. But largcly be-
cause the problem 1s of this sort, beeauss
it is a problem which can never finally
be solved, 1 feel very strongly that con-
tinuing congressional surveillance is
urgently required. If a joint committee
had been in existence in the early stages
of the first Cuban crisis, and £ it had
had cognizance of this matter, would the
Iay of Plgs flasco have occurred? I
think It is at least possible that it would
not.

Discussion of the Bay of Pigs leads me
naturally to the third of the questiona I
think a joint committee might investi-
guic: Lhe whole question of recrultment

‘and personnel within the intelligence
cotomunity. For it scems to me perfect-
1y.clear that one of the things that went
wrong with the abortive Cuban inva-
sion—not the only thing, but one of the
things—was that much of the CIA per-
sonnel responsaible for the operation con-
sisted of the sort of people who could not
distinguish between the reactionary and
the democratic elements in the anti-
astro camp, between the opponents of
Castro who were acceptable to the Cuban
people and those who, es former sup-
_porters of Batista, were anathems to
them.

Let me quote agaln from Sgulc and
Meyer, In their book, “The Cuban In-
vasion,” they write:

Thus tha OTA establizhed contacts In Ml-
am! with pro-Batista crganizations and with
¢xile groups whose entlire political philocophy
swas dedicated to the return to the pre-Oantro
ptatus quo in Cubs. * * ¢ These factlons
were placing themselyrs not only sgalpst Oas-

tro but against history; whether or not the.

CIA operatives wore aware that total regros-
ston is Impoasible, the contacts with tha
righiist factions ran counter to official U.8.
policy, atmed st encouraging socinl refofra
in Latin America”

A few pages later they remark that
the activities of the CIA agents reflected
o desiro to promote anti-Castiro groups
which they could manipulate. They con-
tinue:

1t also reflected an sttitude of haostility to
left-of-centor exlle groups dy sooond-rate
fleld operatives. This in turn affected the
top level 0f the agency and resulted in s lack
of understanding at the top. It is not dlear
10 what extent the CIA attitude was ideclog-~
teally mpotivated -or was stmply & response
based on the agent's vlew of what was prag-
tieal or realiatie,

~ This tendency on the part of the CIA
- to seek out and support the most anti-
Communist groups in the fleld, regard-
legs of whether or not such groups are
politically viable, has of course been
_ manifested on & number of other occa-
sions—in Laos as wcll as In Cuba, and
nmlalarently in Algeria and the Congo as
well,
one that on occasion has had a damag-
" ing effect on our policy. I suspect it has
something to do with the kinds of people
the Ceniral Intelligence Agency geta to
workforit, . . S o

It 13 & persistent tendency, and -

Is it wise, for example, to rely to the
extent CTA scems to do on the services
of retired service officers? Omne would
supposo that retired service officers,
though almost always men of great abil-
ity, would have an instinctive tendency
to take a rather narrow, strictly “opera-
tional” view of the problems confronting
them. Similarly, is it wise to rely too
heavily on the services of political exiles
and refugees? It scems reasonable, for
example, to supposo that an exile from
Ruritania, espccially someone who has
passionate convictions about what course
events In his homeland ought to take,
may not be the best person to assess
what course events in his homeland actu-
ally are taking, especially if what 18 actu-
ally happening 1s not to his taste.

Pleaso do not misunderstand me, I
do not mecan to impugn the enormous
amount of valuable work being done by
retired service officers and by exiles and
refugees in the CIA. Without their help,
the organization simply could not func-
tion. Altogether the Central Intelli-
gonce Agency undoubtedly commands
some of the ablest minds in the U.8. Gov-
ernment. And of course I do not mean
for a moment to suggest that CIA should
be atalfed with “soft-liners” or people
who bave had no personal experience of
the countries in question. That would be

absurd. ) .

But what I do think is that we have
to be sure that what we are getting are
actually the facts, and not what we
would like to be the facts. Thisia not a
matter of personal preference one way
or the other. It is a matter of finding
out what s actuslly taking place—and
personal preferonces enter only as they
may color one’s judgment. I suspect
that the judgment of the CIA is some-
times colored by the prefcrence of its
employees. I guspect that CIA ought to
take special care to recruit and employ
men and women of widely differing back-
grounds, temperaments, and opinions, T
suspect that in theso kinda of situations
one gets at the truth only when a wide
variety of Inclinations is brought to bear.
But remember that these are my feclings
only. I have little data at my command.
All T am saying is that I have a hunch
that CIA recruitment policy has had an
effect on CIA's performance. I may be
wrong, but I submit that the only way
we in Congress can find out Is by our«
selves conducting an inquiry into the
subjoct.

The whole quention of personnel and
recrultment is, then, the third of the
areas I would like to see a jolnt com-
mittee study. I would only add that of
course ho investigation need inquire into
the names and historics of particular
individuals involved; therc need be no
breaches of security or sccrecy. The
matter we are concerned with is one of
general policy.

Finally, I want to turn to what is
perhaps the most difficult of the four
questions I referred to earlier: the ques-
tion of how best to organize the evalu-
ation of the enormous amount of me-
terial collected every day by the various
agencies of the intelligences community.
Obviously evalustion of some sort. takes
place at every ochelon within the com-
munity, but I am particularly concerned

with the top-level U.S8. Intelligence
Board and lts auxlliary bodies.

Probably a few words are in order on
how these agencirs are organized., I
think the following description is roughly
accurate, though the Centiral Intelligence
Agency refused to provide me with au-
thoritative information so 1 hnve had to
rely on data from published sources. :

By the phrase “intelligence com-
munity” I mean the nuraecrous agencies
within the executive branch concerned
with intelligence collection and evalua-~
tion: the CIA, the new Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, the Btate Dcpartment,
RAND, and 80 on. 'The comuinunity as a
whole is responsible for producing the
national estimates—described by Profes-
sor Ransom a3 “these vital building
blocks of national sceurity policy.” With
the exception of the ultrasecret net esti-
mates which are produced by special ma~
chinery within the Natlonal Security
Council, most estiinates ere prepared un-~
der the acgls of the so-called Board of
Natlonal Estimates. .

This Board consisis of a small number
of intelligence experts—soldiers, diplo-
mats, and scholars—who, to quote Ran-
som again, “preside as a kind of planning
general staff for the Intellizence com-
munity.” The Board can initlate the
preparation of an estimate, though 1t
ususlly does 50 only on request from the
President, the Director of Central Intel-
lgence, or some other member of the Na-
tional 8ccurity Council. In all cases, the
Board of Natlonal Estimates sets the
terms of reference, breaks the problem
up Into feasible components, and assigns
appropriato tasks to the varlous agencies.
The resulting stafl studies are coliated by
the small OfMice of National Estimates,
The Board then drafts either a siralght
estimate—that is, one which attempts to
assess a foreign natlon’s intentions or fu-
ture policies with implicit assumptions as
to tuture U.S. policy—or a general estl-
mate—that 12 one involving stated as-
sumptions concerning possible changes in
U.8. pollcy. After the draft estimate has
been roturned to the participating agen«
cles for thelr comments and critielstas, it
is submitted, possibly with dlssents, to &
committee which used to be knownt as the
Intellizence Advisory Commiites but is
now named the U.8. Intclligence Board.

If the Board of Estimates is the plan-
ning board for the Intelligence com-
munity, the Intcligence Board is its
board of directors. As Ransom putsit, it
is the "final forum for the professional
intelligence commmunity.”. It resoclves
jurisdictional diaputes within the com-
munity and {s finally responsible for for-
warding the nsational estimates to the
National Becurity Council. Invarlably
the attempt 18 made to produce agreed
estimates, and usually the attempt 1s suc-
cessful; but on occasion dissenting opine
fons will be submitted. The Intelligence
Board meoets usually once a week. It
consists of the leading intellizence offi-
clals of the community and is chaired by
the Director of Central Inlclligence.

Two aspecta of this process in particu-
lar are worth noting. The first Is tho
central role of the Central Intelligonce
Agency. A high proportion of ths intel«
ligence community's- fact gathering is
dono by CIA. The Board of National
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Fstimates functions as a part of CIA,
The chairman of the U.8. Intelligence
Noard ia Dircetor of CIA. And, of course,
the intelligence community’s spokesman
oni the National Becurity Céuncil itself
{s also the CIA Director. The second
tlitng worth noting, however, ls the
dunlity of CIA’s role. Under the Na-
tional Becurity Act the agency 15 not
only one of the participants in the in-
teilizence community, it is also the chief
arency responsible for coordinating it.
In cther words, at many points in the
process of evaluation, CIA is both player
and umplire, both witness and judge.
This ambiguity is implicit in the title
of the Director who is formally not the
“Director of the Central Intelllgence
Agency” but stimply “Director of Central
Intelligence.”

Now the danger here is clear. It is
that the Central Intelligence Agency will
become—perhaps it has already be-

come-—not merely the chief intelligence’

agency but the dominant intelligence
agency, and that 1t will develop persistent
Institutional tendencies, biases, and even
policies. 'This type of problem is, of

course, not peculiar to the American in-

telligence community but 1s character-
istic of any complex adminlstrative ap-
parstus. That 15 the reason it has con-
atantly to be guarded against.

Bherman Kent, a Yale professor and
a World War II intelligence officer, put
the point this way:

Almost any man or group of men cons
fronted with the duty of getting something

pianned or getting something done will.

sooner or later hit upon what they conzider
n single moat dosirable courss of action.
Ususlly it is sooner; sometimes, under du-
rons, 1t 18 & snap Jjudgment of the top of the
bend. I cannot escape the bollef that under
the circumstances outlined, intelligence will
find itself right in the middle of policy, and
that upon occastons it will be the unabeshed
apologist for a given policy rather than it¥
fmpartial and objective analyst. :

Szule and Meyer, writing of the Bay
of Pigs, conclude:

Yat CIA was not behaving tdloucally. it
was ln many senses responding to the insu-
iated rationsltsm that infects a sheltered
bureaucracy., Indeed, if there is an institu-
tional villain, it i1s buresucracy iteelf—that
hulking, stubborn giant that seemingly can
oniy look where it has been and not wmthor
1 s tending.

Professor Ransom calls it slmply the
problem of “feedback.”

Naturslly in the early months of 1861
the administration addressed itself to
this problem. After the Bay of Plgs it
could scarcely do otherwise. In particu-
lar it reactivated a watchdog group sct
up by President Elsenhower in 19586,
originally called the President’s Board of
Consultants on Forelgn Intelligence Ac~
tivities and now named the President’s
Foreign  Intelligence Advisory Board.
This Board, under the chairmanship of
Dr. James R. Killlan, Jr,, of the Mazsa~
cuhetts Institute of Technology, studied
the question of evaluation and appar-
ently forwarded one or more reports to
the President in the course of the year.

These reports have not been made pub-
lie, but I think it is possible to plece to-

gether from newspaper reports roughly .

what hnppenod. i loemsthum Kil-

lian committee, or at lcast some of its
members, were unhappy about the dual
role being played by CIA. They proposed
that in future the Director of C1A should
be more of a techndclan, and that a new
post should be created, probably ate
tached to the White Houses, with some
such title as “Coordinator of Intel-
ligence,” the ncw coordinator would be
in & position to analyse and sssess the
results achieved by the intellligence com-
munity without having any bias in favor
of CIA. Rcports to this effect appeared
frequently in the press in June and July
1961. In August Mr. Cabell Phillips of
the New York Times stated that the new
post had actually been offered to Mr.
Fowler Hamilton

Either these reporis were inaccurate,
of the administration changed {ts mind,
or they could not find anyone to occupy
the new post, because in September 1961
the President announced thal Mr. John
A, McCone had been named Director of
Central Intclligence without any major
change being made In the structure of
the iIntelllgence community. Subse-
quently, however, in January 1662 one
such change was announced. Hence-
forth the Director of Central Intelligence
was not to function both as Chairman of
the U.8. Intelligence Board and also as
CIA member of the Board. Instead, al-
though the Director was to remain Chafr-
man of the Board, his deputy was to act
as representative of the CIA. In a letter
to Mr. McCone, the President noted this
change with approval. He added:

As head of the Central Intelligence Agency,
while you will countinue to have overall re-
sponsibllity for the Agency, I shall expect
you to dslegate to your principal deputy,
&8 you may desm necessary, so much of the
dirsction of the detalled operation of the
Agency as you may bs required to permit you

to carry out your primary iask as Director

of Central Intelligence.

Clearly there was & dﬂemma here. On
the one hand, it was evident that CIA's
intelligence gathering and opcrational
functions could conflict with its coordi-
nating function—and, of course, what
was true of the Agency was also true of
its Director. On the other hand, the
President and his advisers were almost
certalnly aware that an independent co-
ordinator, who was not himself the head
of a major agency, might find himself
weak, even powerless, in the face of the
vast intelligence bureaucracies. Inde-
pendence in theory might mesan im-
potence in praciice. B0 a compromise
was struck, and the duties of the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence merely
redefined.

How successful thia compromlse has
been it is probably too early to say. But
from all that I have anid, 1t ought to be
obvious that the problem of evaluation,
ke the other problems I have already
mentioned, 18 a eantinuing one, and not
one that can be spirited out of existence

by merely institutional gimmickry. It -
is also obvious that the problem of evalu-

ation is an enormously important prob-
lem, probably the most important con-
fronting the intelligence community.
For these reasons, I think that it, too,
should be a continuing subject of scru-
tiny by & well-qualified and weu-naﬂed
caumittes of consrun.
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Mr. Speaker, I do not wish to detain
the House further. I have spoken at
considerable length, yet I am only too
well aware that I have only skimmed the
surface of this extraordinarily compli-
cated and difficult subject. There are
any number of further questions that I
might have posed—for example, concern-
Ing the apparently increasing concentra-
tion of authority within the intelligence
community, or about the role of the
US8. Information Agency.
coursge, I must repeat that this has

been essentlally an outsider's analysis.

I have been trying merely to suggest
what kinds of inquiry a joint commiitee
might undertake, not to anticipate what
the results of those inquiries would be.

Nor as I remarked at the outset, do
I wish to insist that the resolution I am
introducing today provides the only pos-
sible way of proceeding. Perhaps the
joint committee should be given rather
different terms of refercnce. Or perhaps
a body should be established comprising
private citlzens ss well as Mcmbers of
Congress. I do not want to be dogmatie
about this, My purpose in speaking to-
day has been to reopen public discuasion
of an issue that has too long been dor-
mant, and moreover {0 reopen it at a
time of relative tranquillity, when the
intelligence community 18 not in the
public spotlight, at a time therefore when
these matters can be consldercd soberly
and dispassionately.

- But we in Congress should not be too
timid about putting ourselves forward.
I wonder how many Membcrs of this
House are aware of the enormous body

of opinion In favor of the creatlon of a

congressional joint commitiee. Both
the Hoover Commission and its specis)
intelllgence task force favored congres-
sional intervention. The New York

Times has consistently supported the
* idea in its editorial columns. Two years

ago the distinguished military analyst,
Mr. Hanson Baldwin, stated that one of
the lessons to he drawn from the Bay of
Pigs was “the necessity of kecping all
secret Intelligence activities and opera-
tions under constant top-echelon sur-
veillance and review.” - He noted that
the machinery for schieving this would
be greatly strengthened by the ocreation
of a joint congressionsl watchdog com-
mittee.

Finally, Mr. 8peaker, I should like to
quote just once more from the writinga
of Professor Harry Howe Ransom who,
a8 I have already srid, is our country's
leading lay student of intelligence affairs.
I think his comment deserves all the
greater consideration because it comes
from & member of the political sclence
profession—a profession which, as we all
know, has always had a strong bias In
favor of the executive branch of gov-
emment. On page 208 of “Central In-
telligence and National Security” Pro~
!essor Ransom remarks:

It 18 common experience for security
policymakers, milltary and civillan, to find
their foar of congressional interference
changed ' Into gratitude for congressionsl
support, frequently more effective support
than haes been accorded on the executive aide
of Guvernment. No exscutive agency todsy
Teveals everything to congressional oom-
mittees with jurisdiction over its operations.
Officlals of central intelligence may be ex-
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pecied to revenl even loss. But more ad-
vautages are to bo gained than lost from
establishing s more institutionalized sys-
tem for congressional survelllance,

I agree with that, Mr. Spcaker, and I
bope that what I have sald today will be
riven earnest and thoughtful attention
hv my colleagues on both sides of the
nisle,

Mr. NORBLAD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. LINDSAY. I yleld to the gentle-
man from Oregon,

Mr. NORBLAD. Mr. Speaker, I want
to assoclate myself with the gentleman’s
remarks. I think we should have had
8 joint committce to monitor the CIA
when it was first established. I have had
u little experience in the matter as a
member of the Committee on Armed
Services. As you may know, we have a
subcommittee on the CIA, I was a mem-
ber of that committee for either 2 or 4
years, We met annually—one time &
vear, for & perlod of 2 hours in which
we accomplished virtually nothing. I
think a proposal such as you have made
{3 the answer to it because & part-time
subcommitiee of the Armed Services
Committe, as I say, which meets for just
2 hours, 1 day & year, accomplishes
nothing whatsoever, I want to compli-
ment the gentleman on his proposal.

Mr. LINDSAY. Ithank the gentleman
from Oregon and appreciate the con-

tribution he has made. He knows where--

in he talks. He 18 an expert on the
subject and is a member of the Commit-
tee on Arracd Services and was a member
of the subcommittee supervising the
CIA—In theory—and what he says dove-
tails entirely and agrees with the experi-
ence, and the statements made in the
other body as well.

(Mr. LINDSAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
maorks.)

(Mr. MORBE (at the request of Mr.
Losay) was given permission to extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorb.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from New York [Mrn
Liwpsarl, on the step he has taken in
introducing his resolution, The gentle-
man from New York {Mr. LiNpsay] has
taken the initiative in remedying a seri-
ous inadequacy in our forelgn policy
making process., His efforts merit our
thoughtful attention and solid support.

1 have jolned the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Lmwosav] in filing a com-
panion resolution which, by establishing
a Joint Committee on Foreign Informea-
tion and Intelligence, would fill what is
now a gaping hole in the congressional
mechanism for the formulation of for-
eign policy. At present, intelligence
matters -are handled simultaneously by
several committees on both sides of Cap-
itol Hill. Not only confusion but omis-
sion as well result from this decentral-
ization of supervision. Our proposals,
which would apply to any intellizence or
information agency, not only the CIA,
would remedy this situation,

Pirst, the proposed joint committee
would give Congress the machinery it

- must have to exercise its responsibility
for the oversight of the Natlon’s intelli~
gencs actlvities. The present lack of

eongressional supervision in this area Is
itaelf & serlous omisslon In view of the
work required of the foreign policy com-
mittees of both Houscs. A varlety of
congressional commitices now bandles
the Netlon's everwidening range of in-
telligence activities, Eflective coordina=-
tion of congressional supervision s im-
possible,

The proposed committee would have a

comprehensive view of the intelligence
and information aspecta of forelgn af-
fairs. A single committec of this nature
would provide the existing forelgn policy
committecs with more dircct and efil-
clent service, The agencics under its
supervision would bencflt es well. A
prime target of the joint committee’s
efforts would be the improvement of
their operations and policies, Studies
of the agencics' problems and programs
would, of course, bo considerably more
extensive and complets when conducted
by a comumittes with single responaibility
of intelligence oversight.

Ultimately, I believe, both Houses of
Congress would benefit from the estab-
lishment of the proposed joint commit-
tee. The Benate and House would be
afforded a broader opportunity for care-
ful consideration of foreign information
and intelligence matters. The agencies
involved would similarly benefit from
the committee’'s studies and recom-
mendations,

Therefore, Mr. 8peaker, I hope the
House may act promptly on our proposal,
It would fiil & vital gap in our foreign
policymaking process. It would stream-
{ine existing efforts in the areas of for-
eign Information and intelligence. This
i8 an area in which congressional re-~
sponsibility is long overdue.

ESTABLISHING MINIMUM &TAND-
ARDS FOR OPERATION OF CIVIL
BUPERSONIC AIRCRAFT

" The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr,
Royeat). Under previous order of the
Housa, the gentleman from Ilinois {Mr,
Pucomnski] 1s recognized for 30 minutes,

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced legislation designed to
deal with a maost serious problem which
will confront our Nation in the very near
future. Bpecifieally, Mr. Speaker, my
legislation would establish certain limits
of tolerance assocliated with the advent
of the supersonic civil transport plane
now being developed by aircraft manu-
facturers in France and England and
being purchased by several American
airliines. Similar efforts to deveolop &
supersonic transport are now underway
in tho United States.

This is a problem which we no longer
can ignore. I have introduced this leg-
{slation at this particular time, in order
to give alrplane manufacturers both in
our own country and ebroad ample op-
portunity to make sufficient changes In
the design of their powerplants to avoid
future distress to millions of Americans.
The supersonic jet powerplant of the
future must be doveloped and designed

with appropriate Qonsideratlon for noiso

abatement. . .
This 18 far-reaching leglslation, But

T submit, Mr. Speaker, that we can no
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longer jgnore this problem. The Unlted
States and the entire world falled to pro-
perly plan shead in the development of
our present subsonic jet transports and,
as o result, mtllions of people throughout
the world have had their lives drastically
changed by the unbcarable noise which
today's jet transports produce at air-
fields near large urban arcas.

My own district lles fust cast of O'Hare
Pleld, the world's busiest airport. It
would be literally impossible for me to
fully describe the deafening nofse which
thousands of my constituents suffer
everyday from conventional subsonic jets
either arriving or depariing O’Hare
Field. It cannot be sald that these peo-
ple shouldn't have bullt near the alrport;
thesa people were there before the aire
port was bullt,

1 belicve it 18 tragic that alrplans
manufacturers of the world did not take
these consequences into consideration
when they developed the subsonic jet
transport during the past decade.

I was not a Mrmber of Congress in
those days, but I feel it is not only my
duty but the duty of every Member of
this Congress both in the House and in
the Scnate to recognize the {act that we
cannot repeat this error on the threshold
of the supcrsonic air transport era.

PAA

We must do everything possible to in-
sure that this new type of supersonic
aireraft—which is being developed from
scratch—does not repeat the tragic mis-
take of its subsonic jet predecessor, FAA.

The legislation which I have intro-
duced today would prohibit the opera-
tion.of ‘any civil supersonic aircraft in
transportation through the navigable
alrspnce of the United States which

_ would generate sonic boom overpressures

exceeding 1.6 pounds per square foot on
th:hgrmmd directly beneath tho flight
path.

This legislation would further make it
unlawful to operate any civil supersonic
alreraft into or out of U.B. alrports un-
less it can be demonstrated that ground
nolge level generated by such eivil super-
sonic alroraft 13 substantially lower than
that gencrated by long range subsonis
Jet aireraft. :

I am not at all persunded by the argu-
ment that you cannol stop progress,
Certainly we all are for progress. But
weo cannob blindiy state that we are for
progress when we know that such prog-
ress can serlously impair the health and
emotional stability of great numbers of
Americans, Nor can we say blindly we
are for progress when we are faced with

the prospect of sceing huge belts of-

destruction criss-crossing the United
Btates from sonic booms generated by
supersonic aireraft.

It is my bellef, that unless Congress
deals with tbis subject maotter at this
time, we may conceivably see such havoc
wrought upon this country from sonic
booma that millions of dollars in dam-
age to property and a serious threat to
the health of many of our people may
ensue, . .

My bill Umits sonic boom ovarpres-
sures not to exceed 1.8 pounds per Equare
foot on the ground directly beneath the
flight path. , .
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