NIRRT IR ved Far Re ‘:'éIA-RDP77M00144R000406100018-1
December 16, 19%’ ro‘@aﬁ&rﬁg%ﬁﬁiou£¥%kD—Extensiom of Remarks

shall wag horn and raised, and the post’s
Marshall Hall is named in his memory.
The Uniontown Bypass is a_ mpdern
highway providing quick and safe access.
to the entire Uniontown area and will
play an important role in the economic
development of the areq, ... . . e

General Marshall was ong of America’s
great statesman, and Uniontown resi-
dents are especially pleased to honor the
General in this small but appropriate
manner. o '

LEGISLA’ : 'I‘IQNJ:NTRODUCED TO IN-
" CORPORATE GOLD STAR WIVES

oK. D

WIN B. FORSYTHE
‘., OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES |

.. Manday, December 15, 1975

Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. Speaker, I re-
cently infroduced legislation to incorpo-
rate the Gold Star Wives of America.

This pational organization was estab-
lished in 1945 by the widows of members
of the Armed Forces who_died while in

- active service of their country.

..& groying, active organization, it now
has more than 2,000 energetic members
located in every part of the Nation.

The Gold'Star Wives, Mr. Speaker,
‘have been seeking incorporation in the
form of a Federal. charter for many
‘years. Because the House Judiciary Com-
mitiee has refused to act on such legisla-

- ton In the past, I decided in 1973 to seek

8 District of Columbia incorporation so
the Judiciary Committee could be by~
passed. P

However, because the leadership of the
organization strongly believes they
should have a full Federal charter, I am
sponsoring ‘this legislation, which un-
doubtedly will be referred to the House
Judiciary Committee,

Within the committee, however, there
brevails an entirely new atmasphere sur-
-rounding Federal, legislation to incorno-
rate crganizations, I believe the time is
right for the highly respectable Gold
Star Wives of America to be federally
incorporated. .

I'know of no other group more deserv-
ing of national incorporation, Its mem-
bership is composed of women who have
experlenced the great anguish of losing
their husbands through active. duty in
the Armed Forces of our Nation.

Their objectives are both praiseworthy
and slgnificant; what more valuable con-
tribution to society can be made than to
bolster the fortitude and uplift the
spirits, as well as to aid materially, the
widows and children of those who paid
the supreme sacrifice in the interest of
their fellow citizens? L "

The Gold Star Wives of America has
& role to play that Is natlonwide in scope
and worthy of national recognition, The
organlzation has similar noteworthy ac-
complishments fo those made by our
veterans’  and  adjunct organizations
Which have heen granted national char.
ters, In additions, for several years Gold
Star Wives of Americs has been partici-
pating sactively in the Annual Women's
Forum on National Security, which is
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composed of 16 organizations which have
received Federal charters.

I have been informed by the officers of
this organization that its goals could be
more effectively and easily attained if it
were incorporated at the national level.

. The scope of its membership and busi-

ness now transcends any one State or
group of States. Its declared purposes
and activities extend to the widows and
children of servicemen killed who live
in every section of the country, and the
number of chapters doubled in a short
time, as hundreds of new widows turned
to Gold Star Wives of America for as-
sistance with their financial and emo-
tional problems. Its officers and hoard
members reside in such scattered States
as Massachusetts, Washington, Califor-
nia, Colorado, Kansas, Minnesota, Vir-
ginia, Missourl, Louisiana, Kentucky,
New Jersey, Illinois, Arkansas, Florida,
and Indiana. In every sense of the term
and in all aspects of its operations this
is truly a national organization dedicated
to significant national purposes.

" The Gold Star Wives of America has
repeatedly been Jindered and prevented
from giving assistance to the young
widows who desperately need the help
that could have been available to them
through this organization, solely because
of their lack of a Federal charter. Efforts
to make the Gold Star Wives of America
known ‘through survivor assistance of-
ficers at military installations have been
refused on the basis that the organiza-
tion is not recognized as a reputable or-
ganization, while in other instances, con-
tacts at military bases have resiilted in
inquiries to the Department of Defense
as to the rellability of Gold Star Wives
of America. Officials of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, I am advised, have sug-
gested that a Federal charter should be
priority legislation for Gold Star Wives
of America, as a means of establishing
the status and integrity of this relatively
young organization. The organization
could thus acquire the respect and sta-
ture which come only to those organiza-
tions who are so recognized by the
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I have carefully exam-
ined the criteria set forth in 1969 in the
Standards for the Granting of Federal
Charters by subcommittees of the Sen-
ate and House Committees on the Judi-
clary. In every aspect it appears to me
that the Gold Star Wives of America,
Inc., more than measures up to those
required standards. It is clearly a nation-
al permanent organization operating in
the public interest; the character of this
organization is such that chartering by
the Congress as a Federal corporation is
the only appropriate form of incorpora-
tion; it is solely a patriotic, nonprofit,
nonpartisan organization devoted to
civic and membership betterment; and
1t aspires to provide nationwide services
which cannot be adequately organized
without a nationally granted charter,

..., The objects and purposes of the Gold
Star Wives of America are most com-
mendable. In addition to honoring the
memory of loved ones who paid the su-
breme sacrifice while serving in the
Armed Forces of the United States, it is
committed to assisting their widows and

’
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children, both materially and spiritually.
One of its stated goals, for example, is to
provide the benefits of a happy, health-
ful, and wholesome life to minor children
of persons who died in the service of our
country. Another aim is to promote ac-
tivities and interests designed to foster
among its members the proper mental
attitude to face the future with courage.
Direct aid to the widows and children of
former servicemen is likewise an obliga-
tion which this organization has as-
sumed. I mm pleased to note slso that
the Gold Star Wives of America have
dedicated themselves to the noble cause
of safeguarding and transmitting to pos-
terity the principles of justice, freedom,
and democracy for which members of our
armed services fought and died. They
have likewise pledged themselves to as-
sist in upholding the Constitution and
laws of the United States of America,
and to inculcate g sense of Individual ob-
ligation to the community, State, and
Nation. In all these respects this orga-
nization deserves the treatment which
Congress has previously accorded other
similar national groups.

Mr. Speaker, our colleague in the Sen-
ate, Senator Bavx of Indiana, introduced
similar legislation in the other body on
June 24, 1975, I strongly urge the prompt
consideration be given to the adoption of
these bills for incorporation of the Gold
Star Wives of America in order that the
organization can have the national
stature and corporate structure so essen-
tial to implement achievement of its very
desirable purposes.

NORTH CAROLINA
DAY CARE ASSOCIATION

HON. RICHARDSON PREYER

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, December 15, 1975

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to share with my colleagues a posi-
tion statement from the North Carolina
Day Care Association regarding child
care delivery systems. I share the con-
cern of the Association about the Federal
Inter-Agency Day Care Requirements—
FIDCR’s—of 1968 now incorporated into
Federal law through the enactment of
the Social Security Amendments of 1974,

One of the primary differences be-
tween the Federal requirements and
most State licensing reguirements are
those requirements which call for more
staff and space. These differences can
make a dramatic difference in the cost
of providing this care. Congress has
mandated a study of the impact of the
FIDCR’s and I offer this statement for
your consideration as this matter is fur-
ther studied by the Congress:

NORTH CAROLINA DaY CaRk ASSOCIATION—-
POSITION STATEMENT ON CHILD CARE DELIvV-
ERY BYSTEMS REVISION: ADOPTED AveusT 7,
1975

' The NCDCA promotes these premises as
vital to child care In our state and nation:

1. The child is the responsibility of the
parent(s). The community has the responsi-
bility for providing services to help in the
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development of every child to his fullest po-
tential. The community also has the respon-
sibility for providing information to assist
parents in the selection of these services.

2. Quality child care service should be
available in every community to every child
whose family needs and wants them. Child
care services should be diverse enough to
meet the varied needs of differént children in
different families and allow the parents
choice in what program best fits their child’s
needs.

3. On the basls of need, public funds
should be used to enable the parent(s) to
exericse thelr responsibility and right to pur-
chase child care. All barriers to the flow of
public funds should be removed so that all
existing child care programs, both public and
private, are being utilized and government
operated programs are initiated only when
services cannot be provided under private
auspices.

8. 622: “ENERGY FLIM FLAM"

HON. WILLIS D. GRADISON, JR.

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, December 15, 1975

Mr. GRADISON, Mr. Speaker, I am
shocked that the Congress of the United
States would play games with an Issue
as important as our national energy
policy.

In an area where there is an urgent
need for comprehensive, foresighted leg-
islation to meet our future energy needs,
the Congress has chosen the politically
easy way out, rolling back oil prices until
after the next election then allowing
them to rise until controls are lifted. This
legislation is politics at its most cynical.

The energy bill we are considering
today makes a serious mistake in treat-
ing the American people as “economic
flliterates,” to quote an apt phrase from
the Cincinnatl Post, Supporters of the
bill would have us believe that this is a
consumer bill. Nothing could be further
from the truth.

8. 622 ignores the damage that a tem-
porary price rollback would cause at this
time. A rollback would encourage con-
sumption precisely at a time we are try-
ing to reduce gasoline usage. It will in-
crease imports precisely when we are
seeking to reduce our dependence on for-
elgn sources. It will discourage domestic
production when we wish o become en-
ergy independent.

Finally, it will create legislated short-
ages and long lines at the gas stations.
Passage of this bill will put the United
States at the mercy of the OPEC nations
through their ability to set the market
price of oil.

Congress heeds to pursue long range
policies which will encourage domestic
exploration and development of our en-
ergy supplies. I will continue to support
gradual elimination of price controls on
oil together with a windfall profits tax.
This tax is necessary to assure that ad-
ditional revenues are plowed back intc
continued energy research and develop-
ment rather than used to further enrich
the oil companies.

Mr. Speaker, it is time we stopped play-
ing “politics as usual” in Congress arnd
got down to the tough decisions needed

n pressing issues. I believe the American
>eople will no longer stand for this kind
»{  politically-motivated policymaking,
:n which Congressmen look out for them-
selves first and the Nation second.

As an indication of the failure of Con-
gress to fool the American people on this
issue, T am including copies of two edi-
torials from Cincinnati papers, the Cin-
cinnati Post and the Cincinnati Enquirer,

[From the Cincinnati Enquirer, Nov. 13,

19751
A SeELF-DEFEATING LAw

It is the very kind of program to “benefit”
she American consumer that has put us in
nondage to the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) and that the
Congress has Just adopted in trying to legis-
late lower pelroleum prices.

From the early 1960s on, it was the con-
scious policy of the federal government, both
Congress and the executive, to increase pros-
perity by holding down the cost of gasoline,
jet fuel, heating oil and natural gas.

Prosperity is & much-desired and worthy
goal, but the national energy policy was
shortsighted and self-defeating in the long
run.

We have given the 13 member nations of
OPEC the power to set the price of crude oil,
and with that the steadily rising price of re-
fined petroleum products. We have done so
by deliberately making ourselves dependent
on this source of energy, and discouraging
both domestic produetion of it and economic
use of it by holding the price down. The
chasm between the needs of the nation and
the price-consumption policy of the federal
government is most strikingly and painfully
clear in the shortage of natural gas.

By seeking to decree that the price of &
barrel of domestically produced petroleum
shall be only shout two-third of that of im-
ported oil over the next few years, the Con~
gress 18 hurting the netional economy and
undercutting the very prosperity it seeks to
promote. .

At the legislated price of petroleum the
Congress would have, Americans are going to
use ever more OPEC petroleum.

They will do so because mixing domestic
and foreign crude oil together in price low-
ers the net price by about & fourth, That as-
sumes the present ratio of about 40% im-
ported oil to 60% domestic oil. The lower
price encourages consumption without, how-
ever, generating an equal increase in supply.

The Congress fails to legislate greater sup=
plies because It controls neither the decisions
of the OPEC nations on the price at which
they will be willing to sell their oil nor the
declslons of the American petroleum indus-
try on production here at home.

The Congress can, of course,” infiuence -

those decisions. The influence in this plece of
legislation is negative. It discourages domes-
tic production by the artificially low ceiling
price set on our own petroleum and by al-
lowing the petroleum industry to pass
through to the consumer the costs of im-
ported oil. There is no short-term profit loss
to the industry from the legislation, al-
though there is a long-term profit gain that
it would be forced to forgo.

This is a bad pilece of legislation. It de-
serves to be vetoed by President Ford.

[From the Cincinnati Post, Nov. 19, 1975]
ENERGY FLIMFLAM

With its eye fixed firmly on the 1976 elec-
tion, Congress has decided on an energy bill
that is good politics and bad national policy.

And what may be worse, President Ford,
who knows better, 1s reported by his aides
to be leaning toward signing Congress’ handi-
work. .

The measure treats Americans like eco-
nomie illiterates, belleving that they will be
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so grateful for temporarily cheaper gaso-
line that they will overlock long-term dam-
age to the country.

If Ford swallows the bill, it would promptly
roll back the average price of & barrel of
domestic crude oil by 12 ser cent, from the
present level of $8.75 to §'.66.

That is designed to cut tie price of gasoline
by 3.5 cents a gallon, Under its complicated
provisions, the bill would keep gas prices
down until the election i safely past. Then
they would start rising and would be 3.5
cents above today’s prices when price con-
trols expire in 40 months.

The plan is an ingenious one to allow con-
gressmen to posture as champions of the con-
sumer and promote the re-election of as
many as possible. But it would be harmful in
at least three major ways.

By artifictally lowering gasoline prices, it
would encourage consuription when con-
servation should be the watchword.

By cutting the oil indusiry’s Income, which
is already slipping, it would cause a drop in
exploration and & faster decline in domestic
oil production. .

As g result of using more fuel and produc-
ing less, this country would have to import
more high-priced foreign oil, now 40 per cent
of overall consumption.

Inevitably we would become more depend-
ent on the pricing and supply whims of the
OPEC cartel and more vutnerable to another
embargo.

Apart from its basic Jaws, the measure
contains s number of useful provisions, These
inciude requiring Detroit to produce maore
tuel-eficient cars; setting energy standards
for household appliances; building up an oil
reserve to protect again:t an embargo, and
helping small coal operators to Increase out-
put.

Such steps toward a seusible energy policy
show that Congress can o betier on the oil-
price Issue—If President Ford vetoes 1ts film-~
flam and demands an honest bill.

it

}-ANGOI;A I8 OUR NEW VIETNAM

" HON. HERMAN BADILLO

OF NEW TORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, December 15, 1975

Mr, BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, Sunday,
the New York Times’ story on the wors-
ening situation in Angola stated:

When the United Staies finally evacuated
Saigon in defest, a natio aal debate on Amer-
jcan poliey seemed imminent. It never really
occurred. . . . Now the same subject seems
to have returned, calle:! Angola: American
and Russian power anc Infiuence colliding
in distant places that are in, as Mr. Kennedy
said, a small world.

And what has changed since the end
of our involvement ir: Vietnam? Appar-
ently not much. CIA Director Colby tells
us that his interpretation of the War
Powers Act does not preclude “paramili-
tary operation.” And so, Henry Kissinger
and William Colby hive consulted, and,
now the $25 million of the taxpayer’s
money has been spent covertly, we are
asked to believe that this is another in-
volvement in the American interest.

The parallels with Vietnam must be
drawn and reinforced. We have been told
that the Communisis have put much
more money and arms into Angola than
we have and so we have to “catch up.”
Yet in doing so we have aligned ourselves
with South Africa-—a country whose poli-
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cles we loudly proclam as being repug-
nant to us. As in Vietnam, we proclaim
the right of the people to determine their
own future, ahd yet we have allied our-
selves with factions In Angola that are
so weak that they are almost certainly
doomed to failure. .

And yet we persist. Despite the fact
that we may lose close allies like Zaire
and Zambia, despite the fact that Africa-
watchers have been advising against our
tnvelvement for many months, and most
of all, despite the War Powers Act, the
Secretary of State has once again chosen
the imperial route of unilateral action
in the formulation of our foreizn policy,
It is my fervent hope that before the
Congress recesses, we will asserf our
role as an equal partner in the policy-
making process, and inform the admin-
istration just how antithetical our con~
tinued involvement in the affairs of an-
other country is to the Congress.

. The Following articles from yesterday’s
and today's New York Times clearly
define the sitpation in Angola, and the
folly of our role:_
No QUESTIONS, PLEASE
;- (By Anthony Lewis)

. BosToN, ‘DeCerfiber 14—in the last six
months the Ford Adninistration has secretly
supplied $26 million In armg and money to
factions it favors in Angola. The President
has just approved another §25 million. Amer-
ican pilots are flying five American artillery
spotter planes in and out of Angola from .
neighboring Zalre.

The Angola operation is already one of the
largest covert actions ever mounted by the
United States outside Indochina, and tt
raises large questions of policy. Does the An-
golan faction we oppose, which gete ald
from the Soviet Union and Cuba, threaten
American interests? Is there any realistic
chance of defeating 1%, or is the prospect an
endless struggle without success? And more.

But there is a_ fundamental question of
process before those of policy. If American
action ig needed, why should it be clandes-
tine? Why has our policy on so dangerous
& problem been made and executed In secret?

‘The answer given ls that U.S. ald might
emherrass the recipients if sent openly.
American motlves are suspect in Africa these
days, in part because of leftist bias but also
because of the record of American activities
in the Congo, Chile and elsewhere,

But an operation as large as that in An-
gola could hardly be expected to remain
secret for Iong, so that answer is less than
persuasive. In any event, the ‘Angola ac¢tion
- has now been disclosed. in considerable de-
tail--by unnamed sources who sound, very
much like the C.I.A, Continuing to handle
the policy covertly is not likely to avoid em-~
barressment. ‘ ]

The Angolan affailr, In fact, makes clear
what must often be the real reason that offi-
clalg choose the covert path. It is more con-
venient. It allows policy to be made by a
‘handful of men who know best. It avoids
a1inoying questions by Congress, the public
and experts within the executive branch.

After Vietnam, an open decision to inter-
vene in an armed struggle thousands of miles
Irom the United States and outside our tra-
ditional sphere of interest would surely have
arouised some questions. There is no need for
conjecture. Seymour M. Hersh of The New
York Times has disclosed that there wag goy-_.
ernmental opposition to y—
Rpressed. - .

y [ State Kissinger made the deci-

slon for military aid against the advice of
his own Assistant Secretary for African Af-
falrs, Nathaniel Davis, Mr. Davis felt so

strongly about it that he quit the job last
August. Slnce then Mr. Kissinger has cut
down the flow of cables on Angola to the
department’s African specialists and even
to the Bureau of Intelligence amil Research,
which also opposed his decision.

Mr. Davis is said to have seen three main
dangers in the growing U.S. involvement in
Angola. The factions we favor are so weak
that the policy probably will not work. A
prolonged struggle ending in failure would
deeply -damage the two African figures on
whom we most rely, Presidents Kaunda of
Zambia and Mobutu of Zaire. And the United
States may become Iidentified with white
South Africa.

Those arguments look rather convincing
today, after a direct South African military
‘intervention in Angola and after the decline
in the fortunes of the Angolan groups fa-
vored by the Ford Administration. But right
or wrong, the arguments should have been
heard-—heard by someone other than Henry
Kissinger. )

Under the American system, secret deci-

sions by one official or a few are wrong in.

principle. They also tend to bs wrong in
practice. Whatever good we can imagine co~
vert operations doing, what they sctually did
is "evident enough in the major examples:
Vietnam, Laos, Cuba.

Henry Kissinger’s record makes it particu-
larly unwise to leave policy on Angola largely
in his hands. A Natlonal Security Council
memorandum drafted under his cirection in
1970 predicted continued Portuguese power
in Angola, and thereafter some help was giv-
en to Portugal in its colonlal war. This ab-
surd episode Is described by Tad Szulc in the
current issue of Foreign Policy.

But the point is much larger than the
specifics of Angola. Our attitude toward that
affair will really indicate whether we have
learned from Vietnam and Watergate and
the rest how much harm we do to ourselves
by secrecy—by letting a handful of officials
make policy without public examination of
the premises.

The worst danger of covert action on such
a scale is that it may commit the United
States to a position and make extrication
awkward. That may indeed be the intention.
The time fo stop the process is now. Senator
Dick Clark of Iowa has a foreign ald bill

amendment that would bar any Angolan aid

unless Congress has authorized it. That pro-
posal tekes no position on the rights or
wrongs in Angola. It would simply make sure
that the country has a constitutional op-
portunity to look out for quagmires before
taking this large step.
THE MINI-VIETNAM IN ANGOLA
(By C. L. Sulzberger)

WINDHOEK, SOUTH~-WEST AFRICA,—The An-
golan mess bears some resemblance to Viet-
nam, if on a smaller scale. The civil war
started among rival nationalists after the
principle of independence had been gained
and foreigners intervened to suilt their global
intérests. But, unlike Vietnam, no great-
power intruder came from reglons near the
chosen hattleflield. .

The external forces involved aren't stran-
gers to the game. The United States has at
various times exerted tangible influence to
attain policy goals in Zaire (formerly the
Belgian Congo). The Soviet Union has in-
vested much in unproductive attempts to
control Zaire, Sudan and Egypt, and in areas
where success was achieved, notably Somalia.
China has been. involved in G d
OVEL & 48 : Bg. Jnoney, englneers and

xperts to various lands including

alre, Tanzanis and Mozambique, .

Everyone has used one or another form of
mercenaries: unemployed . professional sol-
diers or military,units from smaller ideologi~
cal allies. Thus, Russla has been employing
gonunando troops from its little client, Cuba,

/

\

¢

. Approved For,Re.ease 2001/11/01 : CIA;RDP77MOO144R000400100v018-1 '

E 6709

‘on African assignments since the 1960's.
North Korean officers are on a training mis-
sion in Zaire.

All these factors play & role in the civil
war that has engulfed Angols, just north of
South-West Africa (controlled by Pretoria).
Tliree principal guerrilla groups are fighting
each other fo gain ascendancy and an odd
mixture of forelgn nations are directly in-
volved.,

The Popular Movement for the Liberation
of Angola, headed by Agostinho Neto, which
seems at present to have an upper hand, is
heavily backed by the Soviet Union. There is
evidence that Soviet advisers are helping Neto
in Luanda, his capital, and that Moscow has
sent him an extensive inventory of arms.

Standing loyally with Russia is ¥Fidel
Castro, who has dispatched between three
and five thousand Cuban regulars to spear-
head M.P.L.A. attacks. The Cubans are the
only large non-African combat force in An-
gola, Several hundred of them are combat
veterans of the Independence struggle in
Guinea-Bissau.

The two anti-M.PL.A. guerrilla forces,
UNITA (National Union for the Total Inde-
pendence of Angola), and FN.L.A. (Front
for the National Liberation of Angola), have
Jolned In uneasy salliance. UNITA is led by
Jonas Savimbl and F.N,L.A. by Holden Ro-
berto, brother-in-law of Zaire's President Mo-
butu. This coalition is at present supported
by Communist China, the United States,
Zaire and South Africa.

The United States uneasily opposes the
threat of a Soviet-dominated Angola that
would provide Russia with naval and sair
bases and a strong-point aimed at the enor-
mous mineral wealth of Southern Africa and
Zalre. Even 1f Moscow proves unable to con-
trol these resources, it would be in a position
to deny them to others with its strong navy.

Washington is well aware of this danger
and the Soviet threat to move into the South
Atlantic as 1t has in the Indian Ocean, but it
13 leery of direct involvement because of its
Vietnam experience, China has less of a
complex,

Last June Mr. Roberto boasted: “All my
froops have been trained by the Chinese.”
Whether Chiness Instructors are still with
F.L.N.A. cannot be proved and some reports
claim Peking is diminishing its role. But
China is concerned with its third-world rela-
tions and is extra~susceptible to copper-pro-
duclng states, from Chile to Zambia and
Zalre, where Roberto’s brother-in-law is boss.

South Africa, for its part, fears Soviet ef-
Torts to spread revolutionary propaganda in
South-West Africa and also through the Af-
rican National Council in the republic itself,
Small South African forces have been sta-
tioned twenty miles inside southern Angola
with instructions to engage in hot pursuit, it
necessary, 200 miles northward. There are
South African advisers and armor farther
north and 1ts troops apparently control Sar
da Bandeira airfield south of Huambo.

It is still early to forecast how the Angolan
contest will end. So far the Soviet Union hag
shown great resolve but, in the past, its stay-
ing power in West Africa has not been im-
pressive. China, on the other hand, has been
courting the black states for years and its
ideological practices have considerable ap-
peal. But African nations have not been nota~
ble for tying themselves inexorably to any
ldeological creed.

The outcome in Angola—and its eventual
implications—may be affected by any United
Btates determination to step up its role or
even by the import of further mercenaries by
one or another competing group. Well~
trained professional soldiers with good weap-
ons have shown they can have considerable
effect on African battlefields.

The Black Companies now being led around
Angola by Cuban ideologues or white officer
hi;elings are every bit as important as the

of Remarks X
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‘White Companies of unemploved English
knights who settled arguments between Ital-
ian city-states following the Hundred Years
War. But this time the ultimate strategic re-
percussions might echo on a global scale.

COMMUNISM AND THE WAR IN ANGOLA
(By George M. Houser)

The conflict of opposing political move-
ments for control of an Independent Angola
is rapidly escalating into an international
confrontation reminiscent of Vietnam, and
United States spokesmen are grossly distort-
ing the real issues involved.

Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger has
pointed an accusing finger at the Soviet
Union and Cuba for intervening in Angola.
Characteristically, United Nations Ambassa-
dor Danlel P. Moynihah went further when
he said that Soviet involvement in Angola
was 8 first step in the colonizing of the whole
continent. But little is sald about reported
United States military aid sent to Angola.

American spokesmen are simplistically
portraying the Angolan conflict as “Commu-
nism” versus “anti-Commusism.” The Popu-
lar Movement for the Liberation of Angola
(M.P.LLA.), whose government at Luandsa
has been recognized by sixteen African states
(33 countries in all), is constantly described
as “Marxist,” “Soviet-backed” or just “Com-
munist.” The National Front for the Libera-
tion of Angola (F.N.L.A)) and the National
Union for the Total Independence of Angola
(UNITA) are called “anti-Communist.”

Before any portion of the American people
respond to any call for Vietnam veterans to
Join the fight against Communism in Angola,
several important factors should be con-
sidered. What about the Communism of the
M.P.LA.?

I have been in touch with the leaders of
this movement for many years, most re-
cently last March when I was in Angola,
where I met with members of all three polit-
ical movements. They make no secret of a
basically socialist orientation in their design
for Angola.

In a continent where there is little pri-
vate accumulation of capital, socialism of
one sort or another iz an accepted norm.
Capitalism is a reality in most of Africa only
through the interests of foreign corporations
and enterprises. So organizing a soclety along
soclalist lines Is to be-expected.

Such a form of social organization should
not automadtically end United States willing-
ness to maintain friendly relations, And in-
deed the United States has recently agreed to
diplomatic relations with Guinea-Bissau and
Mozambique, counties in which the political
parties (African Parties for the Independence
of Guinea and Cape Verde and the Front for
the Liberation of Mozambique) have pro-
grams very similar to that of the MP.L.A.

In fact, all three had been joined in an al«
liance agalnst Portuguese colonialism for
more than fifteen years. Why ihen does the
United States treat the M.P.L.A. differently?

The issue is portrayed as Soviet influence
and control in Angola. Soviet support of the
M.P.L.A. is not new. It goes back to the be-
ginning of the ermed conflict in Angola in
1961. Scandinavian countries gave support to
the M.PL.A,, too. The M.P.IL.A. would have
been glad to take help form wherever it was
offered-—even from the United States.

Where was the United States during the
years of struggle? It was firmly welded into
an alllance with Portugal and had a policy
of avoiding "Torrthota ithe  liberation
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Some Americans may find this difficult to
understand in view of our widespread bisses
against the Soviet Union and Communism.
But these political movements, after long
vears of combat against the Portuguese, will
10t easily accept. domination by a new foreign
power. It is a gross and demeaning distortion
of reality to present the men and women of
M.P.L.A. as Soviet puppets. And certainly the
Cubans are not taking over Angola.

There is a second distortion involved in
official United States interpretation of events
in Angola. Spokesmen have said virtually
nothing about United States involvement in
Angola. Covert United States support for
the F.N.LLA, and UNITA was admitted in
lestimony before the Senate Foreign-Rela-
tions Committee on Nov. 6 by William E.
Colby, the Director of Central Intelligence,
and Joseph J. Sisco, Under Secretary of &tate
for Political Affairs.

The New York Times reported Friday that,
according to & high-ranking Government of-
ficlal, the United States had sent $256 million
in arms and support funds to Angola over
the last three months and planned to send
825 million mors in supplies. The official said
that the first sum had been distributed by
the Central Intelligence Agency.

This ald has gone principally through the
Government of Zaire, which since 1962 has
been the mainstay of the F.N.L.A., the most
conservative of the Angolan parties.

Major publications here and abroad have
reported that United States transports have
been flying daily from Zaire into F.N.L.A.
military centers in northern Angola, such as
Ambriz, with guns, ammmunition and gas.

For Mr. Kissinger and other United States
leaders to point the finger at the Soviet
Union and make no mention of United
States involvement in the conflict in An-
gola is hypocritical.

United States spokesmen have made no
mention of South Africa’s growing inter-
vention in Angola. Presumably the involve-
ment of this white-supremacist state is an
embarrassment the United States would pre-
fer to ignore. But this involvement is an im-
portant development in the Angolan conflict,
with far-reaching repercussions. It was the
incursion of Scuth African troops that has
led Nigeria’s “moderate” Government-—even
in United States Government eyes—to rec-
ognize the M.P.L.A. government in Luanda.

There can be no doubt about the growing
South African intervention, When I was in
Zambisa in sarly November, I was told by high
Zambian officials that at that time South
African troops and some dissident Portu-
guese mercenaries from Angola and Mozam-
bigue had already occupied a strip fifty miles
deep across southern Angola.

South African columns have penetrated
hundreds of miles into the interior, with
many casualties reported and at least one
reconnaissance plane shot down.

An immediate objective of South Africa
is to use the Angolan fighting as a smoke-
sereen behind which it can eliminate the
forces of S.W.AP.O. (Southwest African Peo-
ple’s Organization, the main lberation
movement of Namibia) from northern Nam-
ibia and southern Angola.

Namibia—South Africa calls it South-West -

Africa—is the territory occupied by South
Africa in defiance of United Nations deci-
sions that even the United States has sup-
ported.

South Africe sees the Angolan conflict as
the real beginning of the war for its own

k.33~ 4
moverments in Portuguese colShter - =wincisn Suvival. ag. o wmnmmmed state

The United States limited its “support” to
high-sounding statements on the right to
self-determination. The MP.L.A. has little
reason to be grateful to the United States.
M.P.L.A. support from the Soviet Union does
not mean Soviet control in Angola. It has not
meant this in Mozambique, .Guinea-Bissau,
or Cape Verde.

sOUtrerns:
heen attempting

ears South Africa ha.s
dzitsell. into: the
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golan elements, is directly abetting South
African strategy. It is not helping the An-
golans preserve their independence but mak-
ing them victims of the most reactionary
force In Africa. Tt would be a tragedy for
the United States to repeat the errors of
Vietnam because it looks upon the Angolan
conflict as an occasion for another anti-
Communist crusade.

“INTEGRITY IN 'THE BUSINESS
LANDSCAPE,” AN ARTICLE BY
STANLEY MARCUS

HON. JOHN BRADEMAS

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, December 15, 1975

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most thoughtful and public spirited
business leaders in thc United States is
Mr. Stanley Marcus, chairman of Nel-
man-Marcus of Dallas, Tex.

I believe that everv Member of the
House of Representatives and Senate will
read with great interest the following
article by Mr. Marcus. “Integrity in the
Business Landscape,” published in the
New York Times of December 15, 1975,

The article, which follows, was ex-
cerpted from an address Mr. Marcus de-
livered in Omaha, Neb.:

INTEGRITY IN THE DBUSTNESS LANDSCAPE
(By Stanley Marcus)

There is a massive loss of falth In the
business community by the American peo-
ple—and perhaps a loss of faith on the part
of businessmen as well.

Let's not kid ourselves into believing that
the negative atbtitude ioward business is
merely part of an “anti-E;tablishment’” mood
throughout the nation. It is a lot more
specific than thal-—and 1 lot more justified
than that.

Americans still believe in the free-enter-
prise syslem. They hav: no dquarrel with
profit-making. But they do have a quarrel
with unethical and questionable business
practices condueted at the public expense.

They do have a quariel with companies
which pollute our water and air and are ap-
parently indifferent to the hazards of pollu-
tion until the Government intervenes.

They do have a quarrel with that majority
of businesmen who have fought and ob-
structed and delayed every piece of pro-
gressive legislation enncted during this
century.

Who among the business community today
would seriously propose hat Congress repeal
our child-labor laws—or the Sherman Anti-
trust Act? The Federal Reserve Act, the
Securities Exchange Act? Or workman’s com-
pensation? Or Social Secarity? Or minimum
wage? Or Medicare? Or civil rights legisia-
tion?

All of us today recognixe that such legisia-
tion is an integral pert of our system: that
it has made us a stronger, more prosperous
nation—and, in the long run, has been good
for business. But we can take precious little
credit for any of the social. legislation now
on the books, for busines: vigorously opposed
most of this legisiation.

I wonder sometimes il we really believe in
the free-enterprise systern. When those who

Western alliance on the back of thb~awMerdiava the greatest stake In it often turn out
faa 3o 3

Communist cause. Now South Africa is call-
ing for the Western alliance to stop a "take-
over” in Angola.

The current United States position, sup-
porting the most conservative internal An-

to be ft¥~ *RTEes, ' wonder IT frée
enterprise can survive. A e 4 A 255 5
Can it survive when some of its greatest
proponents seem determined to strangle the
life force of the system--competition—with
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though exports are vital and must be main-
tained, the American conswmer must never
again be forced to subsidize foreign sales,

Access to American grain supplies must in-
stead be assured on a_ basis conslstent with
maintaining reasonable food prices at home.
That. ohjective can be accomplished by es-
tablishing an export policy in place of the
stop and go non-policies of fhe Republican
Adniinistration—non-policies which rgb, con-
sumers, farmers and our trading partners
altke, The policy I advocate would set mini-
murn and ma,ximgm Quantities for all major

foreign buyers, 50 that fluctuations in de-

mands will be smoother by requiring import-
ing nations to accumulate stocks in times
of high world production. Qur Government’s
approval would be needed for a country to
buy more—or less—than the agreed gmounts.
To assure, adequabe domestic supplies, the
United States would announce. to the world
1ts domestic requirements, as well ag 1ts
commltment to forelgn customers and less
developed countries. We would make it clear
that those supply requirements would be
met By whateyer management devices are
requlred. | . . .

As an essential element of our export pol-
lcy, the United States should. take the lead
in, ¢reating with other exporting and im-
porting natlons an international reserve pro-
gram. for grains—as called for by the World
Food Conference. Such a reserve would serve
not only the interests of the participating
countries but also our moral obligation to
the hungry. -

These policles would not displace the free
enterprise system. Rather, they would put
that syatem to work for people by taking the
shocke omf of supermarket purchases and
farm sales, But.we mugt recognlze that the
system will not work if farmers and con-
sumers are, pitied against each other in a
strygile which can end only in losses for
both. The.campact between farmers and con-
sumers which, I propose guarantees nelther
group everything it might wish. As in any
partnership, there are risks ta be shared snd
hard cholces to be made. The accommodation
of ‘econflicfing interests which I propose
means some give and take by all, The reserve
systera puts a ceiling on the prices consum-
ers must pay in bad crop years, just as it
sets a floor under the. prices farmers will get
in surplus crop years. I believe American
farmers and consumers will accept this.

_To cement the new alllance between farm- .

ers. ald consumers, we must also focus at-
tentipn on, those trends in equipment manu-~
Tacturing, food processing and agricultural
marketing that work against the interests
of producers and families alike, ‘When, ac-
cording to the Federal Trade Commission,
supermarkets enjoy a 169 return omn. in-
vestment, when monopoly in the manu~
facturs of farm machinery costs farmers a
quarter of a billion dollars each year, when
monorolistic meatpacking robs consumers
of & half a billion. dollars annuslly, when
bread prices rise nearly 17¢% at the same
time flour prices fall 25%, and when shoppers
continue to be misled by labeling and ad-
vertising that distorts the truth about nutri-
tion, it doesn’t take an expert to conclude
that manufacturers and middlemen need
to be brought into line—and fast. It's not
enough to talk about vigorous antitrust
enforcement in lfigation that will take
yeara and may consume millions of dollars,
In food, as in fuel and medical care-—and
in every Industry that is vital to. daily sur-
vival—rlegislation is needed that would shift
the burden of proof against those wielding
concentrated or irresponaible economic pow-
er. Wherever those Interests fail to Justify
thelr siructures and pragtices to falr-minded
mett and women, they must be broken up or
subjected to whatever cantrols are needed
to create prices people can afford, under
marketing principles people can accept.

What all of this adds up to Is a specific
Instance of that principle I described on the
day I announced my candidacy: Above all,
what this nation and the world need 15 a
commitment to a common existence—a
sharing of benefits and burdens in 8 com-
munity of interest between groups that can-
not succeed or even survive unless they come
to perceive their mutuality of concern and
learn to act in creative concert rather than
divisive competition.

We haye long talked about turning our
swords into.plowshares. But the truth is:
We have yet to make the most of the plow-
shares already available. When the world’s
most resourceful farmer, working the world’s
richest soil with the world’s most advanced
agricultural technology are manipulated by
politics, subordinated to middlemen, and
pitted against both consumer needs and
the realitles of hunger and malnutrition, we
can be sure the fault lles not with those
who produce our food but with those whom
we have elected to high office. Tt is time
to bring new wision and new leadership to
the farm and food policies of America. That
is my pledge in this campalgn; it will be the
commitment of my presidency.

A LETTER FROM THE HEART

HON. ALBERT W. JOHNSON

OF FENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, -December 16, 1975

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I was quite pleased last week to
notice that a letter to the editor had
been published in the Bradford, Pa. Era
which was written by Mrs. Sarah Smith.
Mrs. Smith is a resident of East Smeth-~
port, Pa., which is located in my 23rd
Congressional District. Mrs. Smith calls
on the people of the United States to
pray for our Nation during these troubled
times, and also comments on the belief
that prayer and Bible reading should be
allowed in the public schools. T would like
to share Mrs. Smith’s warm letter from
the heart with my colleagues. The letter
is as follows:

OTHER VOICES

Dear Sir: While reading The Era Saturday,
Nov. 22, I read where President Ford picked
certain Bible verses to be read for eight days
beginning Nov. 23 through Nov. 30. Being a
Christian I know this is a good idea, not only
for the eight days mentioned, but all year
round. This great country of ours can stand
a lot of Bible reading and prayers,

As Istated in an editortal last spring about
prayers and Bible reading being out of our
schools, that's when some of our young peo-
ple started a life of crime. Many children
never hear the word of God, only when it’s
used as a swear word. In the Era Nov. 15 our
Congressman, A. W. Johnson, (in whose home
here in Smethport I work as part-time house-
mald and caretaker), had an article about
putting prayers back in our schoole. After
working in their home over twenty years and
the many talks we have had about thls, I
really know he means it, but one man can-~
not do it alone. Our whole nation must stand

‘for the cause,

As we read in the passages from the Bible
glven by President Ford, let us also read and
remember—

2 Chronicles, 7:14—'If my people which
are called by my name shall humble them-~
selves and pray, and seek my face, and turn
Irom their wicked ways, then I will hear
from heaven and forgive thelr sin and will
heal their land.”

We all know our country needs a lot of

N
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healing. We also know that our country was
founded for religious rights and it seems
that even this is being taken away from us.
So as we stand on the threshhold of our 200~
year celebration next year, let everyone of
God’s people pray for our nation. It can still
be a nation to be proud of.

So let's all of us that are called by His
name and those who wish to be called by His
name humble themselves and pray. I know
our God will hear and answer. This may not
get printed before Thanksgiving day, but it
is for all the year round. Those that claim to
love the Lord, please pray without ceasing for
our country.

Mrs. SARAH SMITH.

ENERGY CONFERENEE REPORT

SPEECH OF

HON. RICHARDSCN PREYER

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 15, 1975

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I am
bleased by that part of the text recom-
mended by the conference report to ac-
company S. 622 which adds a new sec-
tion 11 to the Emergency Petroleum
Allocation Act of 1973 and which deals
with the regulation which the 1973 act
mandated the President to issue under
section 4(a). The new section 11 will re-
quire the President to “promulgate, pur-
suant to the limitations and authority
under section 12, such amendment, or
amendments, to the regulation promul-
gated under section 4(a) as he deter-
mines are necessary or appropriate—
first, to modify any provisions of such
regulation in a manner which is consist-
ent with the attainment, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, or objectives
specified In section 4(b) (1): or second,
to elitninate any provisions of such regu-
lation no longer necessary to provide for
the attainment of such oblectives.” Pres-
idential action would follow a hearing
procedure which would allow interested
parties to comment on the operation of
the existing regulation.

My interest in this section results from
my concern that the existing regulation
works to stifie competition although the
law, and the clear congressional intent,
requires FEA to “restore and foster com-
petition.”

The relevant section, section 4(b) (1)
of the 1973 act, says that the regulation
shall provide for—

) (D) preservation to an economically sound
and competitive petroleum industry; in-
cluding the priority needs to restore and
foster competition in the producing, refining,
distribution, marketing, and petrochemical
sectors of such industry, and to preserve the
competitive viability of independent refin-
ers, small refiners, nonbranded independent
marketers, and branded independent market-
ers; (emphasis added).

However, one section of the regulation
now in effect, section 211.63, does pre-
cisely the opposite, and would appear to
lock in a monopoly of wholesale mar-
keters while keeping out new competi-
tors. Until recently—November 24—this
regulation said: - ’

All  supplier/purchaser relationships in
effect under contracts for sales, purchases
and exchanges of domestic crude oil on De-
cember 1, 1973, shall. remain In effect for
the duration of this program. . , .
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Thus, the regulation requires producers
to continue sales to the same marketers
with whom they were doing business on
December 1, 1973, and prohibits new
crude oil marketers from purchases
which would disturb these relationships.
No provision is made by which new crude
oil marketing companies may obtain
supply sources. Competition is denied.

The effect of this is to freeze in, pro-
tect and perpetuate a monopoly. Data
filed by one of these companies with the
SEC reveals an enlargement of profits
under the challenged regulation which
resulted in those profits jumping from
$19 million in 1973 to $59 million in 1974.
Per barrel profits had a corresponding
increase.

The U.S. District Court for the western
district of Texas, San Antonio Division,
in a decision October 6, 1975, captioned
Basin, Inc. v. Federal Energy Adminis-
tration, Civil Action No. 75-CA 250, is-
sued a preliminary injunction against
FEA. It ruled:

There is a substantial question as to
whether section 211.63 of the regulations,
insofar as it denles plaintiff as a crude oil
marketing company the right to purchase
crude oil and makes no provision for alloca-
tion of supply purchased by the crude oil
marketing industry on a fair and equitable
basls among the members of that industry
s In compliance with the Congressional
mandate of the Emergency Petroleum Allo-
cation Act of 1973 to restore, foster, and
preserve competition in all segments of the
petroleum industry. . . .

The court found that as a result “the
plaintiff will in all likelihood be forced
to discontinue its business.” Clearly free
enterprise competition was not being
served by the regulation in the court's
mind and an independent business was
threatened by the enforcement of a reg-
ulation which this Congress did not an-
ticlpate in its 1973 act and which is con-

trary to the intent of the Congress in

encouraging competition.

The FEA appealed that decision and
amended its regulations.

On the eve of the argument in the
Court of Appeals, after months in which

FEA acknowledged inequity in the ex-,

isting regulation, the new regulation was
published. The announcement identified
the purpose of the new regulation as “to
allow for the new entry into the business
of marketing crude oil”—conceding the
inequity the court had already found.
However, the new language then ne-
gated the impact it should have afforded
by requiring as a condition to the estab-
lishment of a new supplier-purchaser
relationship that the new wholesale
marketer obtain from the refiner “their
written consent to the proposed supplier
substitution.” Commonsense tells us that
few refiners, if any, would want to con-
sent to the substitution. He already has
o relationship with the entrenched large
operator who is protected by the FEA
regulations and the refiner would not
imperil that arrangement by telling the
marketer to stop selling to the refiner,
move over and give up part of the busi-
ness to the little competitor. All the
competition the 1973 law envisioned is
undone by a telephone call between the
varties to the existing relationship. It
would appear that the new regulation
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might become an invitation to collusion
and clearly violates the spirit of the
siatutory maendate for competition.

The joint explanatory statement of
tiie conference committee on the bill
which became the Emergency Petroleum
£llocation Act of 1973, said of section
4(b):

It is imperative that the Federal Govern-
pient now accept ite responsibility to inter-
vane in this marketplace to preserve compe-
t'on and to assure an equitable distribution
o eritically short supplies. Toward this end,
tiie conference substitute requires the Pres-
irlent to promptly implement a mandatory
ailocation progrem which must be drafted
s0 as to accomplish Congressionally defined
ehjectives. These are set out principally In
soction 4(b) of the conference substitute.
tery generally slated they establish guide-
lines for the priority uses of fuels covered
by this Act and set forth standards of action
concerning the competitive structure of the
industry and general economic policy to be
followed in the establishment of the fuel
ailocation program. (Italics added.)

The history of the efforts of smaller,
independent marketers to engage in the
kind of competition mandated by the
1973 law is best told In the San Antonio
ceclsion. The FEA regulation does not
foster competition; it stifles it. The new
regulation offers no real change.

The new section 11 is the best hope we
I'resently have for a real change. It is
cur best hope for the kind of competi-
tion the Congress intended in 1973 and
vhich it must reaffirm today.

oot

US. SECRET INVOLVEMENT IN
ANGOLA

HON. ANDREW YOUNG

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 16, 1975

Mr, YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
.5 we now witness the agony of civil strife
in the newly independent African state of
Angola, we are more each day made
wware of the covert role our Nation is
playing in this tragedy. This dangerous
«ourse, embarked upon by the executive
bhranch of government in the spring, is
nweing challenged in the Congress and by
nublie interest groups increasingly across
sur Nation as an Inappropriate response
.0 southern Africa events.

John Marks, author of the article in-
serted below, represents this growing
sosition of advocacy. Currently, he is an
associate of the Center for National
3ecurity Studies in Washington and is
soauthor of the book, “The CIA and the
~ult of Intelligence.” He has served as an
axecutive assistant to Senator CLIFFORD
~ask of New Jersey and also as an assist-
ant to the director of the State depart-
nent of intelligence, Mr. Ray Cline.

I have recently returned from a visil
& Zambia where in conversations with
iberation groups based in that country
and with President Kenneth Kaunda and
Foreign Minister Rupiah Banda much of
John Marks' analysis was confirmed
shrough their observations.

1 believe, Mr. Speaker, that it is crucial
that the Congress act now to cut off ithe

flow of U.S. funding to various factions
in Angola and that all 17.8. military in-
volvement in the way of armaments and
supplies be immediatelv discontinued.
The Congress must have the courage to
stipulate that outside intervention on the
part of South Africa and the military
escalation supported by tne Soviet Union,
Cuba and above all the United States
must cease and that an African initiated
political solution ought w0 be a priority.

Angola, after years of truggle to liber-
ate itself from the cruel power of Portu-
guese colonialism, should not have to suf-
fér a more devastating poriod of external
power Dparfitioning. Anzola, after 500
years of.imperial domin:tion, should and
must be left alone to coordinate its own
prospects of nationhood.

There is no basis, Mr. Speaker, for the
United States to wield its vast power
within the confines of the fragile new
State of Angola. To coutinue along the
path of covert or overt ir:tervention there
will be & monstrous misiake for our na-
tional destiny and pecplehood. I urge
every one of my colleagzues to read the
article below and then o act decisively
to change this course of American his-
tory:

TrE SECRET Wan -~ ANGOLA
(By John Ma.ks)

The United States is today deeply involved
in & war in Angola. Like tl:e Vietnamese and
Laotian conflicts in their early years, the
Angolan war is—as far ss the public and
most of the Congress are conoerned—a secret
war, run by the CIA. But a= was true in Indo-
china, the President himsclf has been mak-
ing the key decisions. In "act, at about the
same time last spring that the Indochina war
was finally ending ahd the administration
seemed determined to si:ow its toughness
(8 la Mayaguez), Preside:.t Ford personally
authorized the CIA to provide covert money
and arms to two African in:iependence groups
in Angola.

The Soviet Unlon, Cubs. and other coun-
tries have steadily incresved their ald to a
third Angolan lberation group in recent
months, and the administration has reacted
by escalating the CIA yprograms. A well-
placed government source reports that the
CIA 18 now spending “in the tens of millions
of dollars” on the Angolun war, According
to the source, U.8. Air Forve C-141 transport
Jets, fiying in behailf of th:: CIA are regularly
landing at the airport in Kinshasa, Zaire (the
former Congo, hordering on Angola), and
disgorging tons of militarv supplies, includ-
ing machine guns, Hght artillery, and am-
munition; these supplies are in turn being
flown into Angola by smeii planes.

According to another government source,
Henry Kissinger pushed huard last spring for
the CIA interveption. “Henry wanted to be
told why we should iniervene,” says the
gource, “not why not.”” Many within the gov-
ernment, including Nath:aniel Davis, then
the State Department's nighest official for
African affairs, were oppused, but Kissinger
carried the bureatcratic -truggle, first at a
meeting of the supersecrei 40 Committee and
then, ultimately, when tne President gave
his approval or—as the palicy-makers say—
“asigned off on” the secret war.’

The President’s moment of truth, the
source believes, came last spring when he
endorsed the decizsion of the 40 Comunittee
(chaired by Kissinger) tc give several hun-
dred thousand dollars in covert “black bag”
funds to Jonas Savimbi, T:ead of UNITA, the
independence group based in southern An-
rola. The immediate question, in the source’s
words, was whether or not “to put Savimbi
in the game, to have the IA give him some
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chips.” The Agency was already providing
a rodest level of secret assistance to another
faction, the FNLA in the north, but the
source states that Kissinger and Ford were
clearly aware that adding UNITA to the
Awmerican payrofl would signal a major es-
ealation, indeed & commitment declaring
that the United States was not about to allow
the third independence group, the MPLA,
to control Angola. :

Angola, which was granted independence
by Portugal on November 11, 4s a rich, fertile
country, twice the size of Texas, blessed with
abundant supplies of oil, iron ore, atomic
rninerals, and diamonds. State Department
officlals deny that the American Interest
there is economie, although the number two
msn in the Defense Department has told a
éongressional committee that American pol-
icy 1s tled to “resources we will need in the
future.” The administration claims that its
ptincipal concern In Angola is to show the
Soviets that they cannot make advance in
Africa through thé victory of the group they
{(and many other countries) support, the
MPLA. o )

Ynfortunately, the conflict inside Angola
doss not easily reduce itself to an ideclogical
struggle, a conflict between communist and

" capitalists. All three of the independence
groups have come out i favor of some form
of African soclallsm, and each has & strong
‘tribal base. The MPLA is unquestionably to
the lett of the other two groups, but then the
MPLA has also been able to work out a rela-
tively smooth working relationship with Gulf
Oil, which continues to operate exiremely
productive wells in the northern enclave of

" Cabinda. Moreover, Independence groups

-h similar views to the MPLA have taken
over in Mozambique and Guinea-Bissau,
without any apparent damage to American
interests. .

Henry Kissinger stated on September 23,
“We are most alarmed at the  Interference

of extra-continental powers [in Angola) who -

do not wish Africa well, and whose involve-
ment is inconsistent with the promise of
true independence.” He was presumably
talking about the Soviet Union and not the
United States. In any case, with both pow-
ere currently stepping up -their involvement,
the stage has been set in Angola for a classic
cold war confrontation. The’ result, so far,
according to a well-placed State Department
official, has been “a mutual ante-ralsing, an
Anconclusive situation, and a held of a lot
dend Angolans.” = ’ B

The great power ¢onflict in Angola is fur-
ther complicated by the fact that & lot of
other foreign countries are involved. A gov-
ernment source reports that the British have
Joimed with the United States (and South
Africa) in alding UNITA. French assistance
1s going to the FNLA through Zaire. Zaire it-
eelf is helping both UNITA and the FNLA,
and In fact, a key g¢lement in the American
decision to intervene was the fervent urging
of Zaire’s Presldent Mobutu, who is the
Urited States’ most important cllent In
Africa. The:Chinese had been giving mili-

tary aid and training to the FNLA, but they~

have now backed off as the US role has
Increased. Portuguese mercenaries are serv-
ing with UNITA and the FNLA, and two gov-
ernment officials report that another factor
in the US intervention was & desire to coun-
- ter leftist forces in Portugal who support
the MPLA. Support for the MPLA has arrived
frcm Cuba and from newly Independent
Mozambique. Still other countries are do-
ing what they can for the faction of thelr
chofce.” All three independence groups have
foreigners fighting with them. )
- Xf this all seems horribly complicated,-1%
is. There is some thought in Washington
that the administration believes it can get
away with waging secret war In Angola be-
“cause the public will not be able to under-
ktend what the inltials stand for or who is
-on what side, .

But the country with the largest direct
involvement in Angola is currently white-
supremacist South Africa. South African
troops entered Angola in late October, ac-
cording to communications intercepts picked
up by US intelligence, and there are now two
separate mechanized South African units,
with & strength between 1000 and 1500 men
esach, operating inside the country. Addition~
ally, a separate armored coluran of about
1500 Africans and 500 white mercenaries—
equipped in South Africa and staglng from
South African bases—has in the last month
been steadily advancing through southern
Angola and seizing key positions from the
MPLA, ostensibly in behalf of UNITA and
the FNLA which have joined together in &
shaky alliance.

A State Department policy-maker, while
acknowledging that the South Africans were
supporting the same groups as the Unlted
States, says rather defensively,
African operations are not in concert with
us. We did not initiate them. Whatever
they're doing is strictly on their own.”

There may well not be any overt [but, of
course, covert] US-SBouth African coopera-
tion i Angola, as there was in the Congo
(now Zaire) during the early 1960’s when
South African intelligence worked together
with the CIA to recrult mercenary forces
fighting in an earlier CIA secret war. The
CIA may not even be taking advantage of
what three government sources describe as
the “close” llaison relationship which the
CIA has maintained for many years with
Bouth African intelligence. But even if the
CIA has been able to resist joint planning
with its South African counterparts, there
is no way the United States is going to avoid,
a8 one official says, “being tainted with the
South African brush.” Por all effects and
purposes, the official believes, the South Af-
ricans are ‘“our faithful allies,” backing the
same two Angolan clients. As the secret war
proceeds, the official believes that the United
States is building up an increasing debt to
the South Africans, who “are not at all ad-
verse 1o .calling in thelr markers.” Indeed,
South Africa already has asked the United
States and other western countries to in-
crease their ald to South African-supported
forees in Angola. .

; Because invading columns must maintain
radiio eommunication with thelr own head-
quarters, supply bases, and supporting air-
craft, American policy-makers have been able
to keep track of the South African advances
inside Angola by having the National Se-
curity ,Agency (NSA) monitor their radio
channels. Similar technigques have been used
1o produce data on increased Soviet and
Cuban activity, and the administration has
uot. hesltated to selectively leak this highly
classified information to the press. Thug, the
New York Times reported on November 21
that 3000 Cuban “fighting men and advis-
ers” have been sernt to Angola “in recent
weeks” to support the MPLA. No mention was
made In the article of the South African
forces that had already invaded the coun-
try a month before, although the “United
States officials” who provided the story pre-
sumably had access to the intelligence prov-
ing the South African presence. The Times
article does state (in the 13th paragraph)
that “an undisclosed number of South Af-
rican millitary advisors” were with UNITA’s

- forces in the south.

Although CIA money and other support has
been going to UNITA since last spring, the
Agency has seemed content to largely leave
the southern front to the South Africans
while the CIA’s major effort has been in the
north in behalf of Holden Roberto’s FNLA.

According to five different CIA, White House,

and State Department sources, Roberto has
been secretly on the CIA payroll since 1962.

A former White House alde recalls that
during the Johnson administration, Amer-
ican policy toward the Portuguese colonies
was “to play all ends against the middie.”

“The South’

By this, he explalns, the US government
provided the BSalazar dictatorship with a
modest degree of military and political sup~
port; took a public stance in favor of non-
violent change in the colonies; and secretly
subsidized (but never with enough support
to turn the tide) independence groups com-~
‘mitted to armed revolution against Porfugal.

The official says that the CIA had the
“habit of picking out single individuals and
making them our guys, somehow assuming
they would turn out all right. It was mainly
a cash-in-the-envelone kind of thing—con-
sclence money to show American good in-
tentions.” In Mozambique, the source notes,
the CIA’s man was Eduardo Mondlane (the
FRELIMO leader who was assassinated a few
years ago), and in Angola it was Holden Ro-
berto.

Roberto’s FNLA operated out of bases in
Zaire—as it still does—and much of the
CIA's assistance to.Roberto flowed through
the CIA’s surrogate, Zaire's Mobutu. In 1969,
according to the official, the Nixon adminis-
tration decided to end the CIA’s ‘““program
aid” to the independence groups, as part of
8 larger Nixonian policy to ease up American
pressure against white-minority rule in
southern Africa. The CIA did, however, re-
tain a connection with Roberto, according to
three State Department aides, paying him as
an intelligence, source. Therefore, when the
Ford administration decided last spring to
become actively—if covertly—involved in An-
gola, it was a relatively simple matter, as one
official describes it, “to turn Roberto back
on.”

In fact, Roberto was never really turned
Off, since in the 1969-1975 period, his brother-
in-law Mobutui supplled him with large
amounts of weapons and other aid. That aid
came at least indirectly from Mobutu’s most
Important foreign benefactor, the United
States. Mchutu told a visiting US congres-
sional delegation this summer that he ex-
pects to be reimbursed for all the assistance
he has given to Roberto. Knowledgeable
Capitol HIll aldes believe that the pay back
has come in the form of the administration’s
current request for a $79 million ald pack-
age for Zalre (roughly a ten-fold increase
over last years ald levels). Nevertheless,
Henry Klssinger explained to Congress that
stepped up military assistance ($19 million

- of the total amount) was needed “to help

modernize [Zaire’s] forces and meet its le-
gltimate defenge needs in view of increased
threats to 1ts security—particularly that
posed by the instability in Angola.” Kissinger
failed to mention that Zaire needed the help
because 1t had been glving away large
amounts of its own military supplies to
Holden Roberto's FNLA or that Zaire’s own
troops had heen fighting in Angola. (It is
illegal under US law for American milltary
to be used for ‘‘non-defensive” purposes or
to be transferred to a third country.)

The administration has so far chosen to
keep most members of Congress (and of
course, the public) In the dark about the
secret war in Angola, although in accordance
with a 1974 law it Informed a few senior
members of six House and Senate commit-
tees last spring of the CIA’s actions. One ad-
ministration official who opposed the policy
noted how disappointed he and his fellow
dissenters were that the Senate Foreign Re-
Iations Committee (of whose members only
Senators John Sparkman and Clifford Case
were briefed) did nothing to stop the CIA’s
paramilitary programs. He believes that
“especially in the context of the times and
current attitudes toward the CIA,” the sen-
ators could have threatened to go public
with the information or at least call a meet-
Ing of the full committeeto discuss the situ-
ation. Neither Sparkman nor Case—nor any
of the witting members of the five other
commlttess-—did  anything of the kind.
Another senator—who was not brlefed—
notes that the oversight law requires only
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that the committees be informed and makes
no provision for congressional review or ap-
proval. The senator notes, however, that the
CIA has taken the lack of Congressional ob-
jections as their tacit approval for coverl
operations.

This fall, after the New York Times’ Leslie
Gelb wrote the first article about CIA assisi-
ahce to the FNLA and UNITA, Senator Dick
Clark, the chairman of the Foreign Relations
subcommitiee on Africa, asked that the full
committee be briefed by the CIA and the
State Department on the US réle in Angola.
According to reliabie sources, only “three or
four” senators out of 16 members bothered
to attend. Partial accounts of the adminis-
tration briefing, which apparently centered
on covert arms shipments to the FNLA and
UNITA, quickly leaked out to the New York
Times and the Washington Post, but nothing
appeared in the press about the large sums
of money involved or the growing South
African presence.

Finally knowledgeable about what was go-
Ing on, Senator Clark had & real problem. He
opposed the CIA'B secret war in Angola, but
the testimony he had received was classified.
Revealing it would have put him in violation
of the Senate’s rules. Congressman Michael
Harrington had faced the very same dilemnma
last year when he read a secret transcript in
which CIA Director Colby laid cut how the
CIA had destabilized the Allende govern-
ment in Chile from 1870 through 1973. Har-
rington chose to disclose the information,
claiming a higher responsibility to reveal
CIA misdeeds. As a result, Harrington was
fiercely attacked within the House for break-
ing the rules, and he was forced to submit
to censure proceedings. Clark has chosen not
to go public. Instead, he is fighting back
through the slow process of legislation. He
now plans to introduce an amendment that
would cut off all military ald—overt and
covert—to Angola and Zaire.

When I called Senator Clark, he would not
talk about the secret war. He stated, “If I
were to tell you that the US was involved in
covert activities in Angola, I could be kicked
out of the Senate.” He agreed that his free-
dom of action had been limited by receiving
the classified briefing, but he stressed that
having access to the facts would not prevent
him from taking a position against the se-
cret war in Angola,

Clark traces the problem in Angola to the
“super-powers who want to play out the cold
war in every part of the world.” He believes
that “the super-powers ought to be able to
geti together with a spirlt of detente to say
it’s in their own best interest—and that's
all anyone seems concex‘ned wlth»not to let
this thing get out of hand.

For the moment at least, the super-powers
along with the Bouth Africans and other
outsiders seem perfectly willing to fight on
to the last Angolan. There is no evidence of
restraint on any side mor of meaningful
negotiations which could bring the blood-
shed to an end. A clear military victory for
any faction appears unlikely, and the alter-
natives seem to be either an endless war or
partition of the country into three feuding
parts. (The latter solution might not be too
objectionable to US policy-makers with a
South African-supported UNITA state in the
south, Holden Roberto’s FNLA in the north,
the MPLA squeezed into the middle, and the
northern enclave of Cabinda, where Gulf oil
has large holdings, either controlled by
Roberto or brother-in-law Mobutu who has
been openly coveting it for Zaire.)

Nevertheless, in violation of the constitu-
iional provision that only Congress can de-
clare war, an American president has once
again used the CIA to take the country into
2 secret war. Agalnst Castro’s Cuba, the tac-
tic was a miserable failure, It didn’t work in
Vietnam where the CIA’s secret involvement
grew into the commitment of half a million
American troops, Nor did it work in Laos

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of

wiere the Meo tribesmen who fought the

CA's Armee Clandesiine were largely deci-

mated by the time the US government was
forced to withdraw.

All one can say Is, here we go again. . . .
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NEED FOR INCREASED HEW COM-
MITMENT TO BLACK COLLEGES

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
(N THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 16, 1975

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the pres-~
el economic crisis is severely affecting
s1-e black colleges in America. These are
irstitutions which have historically pro-
vided educational opportunities for mi-
nority students who would otherwise be
denied access to higher education. The
presidents of 8 number of black colleges
met recently with David Matthew$, Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fere, to discuss the plight of their schools
and the urgent need for an increased
Foderal commitment to their. survival
and expansion,

I include at this point in the REecorp
asws accounts of the meeting and dis-
cussion:

TURTY-FOUR BLACK COLLEGE PRESIDENTS TELL
HEW or NEED FOR PARITY

WasHuNGTON —~—The presidents and aldes
2rom 44 black colleges and universities met
iast Tuesday with the new Secretary of
Hoealth, Education end Welfsre, Dr. David
Mathews, to press for parity of educational
facilities for their students.

While they received no definite promlises
irom Secretary Mathews, former president of
tl-e University of Alabama who knows many
of the black college heads personally, his
of'ice has indicated that there will be follow-
1 meetings with these colleges to find ways
af meeling thelr needs.

Speaking for the colleges were: Dr. Charles
A Lyons, Jr., president of the conference
51 onsoring body, the National Assoclation
fcr Equal Opportunity in Higher Education
nil also chancellor of Fayetteville, N.C.,
Sate University who presided; Dr. Roy D.
H adson, vice president of the assoclation and
p esident of Hamplon Institute.

Dr. Milton K. Curry, Jr., president of the
Uaited Negro College Fund and head of
Bishop College; and Dr. Charles L. Hayes,
president of Albany, Ga., State College and
cLadrman of the. Office for Advancement of
P iblic Negro College Advisory Committee. All
ot the colleges represented are members of as-
sceiation. Mark Pisher, IV, is its executive
secretary.

Goal set by the speakers was for a leader-
s:ip partnership between their colleges and
ti.e federal government to achieve parity for
{1.e historically black colleges by the 200. If
stich a partnership is not set In motion, the
callege heads expressed fear that the rela-
tive gap between the number of whites
a:ul blacks who finish college will continue
t: widen. The gap, they saild, widened from
s ven percent in 1860 to 13 percent in 1974.

Major emphasis was placed on the need
fi v more opportunities at black colleges and
uaiversities for thelr students to pursue
pofessional and technical education. For
o ample, there are only two black medical
oolleges with a third being developed at
M orehouse.

Alse the college heads pressed for more
funds for student aid programs. They said
tiwy now need $350 million for such aid,
i1:stead of the $100 million they are receiving.

Remarks  Decembor 16, 1975
-~

Dr. Mathews, who indicated a great under-
standing of the problems of black colleges,
was Introduced by Dr. Joffre T. Whigsenton, a
former teacher of educatiorial psychology at
the Univercity of Alabam:, whom he has
brought here to serve as his special assistant
for educational policy. For the past several
year, Dr. Whisenton has been with the
Soutiiern Associntion of Coieges.

The following black colivges and univer-
sitles were represented at ihe conference:
Alabame A & M, Lomax-Halinon college, Miles
College, Oakwood College, Stillman College,
Tuskegee Institute, Deluware State, Federal
City College, Howard, Washington Tech. Ed«
ward Waters College, Albany State, Atlanta
University, Fort Valley Stale, Morris Brown,
Pine, Southern, Bowie Statzs, Morgan Siate,
Shaw College at Detroit. Alcorn, Rust, Utica
Jr, College, Lincoln University of Missourd,
Barber-Scotia, Fayetteville istate, Johnson C.
Smith, Livingstone, Shaw, Si. Augusbine’s
College, Wilberforce, Cheyney State, Lincoln,
Benedlct, South Oarclina ftate, Fisk, Lane,
Tennessee State Unlversit:, Bilshop, Texas
Southern, Wiley, Hampton, 5t. Paul’s College
and Virginis Union.

Brack COLLEGE PRESIDENT:s TELL HEW oF
NEED FOR Parity

WASHINGTON ~—"“We boldiy propose that
the federal government recognize the his-
torically black colleges as the major archi-
tects, traditionally, of equal opportunity
with attainment and productivity,” a group
of black college presidents told Dr. F. David
Mathews, Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare in s meeting lust week.

“We further propose that in concert with
this additional developmesnt, HEW develop
8 leadership partnership witn the historically
black colleges for the purpose of achieving
parity in all areas of higher education and
parity in all professional an:d technical fields
in the work force.”

The National Association for Equal Op-
portunity in Higher Education met with
Mathews, a former president of the Uni-
versity of Alabama, to map out a “Partner-
ship for Leadership in the Development of a
Year 3000 Plan for Parity in Education.”

They recommended to Maihews that blacks
participate in the. policy planning and re-
view process for all major HEW agencies;
that the federal government undertake an
annual collection of racia! data in higher
education; that programs having a *signi-
ficant impact on equalizing opportunity for
blacks” not be regionalized and that dis-
criminatory funding patterns be ended in
minority programs.

A Dblack college president panel told
Mathew that black colleges play a special
“role” in higher education. “We have 100
years of experience in desling with those
victimized by elementary and secondary
school discriminatory patterns,” sald Dr. Roy
D. Hudson, president of Humpton Institute.
“More than half the baccalaureate degrees
are given by black colleges. ™

Dr. Milton K. Curry, president of Bishop
College, said that black institutions “trained
young people to believe in themselves . .
and told them if they had integrity or heart
and developed their intellizence, they could
make great achievements.”

Mathews pledged ‘‘cooperation” with the
black college organization, representing over
100 black colleges, but dicli not detail any
specific programs. He called the black col-
leges a “reservoir of hope and determina-
tion."”

Afterwards he expressed sympathy for the
plight of many black colleges caught between
desegregation decrees aimed at Integrating
their facilities to a ‘‘tipping; point” where in
effect they may no longer remain “*black.”

Black coliege enrollment is now approach-
ing 200,000 with a patterr: of growth from
about 140,000 in 1986 to slmost 200,000 in
1975. Freshman enrollment increased by 10.7
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tleman from Washington nor anybody
‘ in this room nor the President of the
United States can tell us today where he
is zolng to spend or cut that $395 billion.

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Speaker, I rise to
close the debate on this issue.

I want to commend the members of
the conference and particularly the staft
for the monumental job of getting the
paper work done in such a short period
of time, ‘

~ This Is a responsible bill. The economy
of this country is in trouble. The indica-
tors duririg the past 2 months have indi-
cated s downturn at a tifhe when we
ought to see a strong upturn in the
economy. It would be sulcidal in my
judegment to allow a tax increase of major
proportions to go into place in January.
This Congress cannot allow that to hap-
pen. If the President persists in his effort
to move to a spending ceiling In fiscal
year 1977 on this bill and decides to veto
the bill, I am confident that this Con-
gress can override.the veto.

This tax cut extension is of importance
to the Natlon. It is something, 1t seems
to me, that we cannot go home without
providing. This is a responsible package.
We have considered it carefully. It is a
worthwhile bill.- We have extended for
six months the withholding levels that
are now in place—the withholding rates
we put in place in the Tax Reduction Act
of 1975 and we have also extended the
tax cuts for this 6 months.

Mr., Speaker, this 6-month period will
glve the Congress an opportunity to work
its will on the tax reform bill that is
now pending in the other body. At that
time we can also look at the economy to
see whether the tax reduction should be
extended.

Mr. Speaker, this Is a sound package.

T urge its approval overwhelmingly by
the Congress, .

The SPEAKER. The question Is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. UriMan) that the “House
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
ference repart on the bill (HL.R. 5559).

The question was taken. )

Mr. SCENEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 256, nays 160,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No, 798]

YEAS-—256

Abzug Bolling de 1a Garza
Adams Bonker Delaney
Addabbp Brademas Dellums
Allen Breckinridge Dent
Ambro Brinkley Derrick
Anderson, Brodhead Diggs

Calif. Brooks Dingell
Andrews, Brown, Callf. Dodd

N. Dak. Burke, Calif. Downey, N.Y,
Annunio Burke, Mass. Drinan
Ashley Burton, John Duncan, Oreg.
Aspin Burton, Phillip Eaily
AuCoin Carney Eckhardt
Badillo Carr Edgar
Baldus Chisholm. Edwards, Calif,
Barrett Clay Eilberg
Baucus Cohen Emery
Beard,; R.IL Collins, Tl1, Evahs, Colo.
Bedell Conte Evans, Ind.
Bergland Conyers Eving, Tenn.
Bevill Corman Fary
Biaggl Cornell Fascell
Binghem Cotter . Fisher
Blanchard ’Amours Fithian
Blouin Danliels, N.J. Flood
Boggs Danielson Florio
Boland. Davis Foley
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Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountaln
Fraser
Fudqua
Glaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Conzalez
CGreen
Gude
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hannatord
Harkin
Harrington
arris
awking
Hayes, Ind.
Hays, Ohio
Heckler, Mass,
Hefner '
‘Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Holland
Holtzmbn
Horton
Howard
Howe
Hubbard
Hughes
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C. .
Jones, Okla.

Kastenmeler
Kazen

Keys

Koch

Krebs
LaFalce
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman
Levitas
Litton
Lloyd, Callf.
Lloyd, Tenn.
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCormack
McDade
McFall

Abdnor
Alexander
Anderson, IlL,
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Bauman |
Beard, Tenn.
Bell

Bennett
Biester
Bowen
Breaux
Broomfield
“‘Brown, Mich.
-Brown, Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Carter
Cederberg
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson

~

McHugh
McKay
Madden
Madigan
Maguire
Mahon
Meatsunags
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Meyner
Mezvinsky

Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Mills
Mineta ’
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Morgan
Moss
Mottl
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers, Pa.
Natcher
Neal
Nedzl
Nix
Nolan
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
O’Brien
O'Hara
O’Neill
Ottinger
Patten, N.J.
Patterson,
Calif.
Pattison, N.Y.
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Pressler
Preyer
Price
Railshack
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Richmond
Riegle
Rinaldo

NAYS—160

Downing, Va.
Duncan, Tenn.
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
English
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshlieman
Fenwick
Findley

¥Fish

Frenzel
Frey
Gilman
CGoldwater
Goodling
Gradison
Grassley
Guyer
Hagedorn
Haley
Hansen
Harsha
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Hightower
Hillis

Holt
Hungate
Hutchinson
Hyde
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Jeffords
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Kasten
Kelly

Kemp
Ketchum
Kindness

Risenhoovet
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roybal
Russo

Ryan
St Germain
Santini
Sarbanes
Scheuer
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sharp
Shipley
Sikes
Simon
Sisk
Slack
Smith, lowa
Solarz
Spellman
Stagpgers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thornton
Traxler
Tsongas
TUllman
Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vvigorito
Weaver
Whalern
White
wilson, C. H.
Wirth
Wolif
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young. Tex.
Zablockl
zZeferettl

Krueger
Lagomarsino
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDornald
McEwen
-Mann
Martin
Mathis
Michel
Milford
Miller, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.Y.
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif,
Mosher
Mpyers, Ind.
Nichols
Pagsman
Pettis
Poage
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Randsll
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson
Rousselot
Ruppe
Sarasin
Batterfield
Schneebell
Schulze
‘Bebelius
Bhriver

Ed

Shuster Symms Whitten ‘
Skubitz . Talcott Wiggins
Smith, Nebr, Taylor, Mo. Wilson, Bob
Bnyder Teague Wilson, Tex.
Spence Thone * Winn
Stanton, Treen Wydler

J, willlam vander Jagt Wylie
Steelman Waggonner Young, Alaska
Steiger, Arlz. Walsh Young, Fla.,
Steiger, Wis, ‘Wampler
Stuckey ‘Whitehurst

NOT VOTING—18
Burke, Fla. Hinshaw ~ Patman, Tex.
Casey Jones, Tenn. Runnels
Tord, Mich. McKinney Stephens
Gaydos Macdonald Thompson
Hébert Metcalfe Udall
Heinz Moorhead, Pa. Waxmean
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Udall and Mr. Thompson for, with Mr.
Heébert against.

Mr. Waxman and Mr, Moorhead of Penn-
sylvania for, with Mr. Stephens against.

Mr. Ford of Michigan and Mr. Metcalfe for,
with Mr. Casey against.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts and Mr.
Jones of Tennessee for, with Mr. Runnels
against.

Messrs. ANDREWS of North Carolina,
JEFFORDS, and FOUNTAIN changed
their votes from “yea’” to “nay.”

Mr, FOUNTAIN changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

So the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PROVIDING FOR BEGINNING OF 2D
SESSION OF THE 94TH CON
GRESS :

Mr. O’'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, I offer a
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 749) and ask
unanimous consent for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-=
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution as
follows:

H.J. REs 749

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
second regular session of the Ninety-fourth
Congress shall begin at noon on Monday,
January 19, 1976.

Skec. 2. That (a) notwithstanding the pro-
visions of section 201 of the Act of June 10,
1922, as amended (31 U.S.C. section 11), the
President shall transmit to the Congress not
later than January 21, 1976, the budget for
the fiscal year 1977, and (b) notwithstanding
the provisions of section 3 of the Act of
February 20, 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C, sec-
tlon 1022), the President shall transmit to
the Congress not later than January 26, 1976,
the Economic report.

The joint resolution was ordered
to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed, and
% glxotion to reconsider was laid on the

able.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR TO-
MORROW AND REMAINDER OF
WEEK

(Mr. O’'NEILL was given permission to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend his remarks.)

: CIA-RDP77M00144R000400100018-1
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Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I havas
taken this time in order that I may give
the schedule for today and for tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, all legislation has been
completed for today. We will meet to-
morrow at 10 a.m., and the program for
Wednesday will be as follows:

First we will consider H.R. 5559, tha
tax reduction extension conference re-
port. There will be a rule on that, of
course, and that will be the first item
on the calendar for tomorrow, followed
by H.R. 10979, the railroad revitaliza-
tion and regulatory reform bill, with an
open rule and 2 hours of debate.

Then we will bring up H.R. 8235, th::
Federal Aid Highway Act, with an opei:
rule and 3 hours of debate. The rule has
already been adopted on that.

Next, we will bring up Senate Join:
Resolution 121, the quarterly adjust-
ments in the support price for milk con-
ference report.

Finally, we will consider H.R. 9771, the
Airport and Airways Development Act.
with an open rule and 2 hours of debate

Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact thax
the Members are going to the White
House tomorrow evening, we would hope
to be able to finish at a reasonable hour.
We would appreciate it if we could keeyp:
Members on the floor because there arc
those who like to ask for quorum calis.

We would like to finish the whole
schedule at a reasonable hour on Friday
in view of the fact that there are =a
couple of airplane strikes and many o3
the Members of Congress have made ar-
rangements to go home.

Mr. Speaker, we hope that everybody.
in the spirit of Christmas, will keep that
in mind.

That is all the legislation for today.
and I thank the Members.

s

! U.S.INVOLVEMENT IN ANGOLA~

(Mr. SEIBERLING askéd™ and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, 1}
share the misgivings of the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. MoTrrL) on the question
of Angola. I wonder whether our coun-
try is backing into another Vietnam,

The Russian involvement in Angola is
very disturbing. But so is U.S. inovive-
ment. Particularly disturbing is the fact
that the Congress was not consulted in
advance about the actions being taken
by the administration with regard tc
Angola. We do not even know for sure
what actions are being taken by the
administration,

Furthermore, it appears that once
again, high officials of the executive
branch have deliberately lied to us. Two
weeks ago at a large dinner in connection
with the Pacem in Terris Conference
Mr. William Colby, Director of the CIA.
publicly stated that the United States
was not, directly or indirectly, supplying
any military or paramilitary assistance
to any of the factions in Angola. That
statement was, as we now know, absol-
utely false.

We are given the impression that once
again, the executive branch is acting
unilaterally without approval by Con-
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gress, without disclosing the facts, and
without having made any attempt to
bring the conflict before appropriate
international organizations, such as the
United Nations Security Council.

Mr. Speaker, although I would strongly
oppose sending U.S. troops to Angola, I
am not now prepared to say that the
Congress should prohibit any and all
forms of assistance to any of the factions
in Angola. However, I think it is time
the Congress demanded full and accurate
disclosure of the facts and the oppor-
tunity to participate in the formulation
of national policy on this dangerous
situation. To that end, I am introducing
8 resolution to prohibit military assist-
ance to any faction in Angola without
specific authorization by Congress.

NEW YORK CONSTRUCTION LABOR
ASSAILS INTERSTATE RIP-OFF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle~
man from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVE-
LAND) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Ohio, the ranking mi-
nority member on the Committee on Pub-
lic Works and Transportation, and I have
received telegrams from the construc-
tion industry and trade union locals in
New York City protesting the intent to
wipe out the West side highway construc-
tion as an interstate project under H.R.
82§5, the Federal Aid to Highways Act of
1975.

New York labor and management make
8 compelling case that any Interstate
capital funds resulting from the inter-
state withdrawal would merely allow di-
version of city and State capital con-
struction funds for operating substdies,
with no net gain in construction for mass
transit. I include the text in the REcorp
at this point with one caveat: While
otherwise an excellent statement, it ap-
pears in error in the assertion that trust
fund moneys—as distinguished from
general revenues—could be diverted
temporarily under the “Beame Shuffie.”

Now, I ask, Mr. Speaker, are we going
to upend the entire interstate program
from coast to coast and make ourselves
party to this brand of mischief?

For those Members to whom the text
1s not self-explanatory, I commend the
minority views in the report to accom-
pany H.R. 8235 and the *“Dear Col-
league” circulated to Members Monday
evening by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HARSHA) .

The text follows:

H.R. 8236, DECEMBER 8, 1975, THE 1975
HIGHWAY ACT

On behalf of the 100,000 construction
tradesmen and the 475 contracting firms in
our city alone who would be affected by
the above referenced House bill, we wish to
thank you for your opposition to the Abzug
amendment appearing wunder section 109,
pages 42, etc.

We are currently experiencing unemploy-
ment of 40% to 90% and disastrous banke
ruptcies on behalf of employers. The west
side highway is necessary as a self-help
project (no charity) to save New York City.
You undoubtedly, in your capactty, have
recognized the causes for New York’s present
economie plight,

Decomber 16, 1975

Transfer of capital
budget items:

The city of New York administration i
& past master of and has a long standing
practice of transferriag capital monies or
disguising capital mcnies for operating ex-
penses. In just last year's capital budget, $30(
million out of $1.1 billlon went for operat.
ing expenses disguiscd as capital budget
items and this has be«n the history for well

_ Into two decades.

State bond monies:

In late 1960 the votcrs of the State of New
York approved a higiiway and mass trausii
bond issue. These monies were to build
among other things, » Second Avenue sub-
way extension to the Bronx., The monies
were diverted to operating expense items
and now, we, as New Vvorkers, have only iwo
huge holes in the ground on Second Ave-
nue and massive uncmployment. Channet
13, WNET, the Educational and Community
Public Service TV stziion in our area con-
ducted a program th:s past summer where
they characterized those financlal manipu-
lations as “The Great Train Robbery”.

(A) Irresistible impiilse, from over 30 year:
of seeing how things happen in New York
Clty, the Abzug amendment would once agnin
establish the game plan whereunder the local
officials would be subjected to irresistible
pressure to cancel the West Side Highway
project, (a project that can save New York
City) and divert thoss monies to some al-
leged capital subway project.

(B) The-amendment provides for purchase
of passenger equipment, including rolling
stock which is once again the old technicue
used not to build any more subways, and of
course, not to build the West Highway.

“BEAME RIDER” TO TH¥ URBAN MASS TRANS-
PORTATION ACT .

Mayor Beame, through the “Beame
Rider” can now bhorrow wup to 50%
of Federal grant moreys allocated to New
York for capital construction of mass transit
facilitles and use said monies for operating
expenses, providing a ::romise 1s made to re-
Pay. You know the city cannot repay aly-
thing, nor will it be =ble to In the future,
except the highways trust fund’s money that
could be transferred tc mass transit can now
be used as operating cxpense funds Just on
& promise to repay.

Please save the c¢iiy from another two
generations of fund shifting so that we can
have fjobs and save our city, The Abzug
amendment language is subtle and sophis~
ticatedly disguised anc hides the actual pro-
cedures that will be fcllowed and have been
followed.

Please save us.

General Contractors Assoclation, City of
New York; International Union of
Operating Engincers, Locals 14 and 15;
International Iinion of Laborers,
Locals 731, 1010, 1018, 147, 29; District
Council of Carpenters,. Timbermen
Local 1538; Dockbuilders Local 1456;
Metallic Lathers Local 46; Teamsters
Local 282.

funds to expense

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
brevious order of th- House, the gentle-
man from Connecticut (Mr. McKINNEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. McKINNEY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 2
previous order of the House, the gentie-
man from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) is rece
ognized for 5 minutes

[Mr. YOUNG of Alaska addressed the
House. His remarks v:ill appear hereafter
in the Extensions of F.emarks.]
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unilaterally stop our own assistance, at
least to the extent that assistance is be-
ing put into the civil war within Angola
by other outside forces.

As I said at the beginning of my re-
marks today, in open session, I believe
that the policy of the United States
should very clearly say that we believe

. that the people of Angola should be free

to make their o@n decisions about what
kind of government they want. They
should be free to state, without any inter-
vention on the part of any other country,
which one of the groups of people or
leaders within their own. country they
would select to be their leaders; anhd that
we would hope that not only we would
refrain from intervening in their internal
political processes but that we have the
right to insist that all other countries
likewise refrain from interfering in the
internal political affairs of the nation
of Angola.

Unfortunately, that is not the situa-
tion that exists today in Angola. We have
foreign intervention in the internal po-
litical affairs of that country. Unfortu-
nately, they are not free to make their
own decisions today and we would hope
that we can apply our diplomatic and
economic pressures In a way which is
constructive enough to lead to the time
that the people of Angola will again be

free from the intervention and interfer-.

ence of foreign countries in their internal
affairs. Until that time comes, there is,
I think, a need for caution in terms of
our precipitate withdrawal of our assist-
ance to one or two or three factions that
exist and the almost predictable course
of events that would follow from our
withdrawal without any quid pro quo,
without any paralleling or corresponding
reduction in the efforts of the Soviet
Union to bend the events in that country
to their own desire.

One of the other concerns that I have
with the resolution of the Sendtor from
Illinois is the rather broad and inflexible
application that is called for in para-
graph 4 of the resolution, because that
paragraph reads as follows:

The President, pursuant to his authority

under the Export Administration Act of 1969,

should curtail exports to countries which
perslst in intervening in the conilict In

~ Angola.

Mr.” President, I think. it would be
understood almost from the beginning
of any discussion of that provision of the
resolution that any Senator representing
a farm State is going to be concerned
about the application of that language.
It has very little standing except to say
to the President of the United States, “If
other countries are persisting, you shall
apply the sanctions of the act.” That
would mean, under the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1969, that the President
has the authority, and, under this reso-
lution, would be directed to use it, to cut

off all trade with countries that are in~

tervening in Angola. I think we would
have an opportunity to adjust to that
so far as farm commodities are con-
cerned. But we could not adjust to it
immediately.

The farmers in this country are the
most, efficient producers in the history of
the world when it comes to turning out
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a greater and greater flow of agricultural
commodities. Since the Korean war, and
up until 1973, our policies in the United
States have been geared to cope with
the surpluses created by that tremen-
dous ability to produce.

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yield for
a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. McCLURE. I shall be glad to yield
to the Senator from ILouisiana for a
unanimous-consent request without los-.
ing my right to the floor and without
the resumption being considered a second
speech.

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

A
SUSPENSION OF DUTIES OF C
TAIN SILK—H.R. 7727

AMENDMENT NO., 1322
lv}'. LONG. Mr. President, I int; oduce

laws by
Revenue
Te obsolete
arely used.

provisiogs which simplify the t:?
i from the Interna

Code thosk provisions which

or no longear important and

150 sectiogs of the In-
ternal Revenuk Code and would amend
more than 850 other se%:;gns of the Code.
e other simpli-

e substitution of
ome” for phrases
obtain this result

veloped over\a number of/years, would

the sale or exchan

would include
ith past years,
situations whicl{ were nayrowly defined
; ] well s pro-

e right of
beneﬁts

changes in generally applicable p:
v1sio S.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of amendment in disagree-
ment No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1976, and for the period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30,
1976, and for other purposes.

Mr. McCLURE, Since the Korean war
and up until 1973, our policies had to be
directed toward what to do with the abil-
ity of the farmers of the United States
to produce more food than we could con-
sume in the markets in our own country.
So we had an elaborate system built up—-
jerrybuilt, some say—over the years to

deal with the twin problems of too much
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production and how to reduce produc=
tion. So we had farmers paid not to
produce; we had programs to encourage
and to pay farmers for withholding land
from production. We had commodity
purchase programs in which the Govern-
ment bought the commodities off the
market, removed them from the market;
we had storage programs to pay people
to store commodities that were excess to
our needs. We had all these programs
and we had Public Law 480, which is not
a very euphonious title for a bill which
then became known, with more artistic
fervor, as the food-for-peace program.
Through this, we used our surpluses to
try to feed hungry people in this world.
All of this was evidence of the.tremen-
dous ability of the farmers of this coun-
try to produce more than we could con-
sume in this country. )

In 1973, for the first time, because of
the demand for food and because of the
ahility of various foreign countries to
purchase that food, we were able to ex-
port enough of our surpluses that we
began to reach the point that our agri-
cultural commeodities could find a free
market price. Since 1973, those prices
have moved to a price that is established
by a market and not by a governmental
program. That, I believe, Mr. President,
has been progress.

I think not just the farmers of the .
United States have benefited greatly
from that, but so have the communities
in which they live—the automobile deal-
ers, the implement dealers, the ware-
housemen, the people in Peoria have
benefitted from that because they manu-
facture the machinery that has been
sold to those farmers.

I might, incidentally, note that in the
very brief period of time following the
initial massive purchase of wheat by the
government of Russia, when the price
of wheat moved up very rapidly in my
area of the country from an average of
about $1.85 a bushel to better than $5 a
bushel, it took less than 6 months for the
price of a tractor to double.

I do not think it cost more to produce
a tractor in that period; it was just a -
reflection of the old supply and demand
law again. Farmers had a little bit more
money and they were willing to spend it
to update some of their older equipment
and replace some of it and the demand
on the market exceeded the supply and
the price went up.

The price doubled, literally doubled.
A large, four-wheel-drive tractor that is
used in the wheat-growing areas of my
State, that had sold for about $20,000,
went to $43,000 in 6 months. A self-pro--
pelled combine of the type that is much
in use in that same area, in that same
period of time, went from about $28 000
to $48,000.

I might add that the price of wheat
may have peaked out at around $6 a’
bushel. Certainly, a great many farmers
got better than $5 a bushel. The price
went back down to $3 a bushel, but I did
not see the price of a tractor go down,
following the price of wheat going back
down.

But the farmers of this country have
been able to survive and they will survive
on the market condltlon which is the
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situation which I think we should all
support. They can do so only if they have
access to world markets for the sale of
the produce that cannot be consumed
in this country. If we are going, under a
resolution like this and for other reasons
than the management of our agricultural
surplus, to Hmit the sale of agricultural
products, as thiey would be limited under
this resolution, then, Mr. President, we
must be prepared to pay the price of go-
ing back into a regulated agriculture and
pay the price of the kinds of agricultural
programs that we had in the late 1950’s
and through the 1960’s; a price that is. I
think, not an inconsiderable one.

If you will compare it to the cost of
the continuation of the program we are
talking about here it is very dispropor-
tionate. I have heard it said that because
we are talking about committing an ad-
ditional $28 million to a program in An-
gola, we must change our foreign policy.
I am suggesting if that $28 million is the
reason for us to change that foreign pol-
jey, let us look at the hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars and probably billions of
dollars that will be required fo adjust
our agricultural programs to the realities
of a foreign policy that turns in the way
that is suggested by the resolution of the
Senator from Illinois.

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) has circulated a resolution
which has slightly different wording, and
I would commend that to the consid-
eration of the Senate. I certainly hope
that; perhaps, if we get to the considera~
tion of the resolution of the Senator
from Illinois, we may also consider the
possibility of modifying the language
more along the lines of the resolution
suggested by the 8enator from South

- Carolina.

That resolution, as I recall--and I do
not seem to have a copy of it at the mo-~
ment—states that the President shall ex-
plore the possibility of economie sanc-
tions while instituting diplomatic pres-
sures, and shall report back to the Con-
gress of the United States within 60 days
specific economic sanctions that he
thinks should be applied.

I think that formulation rather than
the more rigid formulation in the Stev-
enson resolution may be the kind of ac-
tion the Senate could responsibly take
today in trying to resolve the question
of how to respond to the changes in An-
gola and the changes of the political
situation brought about by the Soviet
VUnion’s intervention.

I have been handed a copy of the res-
olution, and section 2 of that resolu~
tion states as follows:

The Senate reguests the President to sub-
mit to the Congress such recommendation as
he deems appropriate regarding the reduc-
tion, prohibition, suspension or termination
of trade with the Soviet Union in the event
he is unable to successfully negotiate an
agreement referred to in the first section of
this resolution within 90 days after the
udoption of this resolution.

That, I think, is the kind of flexibility
necessary so that we might avoid the
consequences that seem to me to flow
from the language that is in the Steven-
san resolution.

These are several of the reasons why

I think we must be concerned unot only
about the policy implications within An-
gola and foreign policy but the impact
of our response upod domestic political
policy. The domestic political policy is
not. unrelated to what we may decide is
right to do in Angola.

It has been suggested by some that we
shiould not be involved in Angola becatise
the United States does not have that
much at stake in Angola. That implies to
me, at least, that we will never be in-
volved in providing the means by which
people can fight for their own independ-
ence, if they desire to do so, against for-
elgn subversion or subversion within
their own country supported by foreign
powers unless the United States has a di~
rect security interest in it.

I would ask the Senate if that is the
seme standard we are applying in the

‘Middie East as we approach the multi-

billion dollar aid to the nation of Israel.
I am not suggesting that we should not
provide military assistance to Israel but
I am saying we are applying that mili-
tary assistance to Israel because we be-
lieve it is right that they ought to have
the opportunity to fight for their own
survival,

Are we willing to make that moral
judgment and to commit ourselves and
our resources to the support of the peo-
pie in Israel because they happen to be
more like us and are unwilling to do so
in Angola because they happen to be
biack? Is that the kind of policy this
Senate 1s about to adopt? Is that the
kind of motivation we would be proud to
have ascribed to: the action that is taken
b us?

I happen to belieye we are right in
seying to the world that Israel has a
right to exist and that we underscore
that by providing them with whatever
assistance is. necessary for them to fight
for their survival,

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
thie Senator yleld for a question?

Mr. McCLURE. In just a moment,

I think we also ought to, in the same
spirit that motivated the President in
enunciating what has become known as
thie Guam doctrine, say that we will pro~
vide the means to people who desire to
fizht for their own survival when they
are threatened by subversion that is be-
ing supported from external forces.

I think the President was also right in
that policy enunciation when he said we
arse not going to try to fight everyone’s
hattles for them. Buf I believe if we are
going to say we are not going to be the
policemen of the world, we also ought to
recognize there are struggles going on
within this world—there have been and
will continue to be—where it is sought to
sibjugate people against their will to
satisfy the ambitions of large powers out~
side their countriles, and the United
States cannot morally ignore what hap-
pans in those instances.

I would be happy to yield to the Sen-
asor from Oklahoma for a question.

Mr. BARTLETT. I would like to point
o4t to the Senator from Idaho there are
those who advocate passage of the Tun-
ney amendment, and then also appar-
ently advocate the Congress overtly pass-
ing the necessary legislation to provide

Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP77M00144R000400100018-1
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

December 18, 1975

for military support in Angola, and to
do this openly either on regular legisla-
tion or with special consideration.

It seems to me this creates a hiatus
that would be very dangerous, and I just
wonder if the Senator from Idaho would
comment on this to give me his opinion
of the danger of & hiatus that would exist
during that period even i Congress did
adopt later on an amount of military help
equivalent to that which is contemplated
now with the readjustment of the funds.

Mr. McCLURE. Well, let me say to the
Senator from Oklahoma that has to be
one of the major concerns that confront
us now.

Certainly I agree with those Members
of the Senate who say the kind of in-
volvement we are engaged in now, that
we are apparently engaged in, where we
started out with a few thousand dollars
and now we are up to $25 million spent
and $7 miliion programed, and $28 mil-
lion requested, is the kind of decision in
which Congress should be involved; that
it cannot be a covert operation, it should
be an overt decision. :

It is my feeling that it is already an
overt policy. If it was ever a secret policy
it no longer is. So the decision we are
making now is not whether to get in-
volved to that extent, it is a question of
whether we are going tu stop belng in-
volved to that extent because we already
are.

The President of the United States,
through the activities of the State De-
partment and the CIA and, to some de-
gree, pursuant to the involvement of
appropriate committees of this Congress
that have approved at least portions of
this action in the past, has already
brought us to the point where the world
sees, us a8 being invelved in Angola.

If we adopt the Tunney amendment
now we stop that involvement, and the
signal is not whether we may decide at
some future date {o get involved again,
but the signal is we have stopped being
involved and, I think, that has immedi-
ate consequences in the perception of
peoples around the world as to the will
of the United States, the direction of the
United States, and it simply is not some-~
thing that will not affect other people’s
beliefs concerning the United States, and
they will start making policy decisions
of their own based upon that decislon as
they see it and not await a further deter-
mination by Congress as to whether we
wish again to program moneys to put
in at some time in the future.

It is not a neutral step.

Mr. BARTLETT. If the Senator will
yield further, the Senator makes a very
good point about the whole matter be-
ing overtly known and discussed by the
people of this country.

The reason I mentioned the hiatus is
that presumably the funds can be re-
assigned within a matter of several weeks
after the first of the year, and on the
other hand, new legislation for Angola
would take several months at the earliest.

So  a hiatus would be created if we
passed the Tunney amendment and then
waited until later congressional action.

On the other hand, if we would pro-
ceed with further aid now, there would
still be the opportunity for the Congress
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to decide what future action it would
want to take and there would be the
chance for a more orderly transition
from the covert actions that have been
sanctioned and established as options
for the execufive branch by the legis-
lative branch, there would be more time

* for transition from those options that
are now being exercised by the executive
branch to whatever was decided later
on. by the joint decision of the Congress
and the executive branch, would that
not be the case?

Mr. McCLURE, The Senator is correct.

I might add to that, it seems to me
that one of the options that is available
to us at this time to avoid that hiatus
might be, for the time being, to operate
under the continuing resolution which
has slready passed, rather than seek to
get final action on this legislation at
this time. )

I say that because whether we like
1t or not, some kind of signal is going
to come out of any kind of action we
take on this bill. Some kind of signal
is going to be flashed to the participants
in the struggle and others who are not
participating in the struggle if we adopt
the Tunney amendment or if we defeat
the Tunney amendment. ]

The situation that would occur if we
operate under the continuing resolution,
as I understand it, would be this, the
Senator from Arkansas, the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee (Mr.

McCLELLAN) , has indicated that the re--

quest for réprograming of funds will
not be granted until the committee has
had an opportunity for a hearing and a
briefing and a discussion and a deter-
mination by the committee, which means
that the funds which they seek to re-
program would not be available until
some time after Congress convened again
in January. .

The Congress, in the meantime, would
not have said that they cannot continue
. . to use the money which is in fhe pipeline

now, and it would not have said they
could not reprogram other moneys which

might be available. I think there is a

discretionary pool that exists that does

not require reprograming, and that

“would be available in the absence of the
Tunney amendment, although a very
much smaller sum of money.

It might be possible for us just to hold
this matter in abeyance until we come
back in January and operate, mean-
while, under the continuing resolution
with the much more constricted ability
to use additional funds in Angola and
make the determination at that time
after the committees have had the op-
portunity to be briefed and to discuss
and make their own decision. '

Mr. HASKELL addressed the Chair.

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the Senator
yield to me for one more question?

Mr., HASKELL, I just wonder if the
Senator from Idaho will yield without
losing his right to the floor while I offer

-~ an smendment to S. 1469 which involves
the Alaska Claims Act. It should not take
long. .. ..

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I may yleld to
the Senator from Colorado for that pur-
pose without losing my right to the floor

and without my resumption being con-
sidered a second speech. .

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

ALASKA NATIVE CLAIMS SETTLE-
. MENT ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr, HASKELYL., Mr. President, I/ask
the air to lay before the Senajte &
message from the House of Repregent-~
atives on S. 1469.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Stone) Iaid before the Senat

atives to the bill (S. 1469) to
under or by ‘amendment of the/Alaska
Native Claims: Settlement Act, ffor the
late enrollmenh of certain Nat;

the proceeds of cértain lands, {
ment of certain payments a
and the consolidation of e
gional corporations, ‘and for pther pur-
poses.

(The amendments of thef Elouse are
printed in the Recorp ‘of December 16,
1975, beginning at page ‘H12624.)

Mr. HASKELL. I wish'{o thank the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. President, I would ljke¢ to preface
this by stating that I am jnformed that
the amendments I am about Yo ask the
Chair to lay before the Sgnate I

ve been
cleared with both Senatofs from:Alaska,
Senator GraveL being hffe. It has been
cleared with Senator FANwIN and; as &
matter of fact, has en cleared “with
the Department of the/Interior and'‘has
satisfied all concerned/ *
Mr. President, I senfl to the desk se¥-
eral amendments and/minor substantive

amendments, and ask fmanimous consent®,

that they be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the. amentiments will be con-
sidered en bloc. Th¢ clerk will state the
améndments. H

The assistant lpgislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read thé amendments.

™Mr, HASKELL.;’I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ments be dispenged with.

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

The amendments are as follows: .

1. On page 1,/line 8, strike “authorized”
and insert in ligu thereof “directed”.

2. On page 2; line 22 strike ‘village cor-
porations” and fnsert in lieu thereof “Village
Corporations’.

3. On page 2 line 23, strike “Alaska Native
Claims” and el/xsert in lieu thereof “the”.

4. On pagel 2, line 24, strike "who" and
Insert in 11eu‘ thereof “the Village Corpora-
tion or Corpbrations of which”.

5. On pagg 2, line 25, strike “receive sur-
face and supsurface entitlement” and insert
in lieu theyeof “acquire title to the surface
and subsurface estates of satld reserves”.

8, On page 3, line 12, strike “the minimum
nd insert in lieu thereof “a suffi-

7. On page 4, line 24, strike ‘reexamina-
insert in lieu thereof ‘“redeter-

page B, lines 14 and 15, strike “the
procegds which” and insert in lleu thereof
“the proceeds, together with interest, which”,
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urtailing such rights and privileges.”.

L™

10. On page 5, line 186, strike “pertaining

nds” and insert in leu thereof *‘pertainin
t9 such lands”.

111. On page 5, litie 18, strike “togethér wi
inkterest”, '

2. On page 5, line 24, and page 8, 1j
1, ytrike “deposited in the Treasury of fhe
United States or”. '

13, On page 6, lines 7 and 8, strike
posif, such deposit to bear simple intprest
at a Yate determined by the Secretary the
Treasyiry” and insert In lieu thereof: “de-
posit to the date of payment with gimple
interedt at the rate determined by the Sec-
retary Qf the Treasury to be the rate payable
on shdyt-term obligations of the jUnited
States prevailing at the time of payment”,

14, O1 page 6, line 12, strike “'(§5 U.S.C.
162 a)” and insert in lieu thereof ‘j(52 Stat.
1037) . H

15. Cn Qage 6, line 18, strike “sybsection”
and insert;in lieu thereof “sectio}r”.

16. On page 7, between lines 5’;a,nd 6, in-
sert “Tempbrary exemption from?. certain se-
curities laws”. &

17. On page 7T, line 17, betwegn “all” and
“information?” Insert “the”.

.18. On page 7, between lines él and 22, in=
sert “Relationito other programs”.

19. On page, 8, line 4, aftey “1964” insert
“('78 Stat. 703)y as amended”J

20. On page 8, between lings 21 and 22, in=
sert “Merger of;\gl\:a.tive corpgrations”,

21. On page 1Y, line 4, bgtween ‘“‘corpora-
tions and sharehplders whiﬁh” and “particl=
pated”, insert “ajd who. /

22. On page 11; line 1, strike “consolida-
tions” and insert in lieu 1ﬁ1ereof “consolida=
tion”, k! !

23. On page 12,;
Natives” and insert in lig

24, On page 12, jineg 18 and 19, strike
«Alaska Native Regiénal Corporations or by
Alaska Native” and inkert in leu thereof”
Reglonal Corporationy/in Alaska or by".

25. On page 13, linds 1 and 2, and lines b
and 6, strike "Alaska.jl&egional Corporation”
and insert in lieu thefedf “Regional Corpora-
tion in Alaska” in both flaces.

28. On page 13, lives 7, 8, and 9, strike “In

e event section 5(a) of the Settlement Act
is.amended to reopen the Alaska Native Roll
foi additional enroilmenty’ and insert in lieu
thergof ‘“‘Whenever additional enrollment
undéy the Settlement Act'is permitted pur-
suantito this Ac} or any dther provision-of
law,”. \ H p

27. Oh page 18, ine 11, strike “such Act”
and insext in I}eu thereof Ythe Settlement
Act”. ! \

. 28, On page/13, line 12, bdtween *“enroil-
ment” and Yelect” insert a cémma,

29, On pagy 13, line 14, strile “the Settle-
ment” and iggert in lieu therdof “such”.

30. On page U3, line 15, strike “Natives’*
and insert ih lleu thereof “Nafive’s”.

31, On phge 33, lines 18 any 22, strike
“Algska’ in‘both PRaces. \,‘ .

32. On page 183, I)Y\;; 23 and 24} strike “re=

line !';14, strike -“Alaska
thereof “Natives'.

gional or ¥illage colporation” ang insert in
lieu ther;{of “Regionel or Village{‘ Corpora-
tion”. \

33. onjf; ages 15 and 1§ amend sectilon 11 to
read as follows:
“Sgrc, 1. The boundary petween the south-
eastern/ and Chugach reglons shallibe the
141st nheridian: Provided, gional
Corpoyation for the Chugach region shall ac-
cord ro the Natives enrolled\to the Yillage
of Ygkutat the same rights [ leges
to uge any lands which may bé, conveygd to
eglonal Corporation in the, vicinity of
Icy fBay for such purposes as sugch Natives
have traditionally made thereof,

and gathering, as the Regional
tipn accords to Its own shareholde:

lative to such lands for the primary pu
ose. and having the effect, of Impairing ol

—
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34)0On page 16, line 12, strike “COOK IN-
LET TTLEMENT,—*.

35. O page 16, lines 15 and 16, strike
“ ‘reglon™ hereinafter” and insert in lMeu
thereof “hareinafter in this section referred
to as the ‘Région’ .

36. On pagd 17, line 6, strike “Alaska Na-
tive Claims”.

37. On page I, line 31, strike “set forth
therein” and insexs in lieu thereof “and the
Reglon, as a mattéy of Federal law”.

38. On page 17, liye 22, page 18, lines 5,
7, 12 and 17, betweeh “(1)” and “approxi-
rately”, “(8)” and ‘“¥ederal”, *“(4)” and
“township”, “(5)" and “twenty-nine”, and
“(6)” and “lands”, in eact: case, insert “title
to”.

39. On page 18, line 5, strikd “townships 10
south” and insert in lieu therRof “township
10 south”, N

40. On page 18, line 21,
Native Claims”.

41. On page 19, line 10, strike “owher” and
insert in lieu thereof “Region so longs\as the
Region owns such lands”. Y

42. On page 19, line 11, strike ““Alaska ‘Wa-
tive Claims”. .

43. On page 19, line 15, between “land¥,

strike “Alaska

and “without restriction” insert “conveyed".™

44. On page 19, line 18 and lines 23 and
24, strike "“Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated,”
and in both places insert in lieu thereof “the
Reglon”,

45. On page 19, line 23, between “11(a)
{1)” and the comma insert “of the Settle-
ment Act”.

48. On page 18, line 24, strike “the Region”
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘the Regional Cor-
poration”,

47..On page 20, line 2, batween “11(a) (3y”
and “as” insert “‘of the Settlement Act".

48. On-page 20, lines 3 and 4 and line 20,
strike “‘Cook Inlet Reglon, Incorporated,” in
both places and insert in liew therecf “the
Region”.

49. On page 28, line 17, strike “the Region”
and insert in lieu thereof “the affected Re-
gional Corporation”.

50. On page 20, line 10. between “any sec-
tlon 11(a)(1y” and the period Insert “with-
drawal”,

51. On page 20, line 17, strike “affected
Reglon” and ingert in lieu thereof “affected
Reglonal Corporation”.

52. On page 21, Hnes 5, 7, and 8, 16, and
21, strike “Alaska Native Claims” in each of
the four places it appears.

53. On page 21, lines 8 and 9, strike “3.5
townships of subsurface” and insert in lieu
thereof *“3.58 townships of oil and gas and
coal”.

54. On page 21, lines 19 and 20, strike “re-
gional corporation or village corporation”
and insert In Heu thereof “Regional Corpo-
ration or Village Corporation’, .

58, On page 22, line 2, strike “Alagka Ni-
tive Claims”.

36. On page 23, lines 9 through 11, strike
“v Provided, That if the laad is not used for
the above purposes it shall revert to the
United States™.

57. On page 23, line 18, strike “Act:” and
insert in lieu thereof “Act. and the eonvey-

ance of such lands shall also consain a pro-,”

vision that, if the lands cease to be used foy
the purposes for which thay were conveyed,
the lands and title thereto shall revert,/to
the United States:”. 7

58. On page 24, line 9, after “Act.” phsert
“This conveyance shall be consid and
treated as a conveyance under the/Settle-
ment Act.”. /

59. On page 24, lines 15 and /18, strike
**Alagka Native Claims®,

60. On page 25, line 1, strl “corpora~
tions” and insert in lieu thergof “Corpora-
tions®,

61. Page
Claims™, ,

62. On page 25, lines /17 and 18, strike

/

, Ine |, strikf/ “Alaska Native

;
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“Alaska Native Claims Seftlement Act of
December 18, 1971 (85 Stat. 688), 1s hereby'
and Insert in lieu thereof “Settlement Act
is”.

63. On page 26, line 2, between “2033” and
'of” insert *, or any successor provisions,”.

64. On pages 27 and 28, sirike each of the
periods between and including line 6 on page
27 and line 6 on page 28 and insert in lieu
of each such period & semicelon.

65. On page 28, line 6, directly after the
number “13” and the semicolon provided
for in amendment no. 65 above insert “S.M.,
Alaska, notwithstanding” and delete “Not-
withstanding” on line 7.

66. On page 28, line 21, besween “assigns.”
und “and” insert “such’.

67. On page 29, line 23, and page 30, line
‘. strike “Alasks Native Claims Settlement
\ct (85 Stat. 688).” and insert in lieu thereof
“Settlemsnt Act’.

68. On page 98, line 8, strike ‘“naticnal
‘orests system” and insert in lieu thereof
“National Forest System”.

69. On page 29, lines 11 and 12 and line
3, strike “Alagka Native Claims” in both
irlaces.

70. On page 29, line 18, strike “Group
Corporations™ and insert in lieu thereof
“Ucorporations organized by Native groups’.

~71. On page 20. lines 19 and 20, strike “the
Hative Corporations for the cities of” and
iusé’rg’. in Heu thereot “and the corporations
crgamized by Natlves reslding in'.

72,
tefore “‘hpher” insert “all as defined on t}yé
fet, and”y .

73. On pige 31, line 4, between “the” snd
‘ Secretary” Iqgser( “appropriate’. ,’

Mr. McC E. Will the Senatoy yield
for one queshion?

Mr. HASKELQD\ I yield to the Senator.

Mr. McCLURE. T want to maXe certain
I understood the Sapator, I was talking
at the time he made, the spatement.

My understanding 1§ that these are
tachnical amendments which have been
discussed wtih the Senatdr from Arizona
(Mr. FANNIN) ?

Mr. HASKELL. Yes. I ayn informed
taat they have beeny cleared with Sen-
ator FanwNiN, that they are saysfactory
i1 Senator Giravey! that they ;ﬁg satis-
Tactory to Senatof Stevens, and fugther-
urore, I am informed they are satisfaggory
t: the Seeretapy of the Interior. N

As the Sephtor knows, T can only 5
on what I apgh informed.

Mr. HAQKELL. 8. 1469 makes certain
a nendments to the Alaska Native Claims
Sattlemght Act in order to resolve vari-
ous difficulties which have arisen dur-
ing the implementation of that act.
S 1469 was passed by the Senate on Au-
g-134 2, 1975, and was passed by the House
ox December 16, 1975, with an amend-
u.ent in the nature of a substitute. With
/At a few exceptions, the House-passed
bil is the same in substance as that
passea by the Senate.

Mr. President, the House has added
sertain provisions which, while they were
oot in the Senate-passed bill, have been
th:e subject of hearings and considera-
iion by the Senate Interior Committee.
1 will briefly deseribe those new sections
which should be accepetd by the Senate
with certain changes.

Section 8 of S. 1469, as added by the
House, relates. to the establishment of
a 13th region and the incorperation of
2 13th Regional Corporation for the
binefit of enrolled Natives who were not

page- 30, line 20, after “Kenal,” snd-

%

December 18, 1975
permanent residents of tHe S%& of
Alaska. '

When the Secretary of the/Interior
certified the final Native roll Decem-
ber 18, 1973, he also declared that less
than a majority of the nonyesident Na-
tives voted for the 13th gnd the 13th
region issue had failed. nonresidents
were, accordingly. enroHed in the ap-
propriate region in Aldska. Two orga-
nizations-—the Alaska #ederation of Na-
tives International, $Ac and the Alaska
Native Associatiosrll/ of Oregon—repre-
senting the interests of nonresidents and
the concept of the 13th region, sepa-
rately, brought $uit against the Secre-
tary in the US. District Court for the
District. of Columbia recuesting that the
declaration the Secretary be declared
invalid and that the 13th region be
established. On October 6, 1975, the dig-
trict coupt entered an order implement-
ing an ehrlier order in 1974, directing the
‘Secretdry to ceate the 13th region, en-
roll therein all nonresident Natives who
had/ndicated. on their jast formal com-
muyhiication with the Secretary, their de-
sife to enroll in a 13th region, and to
/%;-nvide for the incorporation of the 13th

/Reglonal Corporation.

Section 8 4s necessarv to supplement
the court’s order. The amendment pro-
vides that no change in enroilment to
either the 13th region or to one of the
12 regions in Alaska which is required or
permitted by the court’s order shall affect
ahy land éntitlements of an Alaska Na-
tive Regional or Village Corporation ex-
isting at the time of the creation of the
13th region. Also, it provides that, in
furtherance of the court'z order, any can-
cellation of stock of a Native shall be
without liability to either the ecorpora-
bion or the individual. Finally, it provides
that in the event the Native roll is re-
opened for new enrollment, eligible Na-
tives who are permanent nonresidents of
Alaska are to elect whether they wish to
enroll in the 13th region or the appro-
priate Alaska region at the time of their
enrollment.

Section 10, as added hy the House, re-
lates to a certain land selection problem
in the southeastern region of Alaska con-

\cerning which the committee has twice

“yeceived testimony. This section provides
tRat Sealaska, Inc., may select its ap-
imately 200,000-acre entitlement
lands which were withdrawn in the
hatiohal forest for selection by village
corporations of the southeastern region,
but which were not so selected. The sec-
tion provkles that Sealaska, Inc., may
net select any lands on Admiralty Island
in the with wal for the village of An~
goon. In addMion, no sections ecan be
made in the withdrawal for the villages
of Yakutat and S8gxman, unless the Gov-
ernor of the State“ol Alaska or his dele-
gate consents to suck selection. This sec-
tion is necessary to fWlfiil Sealaska’s se-
lection rights under the Settlement Act.
Section 11 as added By the House re-
solves a boundary dispu? ’
laska and the Chugac!
amendment is supported hy
regions.
Section 12 as added by the
lates to a settlement of 1 land selection
problem in the Cook Inlet Region. On
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| qon.sent that the order for
. call be rescinded.

JIDING OFFICER. Without
350 ordered. .

is on agreelng to the
e Senator from Michi-

8 tune hmitation h 40 ‘minutes on the
.amengment, to be gqually divided be-
tween the éenator 1Y
GRIFFIN) and the Selator from Ca.h-
fornia (Mr. TuNNEY). Who yields time?
. CLA]?{.K T, Presiy
the ab>enge of a quorum, al
mous , copsent .that the ty
quorura (éac% e equally dividey,
Mr. M

. Mr,. Presid
ing the right to

requesw
I:DJ;NG OFFICER., Jigt. to
divide the time on the quorum ‘gall
* equally.
Mr. McCLURE. No objective.
The PRESIDING QFFICER. Withou
objection, 1t 1s so ordered.
Mr, CLARK. I spggest the absence of

im,
Theg PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
WI%tfau thqxona:%igtant legislative clerk
Cg1sla 1ve £r’
procé% call the roll, st
Mr, JAY

.. ] President, I ask
unanipmus 0] that the order for
call be rescinded.

G OFFICER. Without
ohiection, 1t 1s so ordered.

My, JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yleld my-
self time on the fime resexrved on my
amendment, which is to follow the Griffin

Fu

amendment, and I would like to yleld

myself 5 minu
The PRE G OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it

is so dl'
atton %

t ) Gn
a_motreht . €

, .Mr. President, the situ-
resented to us short-

what that will do—

and then Wﬁa‘ébe gr.not the Grifin

amen mepd suc on. my amendment.
e thrust, QI the Griffin amendment
is to pxevent fmm going into Angola any

U.S. militaxy or clyiliap forces involyved

in hostilities in. or over or from off the.

shoreg g;t rola, unless Ccmgress specif-
1ca;lly & hordzes it.
the Tunney amendment,

as it v»ou,ld be amended by my amend-
menf, which will either be added onto
the Griffin amendment or will be a sepa-
rate amendment, tully qualified, once the
Griffin amendment, is acted upon, is that
only irtelligence gathenng will e per-
mitted as an activity in respect of An-
gola, under the Defense Appropriation
Act, which is the subject of the confer-
ence report, .
The difference between my nd-
ment and the present Tunney amepd-
ment; 15%@1; e. Tunpey amendnie
prop“Osﬂs reduce by $33 million
the i{tems of appropriation in
ference report. I omit any suc
© tlon and simply keep the sum
The reason, for my action is
ously, it is importapt to get
consensus here, and there
who f<>e1 that the funds ‘progra.mmed

Iﬁl Lepresent action on
eﬁ@z}mm—l will analyze in

under the Defense Approprla,tmn Act,
which would have to be reprogrammed
if they wanted to do something about
Angola, still does not change the various
military necessities.

We may decide, if the House and the
Senate agree on this conference report,
that we are golng to tighten our belt
on program A, B, C, or D and cut $33
million out of it. We may and we may not.

My amendment will make that un-
necessary. It will facilitate an agree-
ment between the House and the Sen-
ate, as there may be great difference of
opinion on that score, and it will get
the matter down to its essentials. To
argue about a $33 million provision in a
$90 billion bill seems to be unnecessarily
throwing a monkey wrench into the
warks. We know what we want to do. If
we decide to do it, let us not compli-
cate it with a money equation.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr, President, will the

Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. ,
\Mr. YOUNG. I think this is a good
: endment I do not think it is the
i ion of the sponsors to delete

House and - Senate—and we Lo not
disturb that agt ge! . /

stantive way rather Yhan ing to dis-
turb what may have heen/the glve and
take on the money sid¥
ence.
Mr., CRANSTON. T sfy ¥
tors who have spoken ghat
the principal sponsg
amendment—and I &m one of them—are
totally prepared 3
approach, becausg’we recognize that our
principal objectife, which is to cXt off
funds used for paramilitary, covert\and
other -purposed in Angola and arotd
Angola, will be served by the amend-
ey change in the dolla

both Sena-
believe that

Mr /JAVITS. May I say, in fairness to
the ghithors of the amendment, that they
told that in the pa.rilamentary sit~-
on, they had to move to reduce the
ount; otherwise, their améndment
ould not be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 2 addition-
al minutes. )

Whereas, my amendment is only in
order because theirs alresdy has been
in order. So that everybody’s role is se-
cure.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
realize that we have achieved our gbjec-
tive. Whatever decision we make, even if
it is on the negative side, will be a na-
tional policy decision. The House and
the Senate will have passed on this par-

Re Tunney -

ticular question. I hope very, much that
we will make it positive and/that we will
start anew, as we should/have started
when this sum got to be $25 million and
we began to put militayy materiel into
the situation.

I do not believe tlfat the transition
will be harmful to thf executive depart-
ment, because it obably takes some
time to absorb thiy kind of military aid
in the area, anyhpw, and it will give us
an opportunity for a more deliberate
Jjudgment as to/what must be done and
how much.

In the Forgign Relations Subcommit-
tee-—I am cgnfident the committee will
take it—we¢/have materially accelerated
the procedire by which the administra-
tion can/act and Congress must act if
it wishey to stop.

So IAhink this is a plan which holds
togetlfer. I am very hopeful that we will
get the Defense appropriation on its way
and/will have dealt effectively with our

now to seek advice from the leadership as
to whether they will accept a recess until
1:45, because Senator GRIFFIN has asked
our indulgence, as he has necessarily had
to see the President.

Mr. CRANSTON. Certainly.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of & quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time may be
charged to both amendments and hoth
sides of both amendments.

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

My, JAVITS. I suggest the absence of
a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

RECESS UNTIL 1:50 P.M.; AND UNAN-
IMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
animous consent that the Senate stand
ecess until the hour of 10 minutes to
1d that beginning at that time there
limitation of 10 minutes on the
amendment to be equally di-
fween the Senator from Michi-

at 1:15 p.m., essed until 1:50 p.m.;

ate reassembled when

PRIATIONS, FISCAINYEAR 1976

The Senate continued wikh the consid-
eration of amendment in agreement
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act maijng appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976,
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andifor the period beginning July 1, 1978
and ending September 30, 1876, and &
other purposes.

ThQ PRESIDING OFFICER. W’h(—
yields time?

The Chair, in his capacity as the Sen-
ator from California, suggests the abe
sence qf a quorum.

The ¢lerk will call the roll.
The %sista.nt legislative Cxelk pro-
ceeded call the roll.

Mr. CLURE. Mr. President, I ask
unarnimous consent that the order’for the
quorum call be rescinded. /

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr Has-
KELL) . Without objection, it is so ‘ordered.

Mr. MCCLURE Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent that Samantha Sen-
ger and John Cevette, of Senjator Has-
keLL’s staff, be granted the privilege of
the floor duﬂng the consmera, ion of andé
voting on all tariff bills tod

The PRESIDING OFFICS
objection, it Is s0 ordered. ’

Mr. MCCL Mr, Pres”ident I sug-
gest the absen§e of a quoriim

The PRE G OFFI(?ER The clerk
will call the roll,

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT . BYRID. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consexlt that the order
for the quorum dall be. rescinded.

The PRESIDING /OFFICER (Mr.
Pacewoop). Without bb;ection it is 50
ordered.

Under the prevxquq order, the Senate
will proceed to voté on the amendment
of the Senator from} “Michigan.

Mr. CLARK. Mr.; Plesldent have the
yeas and nays beery ordered?

The PRESIDING QFFICER. The yess
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C/ B . Mr. President,
I ask for the yead and;nays.

. Without

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient seconq Thete is a sufficient
second.

The yesas an nays weke ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agrebing to the amendment of
the Senator from Michigan. On this
question the yeas and nayd.-have been or-
dered, and the clerk willi eall the roll

The legisl: e clerk calldd the roll.

Mr. RO%?&YI‘ C. BYRD, I announce
that the Senator from fndmna (Mz,
Bayn), Is necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I annour(ie that the

Senator from Arizona (Mr; QOLDWATER),
is nec ily absent.
The result was announced&— veas 26,
nays 72, ¢s follows:
URollcall Vote No. 606 Lek
YEAS-—26
Baker Eastland Long
Bartlet Fannin McCle\lan
Belimo] Fong MecCluyre
Buckl Garn. Morga®
Byrd, Grifin Scott, Fugh
Harpy ., Jr. Hansen Stenni
Curt Helms Thurmond
Doley Hrusk: Tower
Donremci Laxalt Young
; NAYS-~-T2 H
Abgurezk Burdick Culver )
Byrd, Robert C. Durkin. !
Cannon Bagleton
Case Ford i
Chiles Glenn 4
Church Gravel \
Clark Hart, Qary
Cranston

Hart, Philip .?k

‘Hartke McGovern th
Haskell McIntyre Schweiker
Hatfleld Metcealf Scots,
Hathaway Mondale Willigm L. /
Hallings Montoya Sparkman
HBuddleston Mosa Stafford
Humphrey Muskie . Stevens
Inouye Nelson Stevenson;
Jackson Nunn Stone 4
Javity Packwood Symington
Johnston Pastore ‘Taft
Kennedy - Pearson Talm (
Leahy Pell Tunn
Magnuspn Percy Weicke
Mansfieid Proxmire ‘Williams
Mathias Randolph | H
McGee Ribicoft K
NOT VOTING—2

Bayh Goldwater

So Mr. GRIFFINb ammdment was re-

jected.

The PRE IDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previ s order, the Senator from
New York is\ recognized 1:0 call up his
amendment. -

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Presxdent 1 move
to reconsider ‘the votg by which the
amendment WB.S\I'BJ ected.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr Presldent I yield for
that purpose. %

I move to lay\that motion on the
table.

The motion to 1§y cn the table was
agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I yield half
a minute of my tIme to Senator Cortis
fora una.xumous-,éonsent request,

‘The PRESIDING -OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold for just a moment. Will
those in the aifles please remove them-
selves from the aisles‘rhe Senate is
notin order. ¢

I believe the Senator fﬂom New York
said half a minute to the Senator from
Nebraska. ;

SUBSTITUTION OF SENATbR BROCK.
FOR SENATOR FANNIN AS A CON-
FEREE—_HR. 10727 ‘

Mr. CURTIS Mr. Presuien‘t I ask
unanimous consent that the \Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK) -be Ramed a
conferee on H.R. 10727, and the tor
from; Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) be removed
as a conferee on that bill. i

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is 50 ordered. \

r. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
FRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of amendment in disagree-
ment No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1976, and for the period beginning
July 1, 1876, and ending September 30,
1976, and for other purposes.

Mr. JAVITS. I call up my amendment
and send it -to the desk to be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The second assictant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from New York (Mr, Javitg)
proposes an amendmnnt No. 1312 to amend-
ment No. 1303.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike “205,800,000” and in Meu of the
language proposed to be inserted by amend-

ment 1303 insert the following: “$265,609, -
000, none of which, ncr any otheér funds ap-
propriated in this Act may be used for any
activities involving Aungola other than in-
telligence gathering, si:<l which funds are’’.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, T ask for
the yeas and nays. h

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufiicient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, 1 vield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, th's amendment pro-
boses only to eliminate the figures from
the Tunney amendment which reduced
the amount of $205600,000 down to
$172,600,000.

My amendment contains the same ﬁP’-
ure agreed upon in conference, $205,
600,000, and it includes the TunnPV
languafxe

Mr, President, may we have order. 1
will be through very quickly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold? The Senate will pleasze
be in order.

Mr. JAVITS. The reason for my
amendment is simply to strip this con-
troversy, which we have debated at such
length, of any question about the
amounts involved. The amount will re-
main exactly as the conferees agreed on,
but we do include the injunction against
spending any money sppropriated in this
act or any part of that $205 million for
any activities Involving Angola other
than intelligence gathering. That is the
whole sum of it.

The reason for it iz we have been told
that the way in which money would be
available if we did nothing for the Angola
operation will be by reprograming other
funds for various purposes contained in
this act, and it was my feeling as the
debate developed that as the conferees
had arrived at a balance of thelr respec-
tive views on money —that is what the
essence of this bill 1= all about—and as
it was made clear to us there was no sun
of money here for Ar.zola, 1t would have
to come from cuttinrt down other pro-
grams on which they had agreed, which-
ever ones they were, which they called
reprograming, it seeried to me the pro-
ponents of the fundsmental propositicn
put before us by Senator Tunney, by
Senator CLARK, and cthers, really wou]d
only embarrass their cause by seeking to
reduce the money. There was no point
to it once we got the basic prohibition
established, and that is what this will do.

May 1 say for my colleague, Senator
TunnNey, and others on that side that
they could not have gotten into this
situation in a parliamentary sense unless
they had done something about the
money. But having osened the door, we
should now walk thrcugh it, and I hope
the Senate will carry ihis as the substi-
tute language for the Tunney langusage
without renegotiating: the dollars in-
volved.

My final point, Mr President, that it
will save a lot of time with the other body
if they are in any mocod to do anything
about Angola. It will certainly be a lot
easier to get them to do it if they do not
have to retrade all their deals on the
defense appropriations.
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"Por those reasons, Mr. Presldent, I
hope every one of the parties interested,
except on 4 strajght division of whether
we will or will not go the Tunney route,
wiil agres that this amendment is the
right course to follow and that, as this
amendment replaces the whole of the
Tunney antendment, this will be the final
sction on that proposition.

M, President, I yleld to the Senator
from California 2 minutes. .

" Mr, TUNNEY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Néw Yoik and I have had a
chance to discuss his substitute at some
length, and the way he described the
impact of his substitute is, in my mind,
correct.

1 think the substitute offered is a good
one. T point out the reason that the $33
millior. as placed originally in my amend-
ment was that 1t would have been out
of order if wé had not referred to a dollar
figure in thé amendment in disagreement
No. "5 that came over from the House.

We no longer need that dollar figure.
The dollar fizure did represent our best
estimate of ’Ehe mioneys that had been
spent or were being programed to be
spent in Angola. ' .

Therefore, I am prepared to yield back
the remaf"&er of my time, and let us
have o vote on the Sénator’s amendment.
1 think it is a good oné.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in ‘otder. Again will those
conversing in the well please go some-
place else. Will those conversing in the
well please leave the Chamber.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in yield-
ing, I would appreciaté it if the Chair
would inform me so that I do not use
the last 2 minutes of my time.

I yield. ’ :

Mr. BUMPERS. Just one short ques-
tlon. One thing that did not come up
yestérday and did hot come up this
mothing that I was curious about, and
that s whether or hot this amendment or
the Tunney amendment as it was orlg-
inally written, would be other than an
expression of the sentiment of the Sen-
ate and would it have any more than
possibly an inhibiting effect on the pos-
sible use of any other funds the CIA has
which could be used for covert activities?

Mr, JAVITS, T am not so young in this
body as to belleve that ih a budget run-
_ning into sevetal hundred billions of dol-
lars that theé administration could not
find money to do this. It would obviously
bar them from using money in the $90
billion. _ oo

Bui I really believe with such a preci-
sion nf expression by the Senate and the
House on such a major bill as the de-
fense appropriations bill, I would not
believe the administration would move
in that direction and, if it did, T assure
the Senator there are lots of other ways
in which & body as large as that ma-
jority which turned down the Griffin
amendment could see that they rue the
day. So I do not belleve we are acting
other than very substantively and deci-
sively if we adopt the amendment I have
sent to thedesk. . T

May I say, Mr. President, that amend-
ment is for myself and Senator Hum-
PHREY 0f Minnesota. ‘

1

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld for one question?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the
Senator from California a moment ago
referred to the dollar amount figure in
his amendment which the Senator from
New York seeks to eliminate as being
the best estimate of the amount of money
that had been spent or would be repro-
gramed.

Am T not correct in remembering the
statements made by the Senator from
North Dakota and the Senator from
Arkansas that a request for reprogram-
ing in this dollar amount had been made
but, as a matter of fact, no reprograming
has occurred and, I think, the Senator
from Arkansas indicated that before the
committees were about to grant such an
authorization, there would be hearings
and further inquiry by the committee?

Mr. JAVITS. That is my recollection,
and I hope we are both correct, because
whatever happens to this conference
report——

Mr. YOUNG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Of course I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. The amount is to be pro-
gramed, it is $28 million. I think the
Tunney amendment deletion of claim
money is not necessary to accomplish his
objection.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.

Mr. McCLURE. Would the Senator
from North Dakota not agree with the
Senator from New York and myself that
although that request have been made,
neo sum of money has been reprogramed?

Mr. YOUNG. In fact, Chairman Mc-
CLELLAN notified the CIA he would not be
taking up the reprograming until Con-
gress convenes in January.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. I might say to Senator
Young, the chairman’s trusted minority
senior member, I would hope that what-
ever happens to the conference report,
we hear rumors there are intentions to
debate it until we quit, and things like
that, that is up to all those involved, but
I would hope with the clear expression
of view by the whole Senate that at the
very least it is intended by this repro-
graming method to let them use the
money, that the matter would be sub-
mitted to the Senate, and if it felt we
cannot wait the 20-odd days involved,
I would hope it would be submitted to-
day, tomorrow, or Saturday.

I think that is the least due us, having
gone through the enormous exercise, and
at long last trying to join the Congress
and those major policy decisions on for-
eign policy, and being, as Arthur Van-
denberg, for one of the first times in
modern times, in at the takeoff instead of
just at the landing, so many of which
will erash.

Mr. TUNNEY. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. :

Mr. TUNNEY. I feel so strongly that
this amendment offers the Senate an op-
portunity to express its opinicn on the
basic principle that no moneys under
this defense appropriation bill ought to
go to Angola for military purposes that I
ask to be a cosponsor of this amendment

because it is directly on point. the lan-
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guage 1s exactly the same as the amend-~
ment that has been introduced by me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York asked to be advised
when he had 2 minutes remaining. He
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator TuN-
NEY may be added as a cosponsor of the
amendment.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to vote now, but I do not see any-
one from the Appropriations Committee
who could speak for them, so I reserve
the remainder of my time.

Mr. TUNNEY. I think that I control
the other half of the time. I am happy to
yield the floor to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator
from California. :

Mr. President, I rise because he stated
that a vote in favor of the Javits amend-
ment would constitute a vote in approval
of the principles underlying the Tunney
amendment. )

I just want the Recorp to make it clear
that a vote to improve an undesirable
amendment does not constitute a vote of
approval for that same amendment.

So I do not want my vote that will be
forthcoming to be confused with ap-
proval of the Tunney proposal.

Mr. TUNNEY. I am prepared to yield
back my time unless another Senator
wishes to speak.

Mr. YOUNG. Will the Senator yield
me 1 minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time? ’

Is this on the time of the Senator from
California?

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes.

Mr. YOUNG. I ask the Senator from
New York, does his amendment embody
the language of the Tunney amendment?

What I am trying to determine is does
your amendment restore money, and also
encompass the Tunney language?

Mr. JAVITS. It does.

Mr. YOUNG. I support that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator Case
may be made a cosponsor.

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

Who yields time? . :

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

“The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-~
ator will state it.

Mr. McCLURE. The pending amend-
ment is an amendment to the Tunney
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the Tunney amendment.

Mr. McCLURE. And if fhis amend-
ment is adopted, it would require a fur-
ther vote upo nthe Tunney amendment’
as amended?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Chalr.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Whe
vields time?

Mr. TUNNEY. I am prepared to yieid
back my time unless there is any Sens-
tor that wants to have my time.

Does any Senator request time?

Mr, FANNIN. Mr. President, could we
clarify whether the Javits amendmernt
does include the Tunney amendment?

Mr. TUNNEY. The Javits amendmerni
includes the language in the Tunney
amendment with one exception. The $33
million is eliminated.

Mr. FANNIN. But not on thew—-

Mr. TUNNEY. The only way the Tun-
ney amendment can be acdopted is to have
a vote. This represents a substitute for
my amendment.

Mr. FANNIN. That is what I wanted to
know.

I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TUNNEY. Wili the Senalor from
Idaho agree to yield back the time o
does he want to use my time?

Mr. McCLURE. There is a little con-
fusion, will the Senator yield for =
moment?

Mr. TUNNEY. Certainly.

Mr. McCLURE. So we can qualify the
situation so that everybody may know
exactly what is involved here.

The -Javits amendment is an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute for the
Tunney amendment, but a vote for the
Javits amendment does not adopt the
Tunney amendment,.

If the Javits amendment is adopted.
there would still be a vote on the Tun-
ney amendment as amended by the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. TUNNEY. That is correct.

Mr. McCLURE. So that I, for one, al-
though not necessarily in suppoit of the
Tunney amendment, would support the
Javits amendment as being an improve-
ment.

I think the Senator from California
has indicated he thinks so, also.

Mr. TUNNEY. I would just like to say
that I think if the Javits amendment is
accepted, it is going to make it very clear
what the sentiment of the Senate is in
respect to cutting off funds to Angola.

It would then be my view, if the Javits
amendment carries, it would then be
clear that a majority of this body wants
to cut off funds under this defense ap-
propriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TUNNEY. I am prepared to yield
back, but the Senator from New York de-
sires to speak.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I went
to some pains just now——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order, please.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I went to some pains
Just now to rebut the presumption just
stated by the Senator from California.

My vote in favor of the Javits amend-
ment must not be construed as a vote in
favor of cutting off these funds for co-
vert affairs in Angola.

Mr. TUNNEY. Then I suggest the Sen-
ator vote against it.

Mr. BUCKLEY. The Senator from Cal-
ffornia has no right to instruct me how

to vote or determine the reasons for my
vote.

Mr. TUNNEY. I have no right, but 1
make the suggestion.

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator yield
ior a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Dan Dreyfus
and Ben Yamagato be granted privilege
of the floor in connection with H.R. 3474.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Charles Warren
of my staff, be granted privilege of the
floor,

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent
request?

Myr. TUNNEY. Yes, I yield to the Sena-
tor from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, T ask
unanirnous consent that Frank DuBois,
of my staff, be granted privilege of the
floor. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is 8o ordered.

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield back the remain-
der of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been ylelded back, the question is
on agreeing to the amoendment of the
Senator from New York. The veas and
nays———

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Washington (Mr. Jack-
SON) may proceed for not to exceed 3
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
abjection?

Without obiection, it is so ordered.

———

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELAP-
MENT  ADMINISTRATION /AU-
THORIZATIONS :

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Presidept, I ask
the Chair toYay before the Senste a mes-
sage from the. House of Representatives
on HR. 3474, K

The PRESIRING OFFICER (Mr.
Packwoon) lald before the Senate the
amendment of the Hoyse of Represent-
atives to the amendmént of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 34%4) to authorize ap-
propriations to the Bhergyv Research and
Development Admfnistration in aceord-
ance with sect 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of }854, as amended, section
305 of the Enpfey Reorgagization Act of
1974, and segfion 16 of theFederal Non-
auclear Energy Research apd Develop-
ment Act of 1974, and for other purposes.

(The emendment of the“ House is
orinted. in the Recorp of Decémber 11,
1975, peginning at page H12424 %,

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, ¥ move
%0 concur with the House amendmants to
she Senate amendments to the

ouse
3ill, Y
Mr. President, this ameadment which
came over from the House was a pa
of the original conference report o

: CIA-RDP77M00144R000400100018-1
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ERDA. The House deleted certain loan
guarantee provisions and in situ oil shale
lease provisions from the bill and other
than that they sent the bill back as the
Sernate had adopted it. ,

I have cleared this matter with Sena-
tor Pasrore, who handles the nuclear
partof it, with Senator FANNIN and $ez’x~
ator Bagsr. H

We'are all in agreement that in 'view
of thelimargin of vote in the House, there
is no point trving to go back to cémfer-
ence or sending it back with an amend-
ment, despite the fact the Senate/passed
the bill §0 to 10.

Mr. President, the conferebs hna
adopted the provisions of the Sepate ver-
sion of the bill which would guthorize
the Admihistrator of ERDA td guaran-
tee loans ifor the constructich of one-
of-a-kind Yacilities tc demongtrate new
energy teclinologies. Among the technol-
ogies which were eligible for fuch assist-
ance were ehergy productiop from solid
wastes, solak energy applidations, geo-
thermal enekgy, conversiop of coal to
synthetic fudls, and prodhection of ojl
from shale. !

Another Senate provisipn adopted by
the conferees would have(g,uthorlzed the
Administrator to carry qut, in coopera -
tion with industyy, a carefully controlled
experiment in cémmercil production of
oil from shale using in situ methods. The
in situ method, ifisuccessful, would elim -
inate most of the ¢xtreme environ-
mental consequenies :which will other-
wise result from: mining and above
ground retorting ‘so? shale. It would
greatly reduce watgf use, water quality
degradation, and rroduction of solid
wastes for disposal. /

On December 11, in an unprecedentec!
action, the Hous bf Representatives
bowed to the de aris of some of its
Members and vpted' separately upon
these two provisions &f the Senate-ap-
proved conferende report. The provisions
were rejected and the remainder of the
conference repakt is new before us as an
amended bill. {

I intend to yove thatithe Senate ac-
cept the decislon of the FHouse and ap-
prove the bill fwithout smendment. T will
do so not befause I agred with the de-
i rtant for the
other provisjons of the bill tb become law.
I am not erfeouraged to belleve that the
House willf accept anv redsonable al-
ternatives the two providjons I have
mentioned at this time. !

Mr. Pr¢gsident, the House \debate on
these prévisions was remarkable. The
loan guafantee provisicn was posed by
some Mgmbers as a $6 billion *
the eneygy industries. Tt was j
hement]y opposed by others as\the first
step iy nationalizing the oil dustry.
Editorfals in major national ne papers
suppofted both arguments.

e debate includes contentions\that
thig is a gift to major oil companiest and
imonials that it is opposed by mbjor
companies. It includes contentions
at these kinds of factlities will be con-
structed immediately by industry withdut

oi
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assistance and contentions that
impossible dreams and that the
ed loans will default.

The hiktory of discussions about syn-
thetic fuéls policy is dramatically re-
flected in the House debate. This Nation
is no longen self-sufficient in petroleum
resources, buk it has vast resources of coal
and ofl shalelWe consume energy pri-
marily in threéforms—gas for industrial
and domestic
transportation,

these demands cguld be supplied from

oil shale, and, more advanced sys-
tems if socially, egvironmentally, and
economically acceptaple conversion tech-
nologies could be realized.

There are those whi remain compla-
cenf; that 1ndustry wi brmg about the
technologies when the rparket dictates,
and there are those who bglieve the tech-
nical or economic problelis are insur-
mountable. Industry has béen alleged to
be on the verge of demonstyating shale
oil and coal gasification profuction for
years, but action is never forthgoming.

codl,

.

Meanwhile, fundamental ‘\national
policy decisions are being made based
upon gross assumptions about oun\energy

-future, The viability of domestic
self-sufficiency is critical to our:
national posture, even if we do not chpose
the course of energy self-sufficiency.

Real changes in life style and sevire
energy conservatlon decisions are bei
deferred because of complacency tha\

techinological solutions to the energya‘\
crisis are possible. Our energy-based

economy continues to face the uncer-
tainties of increasing prlces and short-
ages.

‘The provisions stricken by the House
were intended to encourage early dem-
onstrations of availagble, but unproven,
technologies—to assess the real techno-
logical, environmental, economie, and
soclal consequences of synthetic fuel pro
duction, They were not intended—and
could not—commit us to a synthetic fugls
future, but they would provide the bgbsis
for reasoned and rational decisions,

The House action seems likely tg
sylt in one more costly deferral of 3

research and dgmonstratlon
alternatlves will | condemn ug to taking

sis, and without knowle ge of the con-
sequences. At worst, it yill condemn the
American public to grfater dependence
upon Arab oil and grgater expansion of
the nuclear alternatfve. And it will re-
sult not in energy fonservation, but in
econiomic deprivatign.

I hope that tie opponents of this
measure In the House and the critics in
the media will ypend some time during
the forthcoming holiday season reflect-
ing on the optigns we have for the future.
If they remajn convinced that there is
‘sothe way thht new energy technologies
wil] materiglize without energy industry
involvemenh, without government assist-
ance, or out experimentation I hope

that they will advance their own pr
posals for our consideration early nekt
year. -

If they have no alternative propo.
I hope that they can constructively up-
pbort a program of the kind which has
been deleted from this conference eport
before more crucial years of le
are wasted in inaction.

Mr. President, I think we ar¢ in com-
plete agreement on the part of the par-
ticipants in the conference ony'both sides
of the aisle.

I yield to the Senator frony Arizona.

with the House.
whelming vote.

Mr. PERS. Will the Senator
yield? .

Mr. JACHSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator.

Mr. FA . There were two ltems,

'ANNIN. That is right.
. JACKSON. This involved the sit-
jn of the loan guarantee provision.
r. BUMPERS. I think that answers
X question.

'Ike House dropped the $6 million loan
g ntee and the oil shale project,

OMENICI. Mr. President, I re-
support H.R. 3474 the ERDA
ion bill, as amended by the
House. I \am disappointed the House
struck the provisions which would have
provided a lpan guarantee program for
synthetic fuels developmrent. I feel there
is an urgency\to bring about the com-
mercialization Yof synthetic fuels. How-
ever, I do not {eel that we can delay
on approving theé\authorization of funds
for the Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administratidn, because the rest of
the provisions in the bill are extremely
important to the Nadon as we strive for
energy independence.

I am hopeful that members of the
Senate Interior Commiitee who spent
long hours developing the, legislative lan-
guage contained in section\ 103 will make
every possible effort to assire that simi-
lar legislation is consider separately
early in the second session.

I cannot stress enough the

the development of our synfuels‘program
in the United States. It is impo.
the State of New Mexico because
several coal gasification plants pr
for the northwest corner of the
These plants offer an option to conti
excessive dependence on foreign so
of energy. We cannot allow the millioNs
of tons of coal in the United States to 11
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for another 3 million years, unused
unattended to while the Nation’s ener
eeds go unmet.

Intelligent, resourceful, and envirgn-
entally sound development of t ese

£3

Tha, technology for produci.ng pipeline
quality\ synthane—synthetic mé¢thane or
natural gas—has been demongtrated in
Scotlan§ in a coal gasiflcafion plant

using a dombination lurgi and methana-
tion p s to create 25 million cubic
feet of per day. While plant is

100 times ‘smaller than thé commercial
] by com-
panles in this country, thg fundamental
process is knpwn well enoygh to minimize
\risk that thgse larger plants

on proper’

will not fun

The synthe

acturing facili-
vestments in re-
ource acquisition,
essary infrastruc-
Iy facilities. Protec-
Ynent also can require
lal analysis and safe-
kal community will in
ey more conservative

Mr. FANNIN Mr Pmi
la.y that motion on the ta

The mption to lay on th,e table was

t I move to

voted to approve the Yegislation
authofizing funds for the Energy Re-

Repfesentatives. Our R. & D. programs in
enefgy are an essential elementiin our
nafional effort to achieve greater inde-
pehdence from unreliable foreign sdurces
of petroleum.

I favor the House position as dom-
ared to the Senate proposal and

port the changes made by the HouSXof
Representatives.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of amendment in disagreement
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, and for the perlod beginning July
1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1978,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
question now recurs on the amendment

of the Senator from New York to the

amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.
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The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT (. BYRD, I announce
that the Senator from Indiana {(Mr.
Baym), the Senator from Louisiana (M.
Long) are neceesarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is necessarily absent.

The result was announced--yeas 93,
nays 4, as follows:

[Rolcall Vote No. 606 Leg.|

YEAS—S3

Abourezk Glenn Morgan
Allen Gravel Moss
Baker Hansen Muskie
Bartlett Hart, Gary Neison
Beall Hart, Philip A. Nuan
Belimon Hartke Packwood
Bentsen Haskell Pastore
Biden Hatfield Peprson
Brock Hathaway Pell
Brooke Helms Percy
Buckley Hollings Proxmire
Bumpers Hruska Randolph
Burdick Huddleston Ribicoff
Byrd, Humphrey Roth

Harry F., Jr. Inouye Schweliker
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson Scott, Hugh
Cannon Javits Sparkman
Case Johnston Steford
Chiles Kennedy Stevens
Church Laxalt Stevenson
Clark Leahy Stone
Cranston Magnuson Symington
Culver Mansfield ‘Talt
Dote Mathias Talmadge
Domenici McClellan Thurmond
Durkin McClure Tower
Hagleton McGee Tunney
Eastland McGovern ‘Weicker
Fannin MeclIntyre Williams
Fong Metealfl Young
Ford Mondale
Garn Montoys

NAYS—4
Curtis Scott, Stennis
Griffin willlam 1.
NOT VOTING--3

Bayh Goldwater Long

So the Javits amendment (amend-
ment No. 1312) to the Tunney amend-
ment (amendment No. 1303) was agreed

to. .

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to,

Mr. MOSS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ga‘ehe PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from California (Mr. ToN-
NEY), as amended.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIEED. Mr. President, I
yield to the Republican leacler, without
losing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Senator from
Pennsylvania may proceed.

TEMPORMDRY CONTINUATION OF
A TAX WITHHOLDING
TABLES—S\2815 /

Mr. HUGH SOQTT. Mr/ President, I
send to the desk
the current tax witl

reached between th¢'Presidd;t and Con-
gress. The purpose/of my biliNg to allow

ANIMAL

S
1 egotiations to proceed on the spem{-
i1g ¢eiling issue while keeping the with-
bolding tax rates at current levels for a
short period of time. g

Mr. Rresident, I would ask for im-
riediate consideration of my byl but I
realize that an objection would be raised.
“herefore, T ask unanimous consent that
12y bill be considered as having been read
twice and be placed on the cdlendar until
such time as the Democratic Leadership
cecides o bring this matier before ihe
fenate. 3

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
©:bjeciion, it is so ordepéd. The text of the
billis as follows: y /

Sl‘xlys ‘
Be il enacted by the ‘Senate and House of
Hepresentatives off the, Uniied Siates of

Atmerica in Congfess assgmbled, That (a)
rection 3402(a) of the Intetnal Revenue Code
f 19564 (relating to Incomé tax collected at
rource), as angended by sedfion 205 of the
Uax Reductioict of 1975, 18 amended by
nserting affer the second ser\tence thersof
he following: “The tables so prgscribed with
cespect tgf wages pald after ember 31,
476, andfon or before March 15.‘%{:\76, shall

me a3 the tables prescrijed under
his supsection which were in effe
10, 1975.”,

on De-

WELFARE AMENDMENTS
OF' 1975 :

Mr, WEICKER. Mr. President, 1 ask
mani{nous consent that the Senate pro-
:eed ty the Immediate consideration of
3. 1941 which was reported froth the
“ommit{ee on Commerce today.:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Js there

ite considgration of the bill?

There being rio objection, the Senate
sroceeded ti consider the bill (S. 1941)
Lo increase the protection orded ani~

mals in trans® and to assure the humane
sreatment of animals, and for other pur-
poses, which Ras bcen peported from
the Committee’ ,on Commerce with an
amendment. ¢

The amendmert} was agreed to.

‘The bill, was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, r¢ad the third time,
and passed, as followst
3. 1441

Be it enaclted by Senate and House
nf Representatives the United States of
dmerica in Congreds aslembled, That this
Act may be cited /as the, “Animal Weltare
Amendments of 1975, A

SEC. 2. Section A of the Act of August 24,
1966, as amendedf (7 U.5.C. 2&31) , is amended
to read as follows:

SHORT TITLE AND DECLARATIC

SecrioNn 1,

OF POLICY
a) This Act o be cited as
the “Animal Welfare Act”. {

(b)y The ngress finds that gnimals and
activities wiich are regulated unier this Act
are either yn interstate or foreign\commerce
or substa
the free ffow thereof, and that re
animals jand activities as provide

use [n resesrch facilities or for exhib\tion
purposes or for use as pets are provkied
humane care and treatment;

(1,‘){ to insure that animals intend

1

’

- -
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3(2) to assure the bumane treatment -of
anjmals during transportation in commaerce;

an

&) to protect the owners of animals from
the theft of their animals by preventing the
sale’ or use of animals which have :been
stolen. /
The Qongress further find:i that it is essen-
tial to regulate, as provided in this Aet, the
transportation, purchase, sale, housing, care,
handlipg, and treatment ¢i animals py car-
riers of by persons or orgznizations éngag
in using them for resear(: or exper¥imental
purposes or for exhibition purposes or hold-
ing them for sale as pets or for any such
purpose &r use. !

Bre. 3. Bection 2 of such Act (7 U:S.C. 2132}
is amended— ;

(1) by siriking out sussections (¢) and
{d} thereof and ivserting in leu/the follow-
ing: . )

“(e) The' term ‘commerce’ means trade.
trafiic, trandportation, or other/ commerce—

“(1) betwﬁen a place in a State and any
place outsideof such State: or

“(2) whicht affects trade. trafiic, transpor-
tation, or othér commerce destribed in para-
graph (1). ! ;

“{d) The term ‘State’ means a State of the
United States, the Districts of Columblis, the
Commonwealth: of Puertc Rico, the Virgin
Islends, Guam, erican Sajnoa, or any other
territory or possdssion of the United States;”.

(2) by striking out the term “affecting
commercs” In subsections: (e) and (f) and
inserting in lieu thereof “in commerce”; (3)
by amending subsgction {g) thereof to read
ag follows: ’ )

“(g) The term ‘animal means any dog
cat. monkey, guinéa nfig, hamster, rabbii.
bird, horse, or any gther animal, which the
Secretary determines i3 ixr.iended for use for
research, testing, exﬁarin‘ entation, or exhi-
bition purposes, or which is used or intended
for use as a pet. With respect to a dog, the

terin also Includes -'dog used for hunting.
Zf

security, or breeding purp.ses. The term does
not include farm afimgls, such as, but nol
limited to, livestocH ov'poultry, used or in-
tended for use as food & fiber, or Hvestock
or poultry used or/intenced for use for im-
proving animal nytrition; breeding, manage-
ment, or productibn efficigncy.”.

{3) by emending subsection (f) therecf by
inserting after “or sells” and before “any’
the following: “; or offer:. for sale.”,

(4) by furthe;{ amending pubsection (1) by
inserting a sereolon afterithe word *‘pets’
and by striking **, but suck term exciudes
any retail pet store except si}ch store which
sells any animials to a roseakch faellity, an
exhibitor, or afdealer,"; ¢

(5) by amending subse: iloni(h) thereof by
striking outy “, which w=are purchased in
commerce the Intended dfgtribution of
which affec§s commerce, or wil} affect com-
merce,” anfl inserting in leuitherecr “in
commerce”’} and 3

. (8) adding at the end éhereof‘*‘the follow-
ing new sybsection: Y

“(i) The term ‘carrier’ means any person
subject tp regulation by the Intersdtate Com-
merce (ommission, the Civil Adronesutic:
Board, g¢ the Federal Maritime Comimission,
or any pther person or c¢lass of persohs eli-
gaged the business 0. transporting ani-
mals f¢r Lire or providing services indidental
to such transportation, as designate(xby the
Secrefary of Transportation.”. \

Sed 4. Section 3 of such Act (7 U.8.Ci2133;
is andended by inserting «fter “his facilities”
and {before “comply” ir the first proviso
thepeof the following: *“, including any’ ter-
mf?facilitics used by such person,”,

3ec. 6. Sections 4, 11, and 12 of such \Ace
(7:U.8.C. 2134, 2141, and 2142) are amendec
by striking out *affecting commerce” d
inserting in lieu thereof “in commerce”.

| SEc. 6. Section 6 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 136}
if amended by striking out “BEvery research
facility and every” and inserting in lieu

/
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thereof “Every research facility, carrier, and”.

Bre, 7. Section 9 of such Act (7T U.S.C. 2139),
is amended by inserting after “dealer,” the
Arst tlme 1t appears the téym “a carrler,”,
and the second time 1t appears the term
“carrier”, : AY

gpc. B. Section 10 of such Act (7 US.C.
2140) is amended by deleting “wypon forms
supplied by the Secretary” in tha first sen-
tence thereof and by adding afte?, the sec-
ond sentence therecf the following {wo new
sentences: “Carrlers shall keep such‘records
as are necessary to carry out this Ach, with
respect to the transportation, recelying,
handling, and delivering of animals, asithe
Secretary may prescrlbe:"Provided, That"in
the case of those carriers required to main-
tain tvecords under reqiirements of othex
Pederal agencies, if the Secretary determines
that any additional records are needed for
the purposes of this Act, and proposes to
require such records, such requirements
shall not become effective until they have
been approved by such other agencles. Any
such records shall be made avallable at all
yeasonable times for inspection and copying
by the Secretary.”. i

AEc. 0. Section 13 of such
2143), is amended— )

{1) by amending the title thereof to read
g8 follows: “HUMANE STANDARDS FOR ANI-
MALS'™ . A

(2) by inserting “(a)*” {mmediately be-
fore the first sentence thereof;

(3) by amending the second sentence
thereof by inserting after “Such standards”
and before “shall include” the following:
“shall apply with respect to the facilities of
any person licensed or registered pursuant to
this Act and with respect to any terminal
facilities used by a carrier subject fo this
Act and”; and ) )

{4} by adding at the end
following two new subsections:
- #(h) The Secretary shall promulgate
gtancards in accordance with this subsec-
tion to govern the ‘transportation in com-
merce, and the handling, care, and treatment
in connection therewith, by carriers, of ani-
mals consigned by any dealer, research facil-
ity, owner of a pet, exhibitor, operator of an
auction sale, department, agency, or instru-
mentslity of the Fedefal Government or of
any State or local government, or other per-
son. Such standards shall include, but need
not be limited to, minimum requirements
* with respect to containers, feed, water, rest,
ventilation, temperature, handling, veteri-
nary care, and other factors determined by
the Secretary to be relevant to assuring the
humane treatment of animals in the course
of their transportation in commerce. Such
gtandards shall be designed to assure the safe
transportation in commerce of all animals
received in healthy condition and to safe-
guard such animals against disease, Injury,
and death In the course thereof. The Secre-
tary may révise such standards to the extent
necessary or appropriate. Such standards may
include a requirement that no animal of a
designated kind shall be—

“(1) delivered by a dealer, research facil-
ity, exhibitor, operator of an auction sale
owner of a pet, or by a department, agency,
or instrumentality of the Federal Gover -
mer.t or of any State or local governm t,
to a carrler, for transportation in commerce;
or :

Act (7 USC.

thereof the

“(2) recelved by a carrier, for transgorta-
tlon in commerce, from. any person or govern-
ment entity described In paragraph )i

wnless 1t 15 accothpanied by a certificate is-
sued with respect to such animal Oy an ac-
credited (as deflned by the Secrgtary) vet-
erinarian, Each such certificate Ahall attest

that such veteriarian inspected/such animal

within a time interval which ghall be speci-
fied and that, when so inspegted, such ani-
mal appeared to be free of an infectious dis-
ease or physical abnormalits},’ hich might en-

#

dangér such animal or other animals during
transportation in commerce, Any such cer-
tificate shall be issued at a time interval, and
shall be retained by the recelving carrier for
s reasonable period of time in accordance
with regulations of the Secretary.

“(¢) No carrler involved in the transpor-
tation of any animal in commerce shall par-
ticipate in any arrangement, or engage In
any practice, under which the cost of the
transportation of such animasl, or any other
charges (including the purchase price of any
such animal), is required to be paid and col-
lected upon the dellvery of such animal to
the consignee, unless the eonsignor guaran-
tees in. writing the payment of transportation
charges, including, where necessary, both the
return transportation charges and an amount

\, sufficient to relmburse such carrier for all

wout-of-pocket expenses incurred for the care,
$eeding, and storage of any such animal in
the event that such animal is not claimed

upgn delivery. Such transportation shall be -

perigitted by the carriers after a period of
twenky-four hours.”. i
SEc 10. Section 15 of such Act (7 u.sL.
2145) amended by adding at the ¢ d
thereof the following new subsection: ;
“(c) In addition to other applicablé re-
quirementd, the Secretary shall cc»n:‘?% and
cooperate With the Secretary of Trangporta-
tion, the Administrator of the Federal Avia-
tion Adminisiration, the Chairmapi of the
Oivil Aeronautics Board, the Chgirman of
the Interstate Qommerce Commpssion, and
the Chairman of the Federal Mayitime Com-
mission with respect to the eﬁtsublishment
and enforcement of humane Standards for
animals In the coursa of their Aransportation
in commerce and in terminal facilities prior
to and after such transportation. Before pro-
mulgating any standard erning gir trans-
portation and related hapdling of animals,
the Secretary shall consu ith the Secretary
of Transportation, and e“Administrator of
the Federal Aviation fAdmipistration who
shall have the authoplty to
such standard if he’notifies ¥
within thirty days xfter such @

e Secretary,
nsultation,
that changes are ngcessary in th . interest of
safety flight inclugding the safety the air-
craft, its environpient, or its equip ent. The
Tnterstate Comnferce Commission, the Civil
Acronautics Boghd, and the Federal Magitime
Commission, t¢f the extent of thelr resp! ctive
lawful authogities, shall take such actl
is appropriaté to implement any determiyea-
tion by the/Secretary with respect to a pey-
son subjec{to regulation by 1t.”. %
SEc. 11.
2146(a) ) fis amended—

(1) by inserting “carrier,” in the first sen-
tence thereof after the term “exhibltor”, each
ch term appears in such sentence;

2y by striking out *“or” before “(4)” in
the fhird sentence thereof; i

(@A) by inserting before the period at the
of the third sentence thereof the follow-

“« or (5) such animal is held by a
arrier’’; and

(4) by adding the following new sentence
at the end thereof: “The United States at-
torneys are authorized to prosecute all cfim-
inal violatlons of this Act reported by the
Secretary and to invite civil actions to en-
force orders of and to recover all civil penal-
ties assessed and reported by the Secretary,
or which come to their notice or knowledge
by other means.”.

Sec. 12. Section 19 of such Act, as amended
(7U.8.C.2149), Is amended—

(1) by Inserting after “exhibitor,” each
t}me the term appears the following: *‘car-
rier,’”;

(2) by striking out “‘one year” in subsection
‘(¢) thereof and 4nserting in lieu thereof
“gix months”;

(3) by amending subsection (a) thereof
by striking “violation, and if” and inserting
in lieu thereof the following: “violation, The

ection 168(a) of such Act (7 U‘S.C.\

Aoorou | _
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district courts of thé United States shall have
jurisdiction to enforce any such order by ap-
propriate means. If”’;

(4) by amending subsection (c¢) thereof
by inserting “knowingly” after “who” and
before “violates”; and

(5) by adding at the end thereof of the
following twg new subsections:

“(d) Anydealer, exhibitor, carrier, or op-
erator of an auction sele subject to this Act
who is détermined by the Secretary, after
notice ard an opportunity for a hearing, to
have vidlated a provision of this Act or of &
standafd or regulation prescribed pursuant
to this Act, shall be liable to the Unlied
States for a civil penalty. The amount of
suclf penalty shall be not more than $2,000
for/each violation, and if any violation is a
cohtinuing one, each day of violation con-
sfitutes a separate offense. The amount of any
guch penalty shall be assessed by the Secre-

“tary by written notice. In determining the
amount of such penalty, the Secretary shaill
take into account the nature, circumstances,
extent, and gravity of the violation commit-
ted and, with respect to the person found to
have committed such violation, the degree of
culpability, any history of prior offenses,
ability to pay, effect on ability to continue
to do business, and such other matters as
justice may require.

“(e) Any action under this section may be
brought before a United States magistrate in
the district court of the United States in any
judicial district in which such person is
found, and such magistrate shall have juris-
diction to hear and decide-such sction.”.

Sec, 13. Section 21 of such Act (7 U.S.C.
2151) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following two new sentences: “Record-
keeping requirements prescribed pursuant to
section 8, and standards promulgated pur-
suant to subsections (a) and (b) of section
10, shall be prescribed or promulgated in ac-
cordance with section 553 of title 5, United
States Code, except that interested persons
shall be entitled to make oral as well as
written presentations. A transcript shall be
taken of any oral presentation.”.

Sec. 14. (a) Section 23 of such Act (7 U.S.C.
2153) is amended by striking out the last
sentence.

(b) Such Act is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“SEc. 26. There i1s authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary to carry out the
provisions of this Act not to exceed $4,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, not to
exceed $1,000,000 for the transitional fiscal
guarter ending September 30, 1976, not to

 exceed $4,000,000 for the fiscal year ending

eptember 30, 1977, and not to exceed $4,000,~

¢ Oafor the fiscal year ending September 30,

c. 15. Section 24 of such Act (7 US.C.
is amended—

lations relating to carriers shall be prescribed
not later thay nine months: after the date
of enactment of the ‘Animal Welfare Amend-~
ments of 1975.° X,

2165) is amended

(1) by striking &§ut “and” at the end of
paragraph (2) thereff; .

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) there-
‘of as paragraph (4) th eof; and

(3) by inserting therein the following new
paragraph:

*“(8) recommendations and conclusions
approved by the Secretary of Transportation,
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Administration and the Chairman of the
Civil Aeronautics Board, concerning flight
safety, including the alreraft, its environ-
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ment, or equipment as they relate to the
carriage of liveh\animals iw air transporta-
tion; and”. ya

SEc. 17. Section I(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C.
2146c) is amended ® y/striking “, and the
provisions of title II the Organized Crime
Control Act of 1970/{6X Stat. 856; 18 U.S.C.
6001 et seq.),”.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRG-
PRIATIONS; FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of amendment in disagree-
ment No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act makin«
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1976, and for the period begin-
ning July 1, 1976, and ending Septem-
ber 30, 1976, and for other purposes.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ON ANGOLA

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
to support the amendment offered by the
.Senator from California, Mr. TUNNEY,
which I have cosponsored, to halt covers
U.S. involvement in the civil war in
Angola,.

It is evident from the secret sessior:
recently concluded that the Senate as a
body has neither been informed of the
details of our military aid to one of the
factions in Angola, advised of the poli-~
cies being pursued nor been given an
opportunity to express its view on this
matter.

We are faced with a secret operation
that may reach an expenditure of $60
million. Those are taxpayer dollars be-
ing used in a way that promotes an es-
calation of the civil war and massive and
tragic loss of life and property that in-
evitably will result. :

We all deplore the intervention bv the
Soviet Union and Cuba in that newly
independent nation of Africa. Yet we
neither promote our own interests nor
those of a peaceful solution by respond-
ing with a CIA-financed covert opera-
tion, apparently conducted in concert
with the Union of South Africa,

The Congress has an equal role in for-
eign policymaking with the administra-
tion. Our obligations cannot be fulflled
if we are kept in the dark or if we are
confronted with an opportunity to act
only after the fact. And that is what we
are faced with in Angola. A major covert
operation has been conducted without
full public explanation of the policy being
pursued or the interests, objectives, and
goals that policy is designed to promote.

Until Congress is given that oppor-
tunity and makes that determinstion. T
do not believe we should permit the con-
tinued expenditure of tax dollars by the
CIA in the Angolan civil war.

And I believe that even were the gues-
tion before us today as a request for
authorization for such action, the risks
of that policy clearly outweigh any
fleeting short-term benefits.

First, we know that covert involve-
ment of U.S. money and U.S. persohnel-—
whether CIA employees or mercenaries
hired by the CIA—in a foreign civil war
can enspare this Nation in growing and
undesired commitments. Although we
are told that there is no intention of
producing another Vietnam on the con-
tinent of Africa, the dangers of step-bhy-
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step increments of U.S. money, man-
power and prestige are clear.

Santayana’s warning seems never so
apt as today that those who wili not
learn from history are destined to
repeat it.

If we have learned anything from
Vietnam, it is that the United States
cannot police the world. Any effort to
do so in Angola without full public and
congressional acceptance of the need for
the expenditure of U.S. resources in a
foreign civil war cannot be sustained-—
and should not be sustained.

Second, if we look at the continued
statements of the Council of the Orga-
nization of African Unity in opposition
to foreign intervention in Angola, it is
clear that our actions—however fre-
quently we identify them as a resction
to Soviet and Cuban initiatives—will be
condemned as foreign intervention. We
cannot hope but antagonize many of the
African nations with whom we desire
improved relations.

Third, it 1is unchallengeable that
throughout black Africa. our involve-
ment on the side of the white supremacist
regime of the Union of South Africa and
increasing reports of our acting in con-
cert with that government, will be cause
tor attack. Ultimately, we could well find
ourselves isolated from the dominant
forces on that continent-—a, result which
clearly is not in our interests.

Finally, the actions we are taking to
finance covert operations which prolong
the bloody civil war yield tragic human-
itarian consequences: loss of life, crea-
tiont of new populations of refugees, dis~
ruption of food supply and resulting mal-
nutrition and hunger. Those covert op-
erations have involved already some $33
million with up to $60 million authoriza-
tion. Yet our support for humanitarian
relief has been limited to $200,000. This
juxtaposition of priorities is not in the
interests of the people of Angola nor in
the interests of the United States.

Let us look at the long story behind
our current involvement in Angola.

Angola, as a colony of Portugal, gained
its independence on November 11. Yet,
because of the abundant natural re-
sources spread throughout that terri-
iory, both internal and outside forees
have spent months and years vying for
Iull control cf this land. To some ob-
servers, the conflict and internal strife
were inevitable, For, the end of colonial-
ism in African countries has too often
heen followed by a scramble among war-
ring factions that seek to enjoy the
spoils, even before the local residents
have a chance to begin guiding their own
fate.

Too much of what is happening in An-
zola today has been repeated time and
time again throughout the colonial
world. Thus, after years of colonial rule,
an Africah nation emerges with its own
nternal struggle for powers already
drawn upon ethnie, tribal and historical
‘ines.

Adding to that, is the awesome micht
nf the superpowers in the Soviet Union.
“he United States, and China.

Our Government reluctantly admits
nvolvement for the sake of protecting
our interests-—particularly our interest in
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Angola’s potential ofl supply. And for
years, along with the Russians and the
Chinese, our Government has been a sup-
porter of at least one liberation faction
in Angola.

Zaire, Zambia, and other black African
states are also deéply involved in Angola,
and for their part, the people of Angola
are forced to question this deep involve-
ment in Angolan affairs by so many for-
eign governments. Yot, a third fac d
voses one of the 4t impondrrable
aspects of this entive confict. For, ti:
Republic of South Africa has zisn com-
mitted troops, munitions and other re-
sources to the Angolan strugele. Our de-
bate today on this sericus matter muct
forus unon the real dangers posed by
the U8, involvement in that troubled
land. As long agd as 1949, the administra-
tion decided that black Angolans would
not obtain majority rule in the land of
their birth. And 'so, our Government
chose to suppert the Portugese govern-
ments of Caetano and Salazar.

But, for ot least 13 years, it has been
reported, the CIA has funneled assist.-
ance to the FNLA—-one of the three An-
golan liberation parties. When Portugal’s
government collapsed in 1974, independ-
ence for Angola and all of the Portugese
colonies became the hallmark of the new
Portugese government's democratic ex-
periment.

After that event, the world’s attention
cautiously turned to the anticipated
buildup by interests outside of Angola—-
interests that have been nurtured by =
continuing search for power, but inter-
ests that bore no compassion or empathy
for self-determination. In 1974, Portu-
gal, after 500 years of colonialism. sur-
rendered her claim to that land, far from
the shores of Lisbon. )

And now, in 1975, thie mighty nations
of the world have resched out to pull
apart any hope for ‘Angolans to defer-
mine for themselves how that newly
formed state ought to be directed,.

T fully support and have cosponsored
the amendment to prohibit military
Tunds for use in Angolu, because I agree
with those who feel ihat a continued
U.S. buildup can only provide fuel for
the warring factions to blaze away at
each other.

And the victims of continued fighting
will be not.only the soldiers of MFLA,
UNITA and FNLA—but the women and
children and those who are too old to
fight who will be the tragic, helpless tar-
gets of the rockets, bullets, and missiles
that are “Made in the USA.”

There are clearly no easy answers to
tie problems posed by the conflict in An-
gola. Yet. the issues considered by the
administration have too often been sur-
rounded in secrecy. So that even now, as
the Senate comes out of a closed briefiny
and debate on this grave matter, there
still remains the diffieu’t issue of where
should this country place its resources, its
public policy and its moral commitment.

For me, that guestion has a plain and
direct response. The United States should
net be militarily involved in Angola. Not
only should we get out, but our doing so
should be a signal for South Africa, for
China, for the Soviet Union, for Zaire

Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP77M00144R000400100018-1



A pproved For Release
CONGRESSIONAL RE

December 18, 1975

and for every fore1gn government to ex-
tricate themselves from Angolas clvﬂ
war.

Indeed, if our Government msists on
being mvolved then we should seek ways
not only to encourage the ouster of all
foreign governments, but we should make
it clear that this Nation is prepared to
assist any and every effort to negotiate
a settlement between the forces of libera-
tion in Angola.

Next year as Americans around the
world celebrate an independence that
has such precedents throughout civiliza-
tion, at least we should be prepared fo
support and assist those efforts designed
to insure that peace may prevail in the
new nation of Angola.

-Last October I listed at least five dis-
tinct steps that the United States can
and must take in order to serye the causes
of peace and justice in Angola.

First, the United States should respect
the territorial integrity of Angola, as
urged for that country by the three An-
golan parties and the Organization of
African Unity. All efforts to partition the
country or separate Cabinda must be
vigorously opposed.

Second, we must do what we can to
halt all foreign involvement and inter-
ventioni—including our own—so that the
future of Angola can be decided upon
by Angolans themselves.

Third, we should support efforts both
within Angola, and on the part of third
partles, to mediate between the rival
groups to Angola, to halt the bloodshed,
and to seize opportunity for a peaceful
transition to independence. In particu-
lar, we should support the Concillation
Committee of the OAU in its attempt to
bring a solution to the Angola crisis.

Fourth, we should demonstrate a will-
ingness to work with any Angolan gov-
ernment that emerges as the people of
that nation work out their own plans for
self-development,

Finally, governments and interna-
tional organizations should offer hu-
manitarian asslstance to victims of the
fighting, wherever they are found, and

_thereafter, give financial and technical
assistance to Angola to help rebulld the
country.

We have in this instance a good op-
portunity for the United States to de-
velop a policy regarding an African na-
tion that has been designed by the Af-
ricans themselves. For too long our Gov-
ernment has taken its cue on African
policy from other nations in Europe, In

this case we know that the OAU has con-

sistently urged all foreign interests to
leave Angola. It is clear that our Govern-
ment deserves to take its lead. from
those in Africa who want Angolans to
decide for themselves the fate of their
great land.

I-urge my colleagues to support the
pending amendment to the Defense De-
pirtment appropriation so that peace
and reason can replace the fire of war
that is now consuming the new state of
Angola.

Mr. GARN, Mr. President, the debate
we are engaged In today is a momentous
one, a historic one. Far more is at stake
than the fate of Angola. Both sides of
the debate over the strategic importance
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of Angola are correct: we can live with-
out a non-Communist, non-Sovietized
Angola, and at the same time. Angola is
of erormous importance in'today’s geo-
politics. That is true because the fate of
Angola will help to answer the question,
“wWhom does America protect?” So far,
the answer to that question appears to
be, “Nobody.” Angola is important be-
cause of its effect on the perception of
American strength by both friend and
foe.

Just incidentally, the failure of Soviet
action in Angola would preserve & meas-
ure of freedom to the people there, but
the larger significance is its effect on the
fate of other non-Communist nations
throughout the world.

I have been concerned about the se-
crecy involved in the U.S. contribution
to the anti~-Communist resistance in
Angola. Concerned because action of this
kind tends to be ineffective, unless it is
coupled with some sort of national re-
solve, which expresses itself in diplo-
matic terms. It was the lack of such a

resolve that led to our defeat in Viet-

nam, which in turn has contributed to
our paralysis in Angola. As an editorial
in the Loondon Daily Telegraph noted yes-
terday, “America’s self-imposed defeat”
in Vietnam has been the best weapon the
Communists have had. Of course, in the
case of Vietnam, our leaders failed mis-
erably to develop a natonal resolve. They
failed on the one hand because they were
themselves unsure about our objectives
there, and on the other because they
proceeded in secret. It is the secrecy of
our action in Angola which is also trou-
bling today. In my view, we ought to
strip away the mask of secrecy, move
openly, and communlicate with our con-
stituents the true importance of stand-
ing firm in Africa.

For instance, Mr. President, suppose we
-were to continue our present level of aid,
send in the $25 million or so we are talk-
ing about today, using the Governments
of Zaire and Zambia as conduits, and that
we were at the same time to say to the
Soviet Union that if a single Mig-21
leaves the runway in Angola, we will sim-
ply break off all arms limitation talks, in-
definitely. I am willing to bet that the
Migs would never take off.

Suppose we were to couple cur econom-
ic aid with notice to Fidel Castro that
his action in Angola constitutes a clear
violation of the agreements reached with
the United States in 1962. Cuba agreed

at that time that there would be no ex-
port of the revolution, and we agreed to
forego any further attempts to liberate
the unhappy people of that island. Sup-
pose we were to tell Castro that since he
has violated the agreement, we no longer
consider ourselves bound by it, and that
we are going to resume active naval op-
erations in the Carribean, for the purpose
of preventing any further shipment of
Cluban soldiers to Angola. Again, I am
willing to bet that we would see some seri-
ous action towards, a decrease in Cuban
activity in Africa.

In short, Mr. President, if we are un-
willing to intervene dlrectly in Angola,
we should immediately raise the diplo-
matic costs to the nations that do inter-
vene. Such a course of action should be
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ocbvious, and would be if we were not
blinded by the rhetoric about the benevo-
lent nature of the Neto movement in
Angola. Listening to some of the de-
scriptions of this movement is very rem-
iniscent of the descriptions we heard in
the late 1950s of Fidel Castro, or the
earlier descriptions of the “agrarian re-
formers” in China.

However, it is only fair to note that
such a policy is incompatible with the
policy of détente as recently practiced in
the United States. In that respect, Secre-
tary Kissinger's angry comments about
foreign involvement in Africa are some-
what startling. Secretary Kissinger has
shown an almost amazing tolerance for
offensive and insulting action by the So-
viet Union and her client states. Now, all
of a sudden, he is upset about Soviet in-
tervention in Angola. Well, Mr, Presi-
dent, a number of us have been upset
about Soviet actions for a long time. My
constituents have never understood the
passion for accommodation which has
characterized the State Department, and
American foreign policy in general. My
constituents are strongly opposed to
treating the Soviets as good buddies, be~
cause they feel in their bones that
Angola-style action is what we can al-
ways expect from them. And they are
correct.

Some observers, more sophisticated
than the Senator from Utah, are now
coming to the same conclusion. Victor
Zorza, in this . morning’s Washington
Post, claims that there has been a shift
in Soviet policy, away from accommoda~-
tion and in the direction of confronta-
tion. The increasing willingness of the
Boviets to confront us is explained as
follows:

The military buildup is increasingly giving
it the confidence—and the hardware——with
which to intervene in far-off places, and to
disregard calls for moderation.

With all due respect to Mr. Zorza, I
do not, myself, see any shift in policy, but
I am glad to see that he now joins me in
questioning the intentions of the Krem-
lin.

I return to a point hinted at earlier,
and one which I have made many times
on the floor of the Senate: psychological
relations are important in geopolitics.
Very often the amount of our contribu-
tion, or the degree of our involvement is
less important than the will we show in
acting at all. What I am asking us to do
in Angola, Mr. President, is to stand up
for the principle of self-determination,
and to act to minimize the interference
by Communist nations in the affairs of
a small, but strategically located coun-
try. To do so, we will have to free our-
selves from the constraints imposed on
us by our blind adherence to the policy of
détente.

If we do not Angola will be dominated
by the Soviet Union, as Somalia is al-
ready, as Guinea is already, and as sev-
eral other nations of Africa threaten to
become. Angola’s fall will further vali-
date the good old domino theory, which
was restricted to Southeast Asia only by
1ts attackers. !

Mr. BROOKE. Mr, President, during
the past several days the Senate has at-
tempted a substantive discussion of the
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Angolan crisis. We have met in secret ses-
sion twice. We have debated several
amendments, one of which I am a co-
sponsor, and a resolution setting forth
certain policy perspectives on the matter.
The decisions we have made or will make
by our votes are important ones for which
the Congress, in exercising its power,
must bear a major share of the responsi-
bility for the events that result there-~
from.

Before I detail why I believe the prop-
er policy choice for the Congress is to
legislate a cessation of covert support for
any of the Angolan factions, it is neces-
sary to set forth certain basic considera~
tions. First, the Angolan conflict is not
another Vietham in any meaningful an-
alytical sense. This is the case even
though there are certain generic sim-
ilarities in that both can be viewed as
primarily internal conflicts while at the
same time being situations wherein the
Soviet Union has attempted to expand
its influence by massive support of one
of the contending parties. Our reaction
in both cases, however unwise it may
have been or is, has been predicated on a
belief that our interests demand some
form of support for elements obposing
the Soviet-backed groups. But. I empha-
size that these are generic similarities
endemic to any so-called liberation
struggle in which Soviet expansionism
and U.S. interests collide. These similar-
ities do not provide an adequate basis to
judge the specific case of Angola.

Far too often in our discussions in the
Congress and in performing our educa-
tional responsibilities to the American
people, the Vietnam tragedy is being used
as an emotive rationale for certain
actions when what is needed is sober, re-~
sponsible analysis of a unique situation
and its relevance to U.S. interests. It
is wisdom to learn from past errors. It is
folly to be the prisoner of then.

Second, our limited involvement to
date in the Angolan conflict is not an-
other example of Executive malfeasance,
nor an indication that the Executive hss
tried to cover up its actions by ignoring
the congressional channels set up for
the processing of highly sensitive infor-
mation, There are designated individuals
in this chamber who have been or should
have been aware that the United States
has been interested in certain Angolan
groups for a number of years. The exact
nature of that interest may not have
been widely known, but the fact that we
have had an active interest in the An-
golan situation for some time certainly
should not have come as a great surprise
to many individuals in the Congress. Nor
would it have been impossible for other
Members, through study of the situation
there, to attain a general understanding
of how we have sought to promote our
interests.

On this matter the Executive has
reached certain conclusions based upon
its interpretation of information avail-
able to it and U.S. interests. We may
reach different conclusions at this point
in time. If we do, they should be based
upon our own best judgments on the
substantive issues involved in the An-
zolan situation, not on any shallow at-
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tempt to argue the matter as a Congres-
+ional Executive confrontation.

Third, contrary to what some have
srgued, I do' not believe that Angola is
unimportant to us. The plight of the An-
¢olan peoples should be of great concern
t2 our country. Angola is stategically
located close to important sea lanes. An-
gola is richly endowed with natural re-
sources and will become one of the more
inportant countries of Afriea in the
years ahead. It is ludicrous to claim that
ve have no interest in Angola’s future
i light of these factors: just as ludi-
crous, in fact, as the claim that our in-
torests inevitably compel us to inter-
cade further in the present conflict.

Finally, the Angolan conflict, while
1mainly a war between competing groups
i1 Angola, is not without its interna-
tional implications. The relatively mas-
stve involvement of the Soviet Union and
('uba in the conflict, the abhorrent pres-
ence of South African forces in Angola.
gnd our own comparatively modest in-
volvement o date have made the conflict
more than just a civil war. We obscure
the complex nature of the problem by
categorizing it as such.

Having examined the Angolan ques-
tion with these considerations in mind,
I have concluded that long-term U.S.
interests will not be served by continued
covert support of any of the contend-
ing factions. No convicing case has
nas been made for such continued sun-
port under existing conditions. The fac-
t:ons that we have helped cannot hope
t» attain effective control of Angola. Our
continued covert involvement serves to
increase rather than decrease Soviet in-
fluence over elements that may come out
of the conflict in the strongest position.
Cur involvement runs counter to the ex-
pressed desire of OAU countries for a
enssation of all foreign intervention in
Angola. Our present policies threaten to
create an association, at least in the
minds of many Africans, of ourselves
with the South African forces who have
intervened in Angola. Any such associs-
tion with a country whose government
eontinues to advocate racial separation is
anathema to most Americans and will ili
serve our interests in Africa for years to
come. For these and other reasons, con-
tinued U.S. covert support for any of the
fretions in Angola is not the proper
course of action for the United States.

I am naturally concerned with the
willingness of the Soviet Union and its
c:iient state, Cuba, to intervene in the
Angolan conflict. Such intervention. I
bealieve, is one indication that détente, as
practiced by the Kremlin, could be used
a: 8 cover for Soviet expansionism. While
o:e must hope that such will not be the
case, it is impossible to ignore the con-
tradiction posed by the Soviet intervep-
tion in Angola.

‘The Soviet Union may gain certain ad-
ventages if the faction it is supporting
wins uncontested control of Angola. One
stich advantage would be Soviet access
t and possible control of certain port fa-
cilities in Angola. This would provide
Noscow with an opportunity to project
a very strong naval presence in the South
Atlantic and along shipping lanes of
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great importance to Western Europe and
the United States. Soviet control of An-
golan resources would «1so be very dis-
turbing. Yet, T am firmly convinced that
such advantages, if they materialize, will
be shortlived. African states, whatever
their expressed ideologi»s, will not long
tolerate dominance bv any outside
power. They have strugeled too long for
independence to forfeit it to the Soviet
Union or anyone else. Indeed, I venture
to predict that the Sovirt Union will be
astonished at the depth of ingratitude
the MPLA will manifest ‘n the aftermath
of the current struggle <hould it emerge
as the victor.

- The need new is for te United States
to fashion its policles so that it will be
in a position to provide any party that
ultimately gains contro! in Angola the
option to establish good relations with
our country. In doing sc we will give an
Angolan regime the opportunity to avoid
dependence on the Soviet Union or some
other power. Tt is a proper objective of
U.S. forelgn policy to provide such an
option. To be in a position to do so we
must indicate our willingness to abide
by the desire of the majority of African
states for noninterventism in Angola by
any outside power.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I believe we
have come to a watersh:cd in our rela-
tionship to black Africa. If we approve
stepped up covert military assistance to
Angola today the American position in
black Africa will be dumaged severely
and, increasingly, we will find ourselves
isolated on that continent.

‘While we were involved in helping one
of the factions in Angola as early as last
March, the first Presidential decision to
give some limited military aid came in
the middle of July. That was after at
least one other black African country
decided it had to resume military assist-
ance to the non-Soviet factions—the
FNLA and UNITA. It wa= at a time when
the People’s Republic of China was back-
ing the non-Soviet factions in Angola.

At that time the President’s decision
to provide limited milltary aid was un-
derstandable. The Soviefs were involved
with MPLA; the opposing factions in
Angola had the backing »f several black
African countries and +he Chinese.

Conditions have now changed gra-
matically. The People's Republic of
China has pulled out. A+ the same time
the increasing presence «f South African
soldiers has put the United States in an
unhappy position. The Soviets will be
quick to paint us an ally of white South
Africa, anathema to most black Africans,
in the hope of isolating us from black
Africa as a whole. Our supporters in
black Africa will fall by the wayside if
we fall into this trap.

The signs of deteriorat:on have already
set in. At the beginning of this week no
less than 15 African nations—two of
them Moslem Arab states—had decided
to recognize the Soviet-hacked MPLA as
the legitimate Government of Angola.
This increasing support for the MPILA
will not be ignored by the Organization
of African Unity. So far the OAU has
remained neutral and hes tried to bring
the warring factions in Angola together.
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_ The danger is that the OAU’s policy will
change to support for the Soviet-backed
MPLA as African politics polarize on this

sue.

At the early stage American supbort
for the FNLA and UNITA was shielded
somewhat by the backing for those fac-
tions glven by other black African coun-
tries. It is unclear how long other Afri-
can countries can afford politically to
continue their support if the United
" States steps up its military aid.

To pursue the course we are on Is
self-defeating in the context of African
politics, We cannot win in the long run.
Nor, can we win ih the short run. Ac-
cording to the CIA, if the United States
were able to give Soviet-style support—
and if we could peride mlhtary advisors
and pay for mercenaries to fight in An-
gola—then the FNLA and UNITA might
have a chance to hang on. Because the
Scviets are likely to match us in the de-
livery of arms and the commitment of
foreign soldiers to the conflict, it is clear
that at best, we too, can only “hang on.”

Now is the time to call a halt. The
termination of military aid is essential I
believe, if 'we want to preserve for our-
seives a meaningful role in black Africa
ahd to protect our long run strategic in-
terests in the region. It is essential too
for the creation of conditions in which
the African nations can settle the prob-
lem and at the same time preserve their
- independence from outside dominatmn
AN ASSESSMENT OF CUBA S INVOLVEMEN‘I‘ ey
.ANGOLA——CASTRO S CONS‘IS‘I‘EN’I‘ FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, for the past
several days we have been debating a
course of action with regard to the cur-
rent situation in Angola. It is no secret
that Cuba has sent thousands of armed
goldiers to join combat for the Soviets in
Angola. Finally this body and the entire
world is beginning to understand how Fi-
?el Castro qperates and what he stands

or.

Our official State Department position
of encouraging relations with Castro
seems to have been silenced. Perhaps
those who have been proponents of re-
laxed relations, who have called for uni-
lateral concessions to Castre, are now
beginning to realize what they would be
getbting into.

The December 22, 1975, edition of U.S.
News & World Report contalns an edi-
torial by Howard Fleiger entitled “Fidel’s
Fidelity.” It is an article which provides
8 revealing analysis of Castro’s tactics in
secking our favors. It apily points out

that Castro has not altered his policies’

that separated the United States and
Cuba 15 years ago and has never shown
8 willingness to change these policies of
intérnational subversion in retyrn for
improved relations with us, It warns that
the only policy-changing to occur will be
sizbmission on our part to Castro’s game.
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the REcoRD.

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

FIpEL's FIoELTY
(By Howard Flieger)
. One thing you should not forget about
Fidel Castro: whatever else he may be, he is
very consistent.

Cuba’s latest joint venture with the Soviet
Union of intervention in Angola re-empha-
sizes the point.

Those in the U.S. who have been in favor
of easing the American embargo and of en-
couraging renewed contacts between Wash-
ington and Havana would do well to keep this
fundamental fact in mind:

If any concessions are made, Castro expects
the United States to make them. He isn’t
going to. He has made it perfectly clear from
the beginning that his system is untouchable
and there is to be no softening of his Govern-
ment's anti-U.8. foreign policy at any price.

In all fairness to Castro, he has never
promised to change his basic policies In re-
turn for improved relations with the U.S, or
even hinted at a willingness to do so.

Those in America who feel he mmight change
are indulging in wishful thinking. They get
no encouragement from Castro now. They
never have from the day he seized Cuba.

All one needs to do Is look at the record.
Castro has never kept it secret.

During the 1960s, Communist Cuba backed
révolution throughout Latin America, and
its propagandists and agents encouraged
anti-Vietnam Wa: demonstrations in the
U.s.

Young Americans were welconied to Cuba—
in fact, invited in with all expeases paid—to
cut sugar cane and study Marxism.

When it became apparent during the early
1970s that revolutions in this Hemisphere
were not a fertile field for Communism, Cas-
tro shifted tactics. He did not shift goals.

Now he is interested in forming commodity
exporting associations among Latin American
nations as a type of economic warfare against
the United States. Cuba is a member of the
new Latin American Economic System com-
prising the countries of Latin America and
the Caribbean. The U.S. is not & member. As
& miatter of fact, it was not asked to join.

.Last August, it began to appear in Con-
gress and elsewhere that sentiment was on
the increase in this country t0 brea,k the ice
with Castro and get the two Governments
on more accommodating terms. How did
Fidel Castro receive the news? By making it
emphatically clear that, come what may, he
had no intention of altering his anti-U.S.
WAYS.

The Cuban dictator reacted by holding a
conference in Havana on Puerto Rican inde-
pendence. He made one of his typical
speeches on that occasion. He declared that,
if he were faced with a choice between a re-
sumption of Cuban-American relations or
backing Puerto Rican independence from the
U.8., he would choose the latter without
hesitation. It makes no difference to him that
only a relative handful of Puerto Ricans ac-

" tively agitate for independence.

Now Castro has sent thousands of his sol-
diers into Angola in Africa to join forces with
troops from the S8oviet Union. These are not
mercenaries or soldiers of fortune. They are
Cuban army regulars.

As polnted out in a news story in this
magazine recently, the Angola force is only
one of the detachments of Cuban troops that
have been deployed in 10 countries—not to
act in Havana’s interést but against the in-
terests of the United States, which opposes
armed Intervention by outsiders in the af-
fairs of newly independent nations.

What 1t adds up to is this:

If the U.S. if willing to deal with a dic-
tator who has no intention of altering the
policies that separated Washington and Ha-
vana 15 years ago, then there is a possibility
of resumed contacts between the two.

*But nobody can say the signals from Ha-
vana are obscure. They couldn*t be clearer.

It relatfons improve, it will be the U.S. that

has changed——not Fidel Castro.

' Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, what
is the pending business?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend-
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ing question is on agreeing to the amend-~
ment of the Senator from California
(Mr. TUNNEY) as amended by the amend-
ment of the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS) .

Mr. MANSFIELD. Are we prepared to
vote?

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I vield briefly to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I have
an amendment that I am prepared to
offer in due course, an amendment to
the amendment as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is not in order.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia, as amended.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. - President, I
wonder if I could get some indication
from the Senate as to whether or not it is
prepared at this time to vote on the
amendment of the Senator from Califor-
nia, as amended by the amendment of
the Senator from New York.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. McCLURE. I would hope we could
have some time for debate in open ses-
sion on this matter. I do not know that
Senators are ready to set a time limita-
tion on it.

‘Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
pending question, that is, the Tunney
amendment as amended by the Javits
amendment, occur at 4 p.m. today.

Mr. GRIFFIN., I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I make the request
for 5 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr, GRIFFIN, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I make the request
for 7 o’clock.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OF’FICER Objection
is heard.

- Mr. MANSFIELD. I make the request
for 9 o’clock.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I object, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, I better go
through all the way. I make the request
for 11 o’clock tonight.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi~
dent, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

- tion is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the vote on the pending
amendment occur at the hour of 10
o’clock tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I object
for the time being.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
very apparent that there is a filibuster
in progress against the Tunney amend-
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ment as amended by the Javiis amend-
ment. I hope that the Senate will be
aware of the possibilities inherent there-
mn.

We had held out a faint hope thai we
could adjourn sine die tonight. That is
an impossibility.

We still have some hope that we will
be able to adjourn sine die tomorrow;
but if we do not, we can anticipate being
i on Sunday; I hope not next week, bui
perhaps. I hope that those who have had
to scrounge for airplane reservations
wiil not be too inconvenienced by what
has developed in the consideration of
this most important amendment, affect-
ing our participation in the affairs of
two of the three faections struggling for
control in Angola.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
wiil call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Tart) . Without objection, it 1s so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that Bruce Thompson, of
my staff, be permitted the privilege of
the floor during the consideration of this
matter.

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

3

¥ f,
MILK PRICE SUPPORT ADJPST-
MENTS—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
sublglt a report of the co tee of
confeyence on Senate Joint olution
121, and ask for its immediate gbnsidera-
tion.

The ‘?RESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
‘Tarr) . The report will be stgted by title.

'The assistant legislative flerk read as
follows: ’ L

The commiﬁt\ee of conferefice on the dis-
agreeing votes\of the twog/ Houses on the
amendment of khe Senate’ to the bill (8.
Res. 121) to préyide for/quarterly adjust-
ments in the suphort prjce of milk, having
met, after full a fr conference, have
agreed to recommeny aad do recommend to
their respective HouNes this report. signed
v all the conferees. -

‘The PRESIDINGj FFICER. Is there
abjection to the;’co ideration of the
conference repor{? B

There being no objecﬁon, the Senate
proceeded to cohsider the\repori.

('The confe?hce report is'printed in the

7

House proceedings of the RAcoro of De-
comber 12, 1975, at page H124389.3

Mr. HU HREY. Mr. Presifent, I am
gratified that the House has passed leg-
islation ygsterday which I introduced,
Senate Jgoint Resolution 121, by a 307-111
vote, deglgned to help deal with ane of
the mogt pressing problems facing our
Nation, \
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%'his bill establishes the quarterly ad-
jussment of the price support level for
milky to assure dairy farmers that the
price’ assurance provided through the
dairy price support program will be more
neerly attuned to the cost of milk pro-
cuc tion. yAs amended by the House of
Re;n‘esen\gtives, the support level for
milk wouldl be increased to 85 percent of
parity. \

“he Senate has twice passed legisla-
tionn embodyinz these features—and by
sutstantial m\rgins—nin the last year.

J'or the past'geveral years, dairy farm-
ers have been c&&ght in one of the tight~
est cost-price sqiyeezes ever encountered.
Production - costs \have skyrocketed bus
mitk prices have nd¢ kept pace.

In 1972, we prodyced almost 120 bil-
lion: pounds of milk 1 the United States.
That year the milk Aupply was in very
close balance with thd demand for milk
an:d dairy products. Duing late 1972 and
eurly 1973, prices for ynilk and dairy
products began to rise seagonally. Unfor-
tutiately, rather than rmit market
forzes to operate so as to bring forth
the additional production peeded, the
administration ordered repeated expan-

While these sectlons were not
ately successful, the ultimate r t was
the accumulation of inventories of dairy
proeducts in this country and a declne in
the farm price for milk of almost 2 per-
cert from March to July of 1974. Y

While dairy prices have recovered Ye-
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1973, the average dairy cow in Minhe-
sota was worth $590. The total value of
the State’s milk cow iaventory’ was
$537.7 willion. Two years later, the aver-
age dairy cow in Minnesota wds only
worth $355 and the value of thg State’s
dairy herd had eroded to $310,6 million.

Faced with this situation, /the dairy
farmer has had little alternayive. He has
been forced to cut back. Foi some, this
has taken the form of culling herds more
closely. For others it has meant reduc-
tions in rates of feedipy. For all too
many others, the choice heas been to ieave
the business entirely.

As this has been dgne, we have seen
milk production fail./From the balanced
situation we saw in/1972. when produc-
tion was almost 120 hillion pounds, we
saw it drop to 1f5.4 billion pounds in
1973; 1974 produgtion was almost identi-
cal with the 1973 level.

While milk production has gone up by
1.9 percent iry November over the same
month in 1874, total production for the
first 11 months of 1975 was down 0.1
percent ovgr the same period last year.

November milk production in Minne-
sota was‘a modest 1 milHon gallon in-
crease oter the previous month, but was
3.2 miftion gallons or 6 percent lower
than for November 1974.

Minnesota’s milk production for the
firsty 11 months of 1975 was 706.9 million
gallons which is down 35.4 milllon gal-
lofis or 5 percent below the same period

last year.
© Unfortunately, the Department of

certly, producers are still not meetiNg ; Agriculture has again resorted to scare

preduction costs, and some of the

cosls., And the outlook at this point As
uncertain as to what will happen to fée
costs in the future.

In Minnesota, we have always;been
proud of our dairy industry. In spite of
the Flanigan report, I would nat doncede
thet our dairy farmers are less/efficient
than producers in any other coyntry.

But today that industry is threatened.
During the last 2 years, 5,00 Minnesota
dairy farmers quit. Right now, the num-
ber of dairy farms in the @tate is at an
a:l lime low. /

in the past, declining niimbers of dairy
futmers and dairy cows las been made up
for by larger units anfl higher produc-
tion per cow.

We are not certgin how fast dairy
furmers can respond to the need for in-
creased productiory And we need to face
the cold, hard fach that despite the will-
ingness to put itf 7-day weeks, 52 weeks
a vear, the dalyy farmer just is not re~
celving enough/return to provide the liv-
ing needed fof his family.

We all knpw what inflation has done
to our econpmy. On the farm it has been
even sharper. Yertilizer, fuel, feed, equip-
ment, tayes, interest rates—every item

trends slowed down with the recession.
‘"he dairy farmer has witnessed the
ercsion of his investment., In August

im\v tactics as to what this bill might cost
prevement has been due to reduced feefly
\iould lead to price increases of 3 cents per

consumers. They claim that this bill

alf gallon of milk. 7 cents per pound of
utter, and 434 cents wer pound of

USRA cost estimates. And we also know
thatyeduced milk prices 1:aid to farmers
resulh in litile benefit to vur consumers.

In aarly 1974, prices paid to dairy
declined by almost 25 percent,
was almost no change whatso-

cReese.
ut we have learned to discount the

consumers have seen that
rd-Butz roller coaster farm

And while some puychases may be re-
quired during the spr fl:ish period, this
is a small price to malntain some stabil-
ity and keep our produders in business.

I would like to sharé, the projections
prepared by the NationaNMilk Producers
Federation which indicabe two things:
First, a support level of §5 percent is
needed to induce enough uvyoduction to
‘meet our needs; and second, ¥he Govern-
ment cost of these progra will be
minimal.

The following is the production-con-
sumption data on whieh vhis conclusion
is based:
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‘»\ In‘billions of pounds
ittt e

5 Estimated
\, 1974 1975 -
", actual projected 1976 1977

e a

B AE

Production. .. .o.--- 5.4 1150 1160 7.0
Imports. o cecoeoaem 9 1.4 17 1.7
Beginning inventory... 5. 5.8 3.7 3.0
Total supply.. 128.5% 1222 laL4  12L7
Ending inventory_... 5.8 'x\ 3.7 3.0 3.4
Total Usem ... 117.7 8.5 118.4 118.3
Exports 1.2 0 1.0 1.0
Fed 1o cal 1.6 3 L3 1.2
Military.....- i 1 1.1 1.1
Civitian use 138 b \ns.o 115.0

The assumptions on which h\ese pro-
jections and estimates are made hre rea-
soneble and conservative. Impor(s are
projected at the norm which haspre-
vailed for several years, somewhat higher
than those for 1975. The “fed to calvés”
figure is declining, because there a
fewer cows—and calves—on farms.

Clvilian use,
crease In recent years, Is projected as
stabilizing with the slight per capita de-
cline in consumption offset by the in-
creased population total.

There have been extensive hearings on
this bill both in the House and the Sen-
ate which have detailed the problems of
dafrying and particularly the ever In-
creasing production costs..

The consensus of the recently held field
hearings by the House Agriculture. Com-
mittee supported the two provislons of
this bill as heing essential to restore
stability in dairy production and reverse
the present trends which could lead to
shortages in dalry products.

Tor our Nation’s best long-term In-
terests, imports are not the answer. In-
stead, the answer is to encourage our
dairly farmers to maintain a production
sufficient to meet our needs.

Even at 85 percent of parity, these
figures paint a grim picture which I hope
proves. to be too conservative. It shows
that in the current year and in 1976 we
will be using more dairy products than
are avallable to us through production
and imports. Because dairying requires
several years to redevelop production,
these figures show that setting supports
at 85 percent of parity now will barely
correct this situation by 1977.

That is why, if we are to maintain ade-
quate dairy supplies, it is necessary for
us to make this adjustment now—to give
dairy farmers assurances through an 85
percent of parity support level that it
will pay them to stay in dairying and
to produce our needed dairy supplies.
The longer we wait, the longer it will
take for this situation to correct itself.

Mr. President, as originally passed by
the Senate, the joint resolution provide
that—effective for the period beginnin,
on the date of enactment and ending gn
March 31, 1979—the Secretary of A i-

-eulture would be required to adjust/up-

ward the support price of manufac ring
milk at the beginning of each qua, ter to

reflect any estimated increase duying the
immediately preceding quarter in the in-
- dex of prices paid by farmers £ produc-

tion items, interest, taxes, andfarm wage
rates.

As passed by the House, the resolution
provided that the date for the termina~
tion of the quarterly adjustment would

. Approved For Release 2001‘[11/.01

be March 31, 1978, instead of March 31,
1979, in order that this legislation would
aggin be considered when new farm
legislation involving other major com-
modities 1s considered.

The House also added an amendment
which required that the support price for
milk be established at 85 per centum of
the parity price therefor.

The Senate conferees were readily
agreeable to the termination date change
and found the House persuasive in re-
spect to the 85 per centum support price
for milk. As a result, the Senate receded
to both amendments.

Mr. PRESIDENT, There has been some
controversy regarding the cost of the
conference report on Senate J oint Reso-
Iution 121. ’

As usual, the Department of Agricul-
ture has estimated a cost figure which

I feel is unjustified.
which has shown an in- )

N As a result, I had a cost estimate pre~
\Qared.

That cost figure is substantially less
then thatas determined by the Depart-
meng. :

Based on an assumed production of 118
billiony pounds of milk in 1976-77, & d
117 billton pounds in 1977-78, and ci il-
ian conshmption estimated at 115 b ion
pounds in\each marketing year, t
increases costs above the 1§75-T6
costs amound, to $27.9 million duying the
first year of the new program d $44.2
million in the yecond year ©

sent that these coXp dete
made a part of the corp/at this point.

There being no ob)ection, the mate-~
rial was ordered to by/printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CCC purchases:
Nonfat dry mitk (netrepfovals;
million pounds)

Additional milk  (Butterfat
and nonfat soligh; billion
pounds).o oo~ foooeeeen 0
CCC cost, 85 percepfit parity with T .

quarterly adjust fent (millions):

Nonfat dry mlk_ oo $200,0 §$220.1 $231.
Buiter and gheese .for pro-
gram U§fo .o 63.0 70.8 75.6
k(7] Y SR 263.0  290.9 307.2
Use for Goykrnment distribution
at cost gmillions)_....c_coeaen 103.6 114.2 1213
t price support cost
(millions)._.__._—o----- 159.4  176.7 185.9
Incregbe in CCC cost from 1975-76
HONSY. o oeeewmm o mmm o mmmm e : 27.9 a2
Incpbase in CCC cost tess cost for
overnment distribution. - occruen. 17.3  26.5

The National Milk Producers Federation
contends that increased population and need
to rebuild commercial stocks will require 1
billion pounds additional milk for 1976-77
and another 1 billion pounds for 1977-18.

1t 1s assumed that CCC will purchase the
same amount of nonfat dry railk for which
no butterfat purchases will be madie for each
year.

Government program use will not be less
than for the 1975-76 marketing year.

Program costs estimates based on USDA
projections of price gupport levels at 85%
‘parity with quarterly adjustment.

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, Senate
Joint Resolution 121, which involves the
milk price support program is a good

é&&BQE%E%OMROOO4001 00018-1
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example of legislation y/hich creates
great trouble for the budzet. It was just
last week that Congress fixed budget
ceilings—ceilings which totaled $408 bil-
lion in budget authority, $374.9 billion in
outlays resulting in g deficit of $74.1 bil-
lion, Most of us did not like that deficit
of $74.1 billion buj we recognized that it
was the product gf current law and cur-
rent economic conditions. So, by an over-
whelming Sengte vote of 69 to 23, we
approved this/budget. Now, only a week
later, we are/faced with a piece of pro-
posed legisiation which would add to
that huge deficit of $74.1 billion.

The budiget we approved such a short
time ago’ included in function 350—the
agricultlire function—total budget au-
thority¥ of $4.1 billion and outlays of $2.6
billiod. Existing programs based either
on actment this session or in prior
yeaf's—including the existing milk price
support level of 80 percent parity-—cause
the totals in this function of the budget
fo reach the ceilings. We have no room

/in this function for increased Govern-

7 ment support levels.

Yet, Senate Joint Resolution 121 would
ask us to increase the milk support price
level from 80 to 85 percent of parity.
The actual cost to the budget of this
change in support price will depend on
future market prices and thus we are
forced to use historical patterns and fu-
ture expectations regarding market
prices; nevertheless, according to the
latest USDA estimates, the budget cost
of the changes will approximate $90 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1976, $35 million for
the transition quarter, $290 million for
fiscal year 1977, and $120 million for fis-
cal year 1978. .

These numbers total $535 million—ex-
tra dollars to be spent over the level to
be spent if the price support level is left
at 80 percent. And these extra dollars are
dollars we do not have—they will breach
the targets set in the agriculture func-
tion. This resolution itself is not subject
to a point of order but it will break the
agriculture budget and the increased cost
of mi}k support prices will simply crowd
out of the budget something else which
was anticipated. This crowding out will
possibly occur next spring and it might
involve agriculture or it could involve

ome totally unrelated item.

upport price payment items are no
emyll part of the agriculture budget. In
fact)\ the agriculture budget targets set
1ast Syring had to be moved up by $583
millio\ this fall due to increased com-
modity ‘payments. Such payments are
part of Xhe so-called “uncontrollable
mandatorpentitlement programs” which
have been d¥gcussed on this floor so many
times this yehr. These are the programs
which create dutomatic expenditures to
anyone who cets the qualifications
mandated by t. law. By expanding
these kinds of prygrams or expanding
benefit levels in exisding programs, we are
insuring that more ai{ more of the budg-
et will be “uncontrollable,” and less and
less of the budget will be available in
future years to meet the priorities
deemed most important at that time.

I urge my colleagues to return this
resolution to conference so that the sup-
port level can be put at 80 percent of
parity, a level which the marketplace is
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0 and a level which our ’oudget;/cln

MPHREY. Mr. Presigfnt, I
he Senate agree tofhe con-
ference repoX,. -~

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agree to ‘motion of the
Senator from Minhesofs

The motion was ag€eed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. “WIr. President, T
move to reconsifdér the :'(‘OQ by which the
motion was agreed to.

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to\!\y thai mo-
tien on the'table.

The motion to lay on the takle was
agre’gd{to. -

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP.
PROPRIATIONS FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate continued with considera-
tion of amendment in disagreement No.
75 to H.R. 9861, an act making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976,
and for the period beginning July 1, 1976,
and ending September 30, 1976, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Schneider
and Mr. Bates be permitted the privilege
of the floor during the consideration of
the Tunney amendment.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr President, I ask
unanimous consent that Bob Jerome, of
my staff, be permitted the privilege of
the floor during the debate and vote on
this subject.

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

The question is on agreeins to tha
amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, T sng-
gest the absence of a quorum. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, the
majority leader has indicated that, in
his judgment, a filibuster has been ini-
tiated. I do not know whether a filibus-
ter will be maintained or not, but I think
that some serious questions should be
asked and answered in open session.

We have had the opportunity to dis-
cuss some of the issues in closed session:
and I shared the opinion yesterday in our
closed session that we spent far too much
of the time in the closed session talking
about things that were not directly per-
tinent to the question of aid to Angola.
This morning, we were able to confine
the discussion to the question of Angola,
but we oftentimes had comments that
were not pertinent to classifled informa-
tion but were general discussion matters
relative to a policy decision on our for-
eign policy in support of an clement
struggling in Angola,

It was my feeling then, and it is my
feeling now, that the public 13 entitled

to have a clear and public expression of

Members of this body of their concerns
and their view of the issues that are at
stake with respect to U.S. policy. I think
we need to do that on the record. We
need to do it out in front of the bublic.
That will be my purpose now—to try to
ralse some of the questions now that
vere raised in the closed session.

Let me say, barenthetically, that after
1aving spent 3 hours yesterday and 2
1ours plus today in closed session, seek-
‘ng to determine what classified or secret
nformation was available to us that
Jears on this subject, I have to conclude
“hat the decisions being reached are be-
tig reached on the basis of matters that
“dready have been almost fully reported
‘n the press and that there is very little
‘hat bears upon our decision that has
;10t been reported fully in the bress al-
ready. I do not know whether that is a
matter of comfort to the people of this
country or whether that is a matter that
ri1ight shock them.

I had hoped that we would discover in
lie closed sessions some factual infor-
t1ation concerning our policy and the
vumifications and the aims of our policy
tiat was not already reported. I had
troped that we would find in the closed
s:ssions some information that deals
with or bears upon the motives, the as-
rirations, the involvement, and the goals
¢. the Soviet Union in theijr involvement
i Angola. I find that, again, all or vir-
tually all of the information available to
tie Senate in making our decision has
a.veady been discussed fully in the public
1F ess.

I had hoped that we would find out
semething in the secret sessions about
ti.e involvement of South Africa in the
struggle that is now going on in Angola,
¥et, the discussions that we have had in
il.ese closed gessions indicate to me that
ke Senate has no information and that
o information can be made available
i the Senate in regard to the involve-
ment of South Africa in the ohgoing
event in Angola, save those things which
alceady have been discussed in public
p1int.

i make that statement as g hack -
gisund, simply so that no one will te
msled as to the reason why I asked at
lize time for the closed sessions. Not
Léing on any of the committees which
re:eived these briefings or this informa-
ticn, as a matter of course, I had hoped
to be informed by Members of the Sen-
at: who are thus privy to the informa-
ticn presented to them in those closed
sessions, and T had hoped that I might
be better informed and better able to
make a decision with regard to our
policy.

daving said that, let us Iook at what
our policy decisions might be. Let us
tale a look at where we are, and let us
de'ermine, if we can, the effect of the
Trunney amendment upon our involve-
ment in Angola or, as a matter of fact,
upan the general flow of our foreign pol-
icy. I think it is fair to state, from all
the information-—-at least it is my ~on-
clusion from the information—that we
dic’ not start it; that, as Portugal
grented independence to the native peo-
bles in Angola and withdrew that rem-
nant of colonial rule in Africa, there

-
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emerged within Angola three different
groups, each of whom was seeking to
control the flow of government after in-
dependence was granted to them.

I think it is also fair to state that the
record will indicate that each of these
three movements has some popular sup-
port and that we have responded to the
flow by joining others in support of two
of three factions and, in effect, in so
doing, against the third of the three fac-
tions, that faction beirg backed by the
Soviet Union and suprported, also, by
some outside elements.

Those who argue thut we should not
be involved have poinied out that we
should not be involved because the So-
viet-backed element i: the strongest.
most well organized, an« most dedicated,
and therefore the most likely to win of
the three elements involved; and, con-
versely, that we should not be involved
in backing the two elements with whom
we have chosen to affiliate our efforts be-
cause, being less strongly motivated and
less dedicated and presumably weaker.
they are bound to lose. .

I asked one of the M~mbers who had
indicated that we ought not to continue
our effort because it is bound to lose.
and some of us who had said it makes
no difference to the United States which
one of the factions wins, that then it
would seem to me obvicus we ought to
join the Soviet Union in backing the one
element that is going to win because
then we would be on the side of the win-
ner, and it does not matier who wins.

If that is the kind of Iogic that impels
us to a decision, I am distressed for the
policy of this country and, incidentally,
when I made that suggestion the people
who said we ought not back losers be-
cause they are losers, said, “Well, but
that is not the reason.”

I simply suggested that certainly they
must think we were joining the other
side simply because the Soviet Union was
invelved on one side and we automati-
cally took the other, and that seemed to
me to be a very unwise volicy, and the
kind of a kneejerk reacticn that does not
bear upon the logical analysis of the
situation that there are choices,

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

Mr. McCLURE. I would be happy to
yield without losing my rizht to the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. My reason for inter-
rupting the Senator fron: Idaho is that
I have to leave the floor for g moment
and I wanted to ask the Senator ohe
question before I left.

Based upon everything vou have heard,
would you agree that if we adopt the
Tunney amendment that we are effect-
ing a major change in American foreign
policy by adopting such an amendment ?

Mr. McCLURE. I would say to the
Senator from New Mexico T agree with
him, although there are some people who
support the Tunney amendment who are
trying to persuade us that it is neutral
in regard to the future course of Ameri-
can foreign policy. '

I cannot view it as such, and I do not

- think the rest of the worid would view

it as such.

Mr. DOMENICI. I would
Senator that T am sure

say to the
it we spend a
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little time on the floor in open discussion
and if we had expressions from both sides
to supplement what was said In the se-
cret sessions, then the public can judge
as to whetlier we are changing America’s
foreign policy or not.

Let me ask the Senator one further
question. It is my understanding, based
upon evelything we have heard to this
point in time, that there have been no
discussions, private or otherwise, Senate
committees involved or the Senate lead-
ership with the President of the United
States, Does the Senator understand that
to be the state of the facts?

Mr. McCLURE. I understand it.

Mr. DOMENICI. I would also ask
whether or not there have been discus-
slons dlrectly w1th the Secretary of
State on this issue prior to the presenta-

tior: of the Tunney amendment.

* Mr. McCLURE; I would_say from all
the discussions we have had for the last
2 days on the floor and from some rather
detailed inquiry of the proponents of the
ameéndment and those who are deeply
involved in the appropriate ‘committees
in the development of policy, that they
never bpresented any evidence of any
statement by the President of the United
States, that there was no hint that the
Secretary of State of the United States
‘made any statement to them nor had
they sought that information from the
Becretary of State. )

Mr. DOMENICI, In all fairness, it Is
trué a number of committees have in-
quired of varlous CIA officials and
various State Department cfficials. How-
ever, my specific question is: To this
point in time has there been any direct
communication with the President of the
United States, or with the Secretary of
State, in reference to the effect of this
amendment on the foreign policy of the
United States?

Mr. M¢CLURE. I would have to say
to the Senator there is no evidence of
any such direct contact or direct input
into the deliberations.

I think, in fairness, however, we should
- indicate that there are people within the
CIA and within the State Department,
including Assistant Secretaries of State,
who have made such statements and, I
assume, the proponents would urge that
the positions articulated by these men
are imputed both to the Secretary of
State or the President. But there was no
direct statement by the Pre51dent no
direct statement or involvement in the
statements by the Secretary of State.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say this to the dis-

tinguished Senator from Idaho and to

my Senate colleagues because I am not
one who usually participates in lengthy
dialogs on the floor of the Senate. I
am one who has said the Senate ought
to be more involved in foreign policy, and
I am oné who has said the American
pecple ought to be more mformed on
what we are doing,

- It does appear to me if those who pro-
pose this amendment thought that it was
a rather insignificant act, that there
was another option that would still be
open. That, as a matter of fact, we ought
not to get in .on the ground floor of a

kudding Vietnam. That in reality, with'

" amendment.

the Russian massive buildup in Angola,
and with Cuban mercenaries approach-
ing between 3,000 and 5,000 in number
already there, that what the world per-
ceives and what the Soviet Union per-
ceives to be the existing American pol-
icy may very well have seemed to change
to then as a result of this particular
amendment, whether or not the admin-
istration has another optlon yet to come
down: the line in a few weeks. That this
amendment can be perceived as a major
change in American foreign policy with
reference to that part of the world and
the activities of the Soviet Union.

Isay that because it appears to me if
that is the case, then regardless of what
we think we are doing in terms of tech-
nical changes in the way we fund this
kind of activity, it may indesd be per-
ceived as far more than that and may,
indeed, be far more than that because
perception may be reality in foreign
affairs.

Mr. McCLURE. May I say to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico that he has put his
finger on the problem, the crux of the
problem, that confronts many of us.

In spite of the urging of some who
support the Tunney amendment, who
say it merely leaves our options open
or, putting it in another way, it gives
the Congress of the United States an
opportunity to express its will prior to
the adoptlon of a foreign policy, that it is
not going to be perceived that way by
other people in the world who see that we
do now have, as a matter of fact, a policy
in Angola which will be, as a matter
of fact, changed by the adoption of this
I think the Senator from
New Mexico is exactly correct.

‘Mr. DOMENICI. Just one last com-
ment, I appreciate the Senator giving
me this opportunity while he has the
floor.

It appears to me that the issue that we
are dlscussmg is so intimately tled into
the major issue of détente and our re-
lationships with the Soviet Union that
they cannot be separated. We do not
purport in this amendment to be ad-
dressing the relatlonships with the Soviet
Union as they exist today under the
guise of détente. It appears to me that
the long-term solution to the Soviet
Union involvement in Angola and an
ever-escalating effort on their part to
take over that part of the world is ul-
timately going to be tied to détente.

Does America, indeed, change its pol~
icles with reference to détente and the
Soviet Union or not? Is this the time that
éve should? If it is not, are we ever going

o?

Are the economics between the Soviet
Union and America, including the sale
of technology, trade relationships, cul-
tural exchanges, SALT II, and all those
kinds of negotiations—could they not
be the leveraging mechanism for just
this kind of activity? And are we not
throwing that leverage out the window
when we completely change our policy on
this one without exercising that kind of
leverage?

That Is what concerns me. I think that
is clearly a prerogative of the executive.
It ought to be explored with the execu-

ATE

7M00144R000400100018-1

S 22789

tive. In fact, I believe that a sense of the
Senate proposition telling the executive
that we want him to exercise whatever
leverage there is in that relationship, to
make it clear that we do not want the
Russians nor American equipment, nor
other foreign powers, in that part of the
world, would be a proper role for the
Senate. Such a sense of the Senate res-
olution could say that we want to ex-
plore this kind of use of American lever-
age since neither the Russians nor Amer-
icans can win in Angola. Maybe they will
all get out if indeed we exercise the type
of maximum leverage that is unrelated
to sending materials into Angola.

I leave with that and thank the Sena-
tor from Idaho for yielding.

Mr, McCLURE. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico for making that state-
ment, because it focuses on something
I should have said at the outset that
motivates the Senator from Idaho. That
is that I wish the people of Angola were
free to make their own decision about
their own destiny without the outside
interference of anyone. I do not want
to see the United States interfering in
their internal affairs. I do not want to
see the South Africans or Soviets inter-
fering in their affairs. I would prefer
that the neighboring African states did
not interfere in the internal affairs of
Angola. I would prefer that these people
be allowed to work out their own destiny
in their own way, without the interfer-
ence of anyone.

The fact of the matter is that other
forces are involved, that the United
States has responded, over a period of
time, in a way which is perceived in the
world, partly as a result of the discus-
sions here in the Senate of the United
States, as a direct involvement and that
we cannot subtract that without signal-
ing to the world that the Senate of the
United States has directed a change in
foreign policy of the United States.

I think the Senator from New Mexico .
1s exactly correct.”

Mr, DOMENICI, Just one final com-
ment. I think that certainly, the Sena-
tor from Idaho and others will discuss
the pros and cons of the actual strategic
value of this plece of the world to the
United States. There will be a very seri-
ous split of opinion as to whether it is
valuable or is not. I wish to make it clear
that to this point, I have not been falk-
ing about the fact that the Soviet Union
may very well be changing its policy with
reference to the direct intervention in
another major country and, perhaps, in
ahother major continent. That, in and
of itself, becomes a matter of grave na-
tlonal concern to America. If that is a
change in policy or an elaboration or an
extension of a policy, then we have to
look at it in terms of what options are

“avallable to us to make sure that it does

not reach its final fruition or goal with-
out any limitation placed upon it.

It is my opinion that the Tunney
amendment sets no limit on the Russian
policy and does not perceive its potential
as a kind of openended change in Soviet
policy with massive support and mer-
cenaries taking over another country. It
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is in that context that I have discussed
it with the Senator to this point.

Mr. McCLURE. I say to the Senator
from New Mexico, in response to that
question, that I agree with his statement
and I agree with the implications that
will be read into actions by the Senate.
That is one of the dilemmas that 1 think
we face. When we discover a policy,
whether we agree with it or not, we can-~
not directly move to stop that applica-
tion of that policy without that, in itself,
being a policy. We have never had the
opportunity to adopt a policy. We in the
Senate of the United States or in the
Congress of the United States have not,
until this time, congressionally adopted
« policy or articulated a policy for the
United States to follow with regard fo
Angola. That is a tragedy.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senalor.

Mr. McCLURE. I agree with some of
my friends, the Senator from New York
{Mr. JaviTs), the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. Casg), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. Humpugrey:. They have all
nost eloquently stated the need for Con-
aress to be involved in the application of
foreign policy, particularly with respect
to what we may or may not be doing in
Angola, now or in the future. But I wish
that we had been involved in the develop-
ment of the policy. I hope that we will be
involved iIn the development of the pol-
icy. But I do not think we can, in this
context, adopt an amendment without
that, in itself, being the adoption of a
policy.

.The Senators, some of whom I have
mentioned, and others, have sald this is
too serious a matter to be decided by the
Senate of the United States without any
extended debate and without some hear-
ings and without some very serious con-
sideration of the implications of the pol-
icy. Yet, they would have us adopt the
amendment which, In itself, is an adop-
tion of a policy.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for & moment?

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, T shall
vield to the Senator from New York if
I may yield without losing my right to
the floor, without the resumption being
considered a second speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is thera
objection? The Chair hears none. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLURE. 1 yield.

Mr BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Idaho. I should like to
dispose of some pending business.

4

EXECUXIVE PROTECTIVE SERVfCE

Mr. BU EY. I call from the desk
H.R. 11184 gnd ask for its immediate
considerationy S

The PRESI G OFFI/G’éR The bill
will be stated. N .

The assistant lehjslat,
iollows:

A bill (HR. 11184) t end titie 3, United
States Code, to proyide \for foreign diplo-
matic misstons, to Ancreasg the size of the
Executive Protectife Servicd, and for other
purposes.

‘(e clerk read as

.. Is there
ideratior

i

of the bill?
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Mr. CRANSTON. Reserving the right
to object, will the Senator explain the
raquest?

Mr BUCKLEY. This is similar to leg-
islation that was adopted by the Con-
gress 2 months ago, but which the Pres-
irlent vex%ed.

It had keen adapted in both Houses hy
# very sukstantial majority. Since the
veto we have negotiated a tighter bill. It
rrovides for\ reimbursement under spe-
cial circumstances, controlled by the Sec-
retary of the Yreasury, for any extraor-
dinary expensey incurred in the protec-
tion of foreign s&iplomats coming to this
country. %,

Mr. CRANSTON. Has action been
cieared by Senator Randolph?

Mr. BUCKLEY. has been cleared.
In fact, an identical bill was reported out
by the Public Works Committee yester-
day. In addition, the ‘chairman of the
sabcommittee (Mr. M@reAN) has au-
t-10rized me to go ahead und call up this
matter at this time.

Mr. CRANSTON. I have\no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
cbjection, the Senate will pPpceed to its
inmediate consideration.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, as I
have stated, I introduced a companion
Bill, 8. 2796, on Tuesday. The Co! ittee
on Public Works, vesterday, considered
the bill and reported it by unanimous
vote to the Senate. hY

Mr. President, I ask unanimous gon-
stnt to have printed in the Recorptan
excerpt from the report (No. 94-573),
explaining the purposes of the measure.

There being no objection, the exce
was ordered to be printed in the REcosb,
aw follows:

PURPOSE

The purpose of $.2706, as reported,/ls
increase by 850 the authorized n
Executive Protective Service officers
direct the Service to provide, und

under limited circumstances,

oficials in those cities outs

I .C., with reirnbursement,
BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Publle Law 91--217 chgnged the name of
the White House Police 6 the Executive Pro-
wetive Service and expghded its responsibili-
tigs to include the regflilar protection of for-
cgn embassies in the/Washington, D.C., area
aad diplomatic misgfons outside Washington
o3 the President mgf direci on a case-by-case
lasls. The authoriZed strength of the Service
was set at 850 officers. Public Law 91-217 was
written In recoghition of the nation's obli-
gations under ihternational law and practice
t« take all reglsonable precautions in assur-
itz the safety of foreign diplomatic missions
and their pefsonnel. The Executive Protective
Sarvice a;{gﬁ retained its responsibility to pro-

local police
e Washington,

et the hilldings and grounds of the White
House a Executfive Office Buildings.

Since /1970, however, incidents of political
have increased, along with the de-
mandy for protective services. A strong na-
interest exists in assuring the safety
ol fprelgn officlals visiting the United States,
ther those visils are to Washington, D.C.,

Y other areas of the United States. Develop-
p:ents since the passage of P.L. 91-217 dem-
£ristrate the need for proteciive services
wherever & substantial number of foreign
missions exist. As this need has increased—
awnd it could increase still further—Ilocal com-
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/
munities should no longer he forced to bear
the full cost of what iz essentially a national
obligation, E

This In no way affeciz the day-th-day
protection of foreign dipiomatic missions,
which remains the respousibility of local
police departments outside Was,iungtmx,
D.C. But & 2796 recognizes that there are
instances of extraordinary protegtive need
when Federal assistance is wise apd justified,
This legislation facilitates sucl assistance.

The validity of this assistance can be
shown by the fact that the permanent and
observer missions associate:d with the United
Nations pav nec property ¢ other taxes or
payments in Heu of taxes under Article 23
of the Vienna Convention and the Conven-
tion on the United Natiogs. Nor do those em-
ployees of the United Nations who are aliens
pay local income taxes po help offset any costs
that thelr presence iA the city imposes on
local government. About 4000 of the 5,000
United Nations enéx:)yees tationed in New
York City are forélgn nationals and thus
exempt from all/local taxes. To a lesser
extent, a similar/burden is carried by many
cities. K
PROVIFIONS OF LEGISLATION

In additiory to raising the personnel ceil-
ing of the gxecutive Prolective Service to
1200 officers’ fromn 850 officers, 8. 2796 directs
the Secretfry of the Treastiry to provide uni-
formed pplice protection al forelgn missions
in cases/fof extraordinary protective need in
cities where 20 or more such missions are 10-
cated, The following cities, according to
Statiz/ Department figures, have 20 or more
forejfgn consular offices: CThicago, Houston,
Log’ Angeles, Mlami, New Orleans, New York
City, and San Francisco.

/To provide this protectinn, the Secretary
foust also find that the protective need was
assoclated with the visit by a dignitary who,
at some point during his visit to the United
States, participated in the activities of an in-

- ternational organization of which the United
* States 1s & member, such ss the United Na-
tions. Or the Secretary mnist find that the
frotective need will oceur &% or outside etther
a\permanent mission to such an Interna-
tidnal organization or an observer mission
tha% has been invited to participate in the
work, of such an organizutlon. Permanent
missigns are maintained hy member states.

Observer misslons may be maintained by or-
ganizations such as the government of
Switzerlynd or the Palestine Liberation Or-

hority for such protection is ex-
tended in the case of the clties with 20 or
more missinng to those places where the
visiting dign{tary may be staying, not sim-
ply the official mission site. Representatives
of foreign goveynments and others who may
create a situatign leading o protection un-
der this bili genexally reside at a hotel, rather
than at what mdght be defined under the
strictest interpretation as s foreign mission,
when visiting outsife Washington, D.C.
This was the case\during the visit to New
York City in N()vembilﬂﬂ of Yasir Arafat.

the leader of the Paleftine Liberation Orga-
nization. The extraordinary protection for
that one-day Arafat visé cost the taxpavers
of New York City in exdess of $700,000. To
assure equitable treatmekt in such situa-
tions, this legislation covérs the extraordi-
nary protective needs provf(led at hotels or
other facilities utilized by

This bill offers two approadhes to the ac-
tual extension of protection. XYhe Secretary
may dispatch the necessary co¥pplement of
EPS officers from Washingion, But 8. 2796
provides the Secretary with new\ flexibility
to utilize thie services, personnel, ejuipment,
and facllities of State and local govegnments,
with their consent and on a reimfursable
basis, lo meet such extraordinary profective
needs. -’

Following any declsion that an extra¥rdi-
nary protective need exists under the tdrms
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objection,At is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate continued with the consid-
ergtion of amendment in disagreement
No. 75 to H.R. 9861, an act making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, and for the period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976,
and for other purposes.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLURE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Virginia for a question.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the Senator’ s yielding
and comphment him on the statements
he has made about the amendment that
has been proposed by the Senator from
California.

The Senator commeénced his remarks
by reference to . the majority leader’s
coraments about a ﬁllbuster on this
amendment.

I was one who objected to a vote at a
definite time, but the reason for my ob-
jection was that it was 10 o’clock in the
- evening and I do not think that is the

time to vote on such matters.

I am ready to vote right now, so I am
not participating in a filikuster in any
way.

In fact, I may voie in favor of the
Tunney amendment. I am inclined to do
that. I do have a concern. :

Perhaps the distinguished Senator
from Idaho may be in possession of in-
formation that I do not have. I, like him,
dicl not receive a great deal of enlighten-
ment during the closed session of the
Senate, either yesterday or today.

Mr., McCLURE. Might I say to the
Senator parenthetically at that point, I
believe we had some good debate in the
closed session today, but the debate was
not really bearing upon matters that
were classified or secret and that could
not have been debated in full public view.

Mr, WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I agree with
the Senator. That, in effect, is my
thought also. I am interested in what

- the administration and what the De-
partment of State may or may not have
done in this situation that might relate
to this concept of détente, and whether
or not we can compartmentalize détente;
whether we can say, “We will sign agree-

ments with you and we would like to get
your signature on almost any agreement.
We feel we have accomplished somethlng
because you signed a piece of paper’
Then be friends with the Soviet Union,
normalize relations with Cuba, and at-
tempt in some manner to combat the
activities of Cuba or Russia in Angola.

It seems to me that when we talk about
friendship we have to be a friend world-
wide. We cannot be a friend in one part
of the world and be conducting some type
of antagonistic effort in another part of
the world. It seems to me through diplo-
matic channels the President of the
United States and the Secretary of State
should indicate to the Soviet Union and
to Cuba that we would like to normalize
relationships; that we would like for all
of the nations within the family of na~-
tions to be friends, one with another.

I do not think there is any doubt that
one has to be a friend to have a friend.
This means that one does not go around
in various parts of the world and at-
tempt to establish bases, attempt to take
over a newly formed independent nation.

Tt seems to me that Russia is badly
in need of grain. I am advised that Rus-
sia does have problems with regard to
feeding its population. I am not opposed
to a551sting a friendly, needy natxon any-
where in the world.

I understand we have been helping
Russia with regard to some truck factor-
jes, with regard to computers; that we
have been trying to help thPm develop
their oil resources.

I am opposed to doing that sort of
thing when Russia is acting as a friend
as long as we are doing this but then goes
into another part of the world and does
not act in a friendly fashion.

As the distinguished Senator knows, as
a lawyer, there is such a thing as mu-
tuality in every valid contract. There is
consideration that flows in both direc-
tions.

It just appears to this Senator that
most of the consideration in our contact
with the Soviet Union is flowing out of
this country and into the Scviet Union.
I do not see the mutuality in these agree-
ments.

I wonder if the Senator has heard any
mention made in our discussions here
in the Chamber about diplomatic efforts
having been made by the State Depart-
ment, in effect, to say to the Soviet
Union: “If you want the friendship of
this country, if you want our assistance
in the way that you feel you need our
assistance, are you going to be a friend
and show your friendship throughout the
world by your actions as well as any
words which you might utter?”

Would the distinguished Senator have
any comment on that?

Mr. McCLURE, Let me respond to the
distinguished Senator from Virginia in
this manner, if I may.

First of all with respect To  whethér or
not in the closed sessions we developed
any information concerning State De-
partment or diplomatic initiatives with
regard to the Soviet involvement in
Angola—and I think there was nothing
of a classified nature stated there and
I think, as a matter of fact, the only
information—
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Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I would not

‘ask the Senator to disclose any classified

information.
Mr. McCLURE. I am aware of that.
The only information that was dis-
closed or discussed was that the State
Department has sent a perfunctory note,
or at least they sent a note and received

a perfunctory reply, and they may have )

followed that up with a perfunctory re-
sponse to the perfunctory reply. In other
words, practically no diplomatic initia-
tive directly bearing upon this issue, so-
far as the Soviet Union is concerned.

Let me state further that I do not re-
garC the policy of détente, as I under-
stand it to have been articulated by Sec-
retary Kissinger, by President Nixon and
President Ford, as being a statement of
friendship between the United States and
the Soviet Union. It is, instead, a policy
under which the opposing forces in the
world may live together without imme-
diate armed conflict and with a lessening
of tensions which lessens the likelihood
of the outbreak of armed conflict.

I do not believe the policy of détente
ought to be confused with the statement
of friendship that we would all des1re
occur.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. The distin-
guished Senator will recall that state-
ments have been made after conferences
with the Soviet Union and other Commu-
nist nations that while we have a differ~
ent type of government, and while we
may not agree as to all matters, we do
want to live together in peace and settle
our disagreements by negotiation rather
than settle the differences through any
type of armed conflict.

I believe such statements as this have
been made in general from time to time.

I submit that the Soviet action in An-
gola, as I understand that action to be, is
not in the broad, general spirit of détente
as it is generally understood to be,
whether we call it friendship between na-
tions, toleration of nations, or living to-
gether in the absence of any armed
conflict.

Would not the distinguished Senator
from Idaho agree that the executive
branch of the Government should, in
some way, convey to those who have
either military personnel or military ad-
visers in Angola that this Nation views
with concern their presence there, and
that it might very well jeopardize this
spirit that we have been frying to ac-
complish over the past several years?

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I would
reply to the Senator’s question in this
fashion: I believe there are a number of
things which can be done. I agree to-
tally with the sentiment expressed by
the distinguished Senator from Virginia,
that we should use diplomatic channels
t0 indicate to the Soviet Union, and to
other external participants in the inter-
nal affairs of Angola, that we believe the
Angolans ought to be able to make up
their own minds without outside
interference. :

We. should express our concern to the
Soviet Union about their involvement in
attempting to back a less than one-third
segment of the society in Angola in order
to subvert and to impose their will upon
two-thirds of the people of Angola., I
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would hope that we would - also utilize
the diplomatic channels that we can
utilize to put pressure upon Cuba, which
is the indirect pawn of the Soviet Union
and a direct participant in Angola to the
extent of 4,000 to 5,000 troops actively
involved in combat operations, using the
Soviet Union equipment supplied to that
one section in Angola in an attempt to
extend Soviet administration and domi-
nance over the lives of the people in An-
gola. ‘ -

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Is it not a
fact that this country has had an express
foreign policy over the years of self-de-
termination for all the nations of the
world? This has been out expressed for-
_eign policy; and would it not be consist-
ent with the expressed foreign policy of
this Nation to call that to the attention
of the Soviet Union or other nations that
have troops or military advisers in the
African nation, and urge them, in the
genéral overall spirit of détente, that
_ they should withdraw from Angola?

The real thrust of my thought is that
any foréign policy such as détente not be
compartmentalized. In my opinion, it is
not realistic to practice détente in one
part of the world and not have it apply
in other areas of the world. Would the
distinguished Senator agree with that?

Mr. McCLURE. I would agree with
most portions of the statement of the
Senator from Virginla, particularly one
point, in regard to the expression of the

" opinion to the Soviet Union that détente
is indeed threatened by their continued
intervention in'Angola; and second, that
it is the policy of the United States and
it-ought to be the policy of the United
States to support the right of self-deter-
mination of all people in all countries.

We have for many years supported a
declaration in the captive nations treaty
whereln we have said to the people of the
world that we still look back with abhor-
rence at the dominance of the lives of
the people in Latvia, Lithuania, and
Estonia by the Soviet Union; that we do
not like the interference in the lives of
the people of Finland; that we abhor
the interferencé In Hungary, wWhen the
Sovlets sought to change the lives of the
people there; that we have never liked
the interposition of the Soviet Union in
Czechoslovakia. -

We belleve the people of Czechoslo-
vakia should have the privilege of mak-
ing up their own minds what kind of
government they should have. We sup-
port and applaud the efforts of the peo-
ple of Poland to free themselves from
the dominance of their massive neighbor
to'the east. R ’ e

But we should be no less concerned
about the rights of the beople of An-

~

gola, simply because they are a small.

and less developed country. As a matter
of fact, perhaps we should be more sen-
sitive to their right to make their own
determination in their own way, simply
because they are small and less developed
than some of these other nations.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I appreciate
the Senator’s yielding. Of course, I
would like for our ‘country to be con-
cerned about the welfare of the small
nations of the world, for self-determina-
tion by all of the nations of the world;

but I also have a coricern that we not
become involved in the affairs of another
nation without Congress having com-
plete information, without Congress par-
ticipating in the policymaking decision.
Although some individual Members of
Congress may have been consulted, I am
not aware of the Congress
being involved in the situation in An-
gola. I certainly do not want this to de-
velop into any type of affair that would
involve the use of American troops.

The distinguished junior Senator from
Tlinois (Mr. STEVENSON) has & sense of
the Senate resolution which, in effect,
calls upon the executive branch of the
Government to endeavor, through diplo-
matic channels, to encourage the Soviet
Union and other nations, without naming
them, other nations involved in the An-
gola, affair, to withdraw and to permit
that nation to determine its own.internal
affairs, to govern itself.

T intend to support that sense of Con-
gress resolution in the event that it
comes before the Senate for considera-
tion. I understand it is cospornisored by
the distingiushed Democratic whip, and 1
believe other Senators have cosponsored
it also. I believe it is a good resolution.
I would amend it somewhat to indicate
that this Nation will, to an extent, govern
its future relationship with the Soviet
Union by the actions that the Soviet
Union takes in Angola and other coun-
tries, so as to say that détente is world-
wide, that if it is going to work at all
it has to work all over the world, and
that it cannot work in one nation with-
out working in the others. )

I have infringed upon the Senator’s
time, but I thank him for yielding.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator
for his contribution to the discussion and
the questions that he has raised.

The latter subject that he referred to,
the resolution of the Senator from ii-
nois (Mr. STEVENSON), appears at page
S22539 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, be-
ing the record of the proceedings in open
session yesterday. I am told that the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
TuurMOND) also has a resolution in
slightly different terms, but directed to-
ward the Senate amendment. I am told
that at least two other Senators are
sponsors of a third resolution with some-
thing of a similar aim, directing the Ex-
ecutive to become involved in very posi-
tive diplomatic efforts to bring pressure
to bear on those who would subvert the
internal processes of Angola to their own
ends.

1 am perfectly willing, as one Member
of the Senate, to support appropriate ef-
forts directed toward that end.

1 would hope that we would change
our policy that how eixsts until we have a
quid pro quo for the change, and I
think that is the very importance of the
question we are involved in.

I yield -to .the Senator from Oregon
under the previously stated conditions.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Idaho has put his
finger on it, and I would like to engage
in some colloquy with the Senator from
California.

We are talking about three different
things here, really. We are talking about

as a body

e
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the resolution of the Senator from Illi-
nois, which is almost an embargo theory
because it does not relate just to the So-
viet Union; it relates to any nation, as
1 recall his words, that persists in in-
volving itself in Angola. That could be
Zaire, South Africa, France, or any na-
tion that persists in involving itself.

That could be worthy of consideration,
altheugh not hasty consideration, by the
Senate.

Then we are talking about détente, our
relations with the Soviet Union, specifi-
cally whether we should require a quid
pro quo; should we send them Ford
Motor Co. machinery if they do not get
out of Angola?

Then third, as I understand the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia he is, in essence, saying what our
unilateral policy should be toward An-
gola regardless of détente, regardless of
whether or not we adopt the Stevenson
resolution.

Is that a fair statement?

Mr. TUNNEY. The question as to what
we ought to do with Angola jrrespective
of what the Russians do is one that we
could spend a good deal of time on. Iam
happy to offer some thoughts to the
Senator from Oregon if he cares to listen
{0 my opinions on the subj ect.

Mr. PACKWOOD., I wish to hear them.
‘As T understand the specific amendment,
and I shall be fair, I think the world as
well as this country is going to read it,
and the headlines are going to be “Sen-
ate Rejects Angola,” or words to that
effect: they are not going to get into the
niceties. This is one bill and one appro-
priation. I think that it is a philosophi-
cally fair conclusion to draw from the
debate that this is going to be our policy,
if it passes, toward Angola and may be
correctly a harbinger of what our policy
ought to be toward involvement in
Africa at all.

Mr. TUNNEY. What the amendment
does is to make it very clear that the
United States cannot send military
equipment to Angola, nor can it send
money to another country which in turn
will then make the purchases of military
equipment for use in Angola, but there
is nothing in my amendment that pre-
vents economic aid from being given to
Angola. There is no reason why we could
not participate in giving assistance to all
sides. We could give humanitarian aid.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I stand corrected
on that because the amendment of the
Senator is clear in that respect. In addi-
tion, we could gather Intelligence in
Angola if we wanted to because the
amendment has exempted intelligence
gathering.

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes.

I wish to point out to my friend that
we now know that the Gulf Oil Co. has
made 3 very large payment of money, ap-
proximately $100 million, that has been
placed in the bank in Luanda of which
the MPLA has now control since the
Portuguese pulled out on November 11.
In effect what has happened is that we
have the Gulf Oil Co., an American cor-
poration, with a subsidiary in Angola,
drilling for oil, having made a very sub-
stantial $100 million payment to the side
that is being backed by the Russians, and
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our Government apparently d1d nothmg
to prevent that payment from béing
made. It is my understandmg that an-
other substantlal payment is due in the
very near future, and that there was an
agreement that $500 million would be
paid in the form of royalties by Gulf to
the bank in Luanda, which would then
be available to the government that was
in control and that government- which
happens now to be the MPLA.

Initially there was that provisional
government that was made up of all three
factions, UNITA, the FNLA, and the
MPLA. But the other two factions with-
drew and so now the MPLA has total con-
trol over these funds.

I only say to my friend that, if we have
& pollcy which on its face is operating

. at such cross purposes as to allow, on the
one hand, an American corporation to
make those kind of payments to the
faction that we are now supplying arms
against, it really deserves some very
special attention on the part of Con-
gress before we make any arms  avail-
able.

I say to my friend that, if we are going.

to make arms available, it ought to be
done through the route of the Foreign
Military Assistance Act, and we ought to
-have the Committe on Foreign Relations
go Into it, as the Senator suggested ear-
ller. We ought to have a clear definition
of what American policy is, what Amer-
ica’s interests are in Angola and other
parts of Africa. We ought to have a clear
understanding of what our State Depart-
ment and CIA percexve to be the Soviet
goals in Angola and in other parts of
Africa and then make a dec1s1on based

upon those facts.

* What very deeply concerns me from
my own privaté investigation—and these
sre conversations that I have had with
members of the CIA and State Depart-
ment officlals, and conversations that my
staff has had—is that there really does
not seem to be any centrally controlling
objective of American policy in An-
gola. That is what I consider to be so
dangerous.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I think we are mak-
ing a central policy, and I am inclined
to agree with it, but when we vote on
the amendment of the Senator from Cal-
ifornia I think we are making a central
pelicy in this Congress for better or for
worse,

What we are saying is that no matter
what happens no matter what happens
in Angola, it cannot be worth the risk of
American involvement, with American
troops and American military equipment.

Earlier today, and I cannot remember
whether it was in closed or open session,
but the information was not classified,
we tried to determine if we knew what
the Russian intentions are. We do not
know. We hayve no idea what the Russian
intentions are.

We do not know if they plan to go in
and wipe out the entire politic as they
practically did in the Baltic countries
and make it a Russian puppet populated
by Russians; We do not know if they
plan to put in half a million troops and
hold the country by force against the
will of the people or whether they are
going to try to influence the govern-

ment through economic and military
aid and keep their own persornel out.

‘We have to operate under the assump-
tion they might do the worst, but we do
not know. That is ane.

Second, we are saying if Russia wants
to make the mistake, in our judgment,
the mistake of holding Angola by force
of sending in a half-million troops, and
probably Russia could hold Angola with
a half-million troops, if Russia wants
to make that mistake, Russia is prob-
ably writing off the rest of black Africa,
probably writing off most of any chance
to subvert South Amierica, because every
nation would very clearly see what Rus-
sig had in mind and would have no truck
with them, would have no dealing with
them, and would probably make our job
in terms of gaining allies infinitely
easier.

If Russia chooses not to do that, if
Russia comes up with a hope and prayer
and some material in hopes they can get
a government that will be a Soviet-lean-
ing government on every occasion, then
I think they are mistaken. Nationalism
is’ rampant. Angola is going to go the

‘'way 1t wants unless it is subjected and

held down by literally Russian military
personnel. If that is the case, if this even
ends up being a Communist government
but an independent Communist govern-
ment we can deal with them.

We dealt with Yugoslavia. We are
dealing with China. We learned to deal
with Communist governments around
the world, including some cf the Eastern
European ones. Where Soviet troops have
occupled them, the countries have en-
deavored toward the West. That we can
deal with.

‘T would be surprised if Russia were to
put massive troops into Angola and try
to hold Angola on the basis of sheer brute

“force. But they might.

It seems to me, therefore, that our pol-
icy wisely says for better or for worse we
are golng to leave Angola to the An-
golans. If Russia chooses to intervene,
because we think our best interest cannot
be served in any event by either trying
to fight to keep the Russians out or in-
volving ourselves, we think that what-
ever Russia does in that case we will
come out the winners.

"~ Is that a fair statement of where we

are headed?

Mr. TUNNEY. I think that is a fair
statement as to where we are headed
assuming that the Foreign Relations
Committee in their consideration to the
Foreign Military Assistance Act takes
the same kind of action on that bill as we
are taking on this bill.

I cannot see any justification for an
intervention by the United States in
Angola. One of the things I should like
to point out to the Senator from Oregon
is that reports that have come to me

‘indicate that in black Africa there are

many leaders who are wondering why
the United States is so quick to inter-
vene in Africa, when we did not partici-
pate in the UN debate and the various
attempts to get resolutions through,
condemning the racist policies of South
Africa, Southwest Africa, and Southern
Rhodesia.

There is no doubt that the reason why
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we did not participate in those debates
in a meaningful way was that the United
States has had a very special relation-
ship with South Africa. We have many
economic interests in South Africa. We
have done a great deal of trade with
South Africa. Much of our mineral sup-
ply in this country comes from South
Africa in an unprocessed form or proc-
essed form as it is brought to this coun-
try to maintain our high technology
society.

Yet, the leaders in black Africa are
wondering why the United States is so
quick to put up $60 million for war in
Angola, when we would not participate
in these U.N. resolutions and debates in
connection with condemning racism in
South Africa.

Another point that I think is impor-
tant is that for 2 years we have been
cutting back on our economic ald to
Africa—not just Africa, but other parts
of the world as well. When we look at
the kind of commitment we have made
in the form of economic aid to black
Africa and then look at the kind of
money we would be willing to put in for
military equipment in Angola—after the
Russians came in or in a contemporane-
ous fashion with our own efforts tosup-
ply our military equipment—it is made
clear to many Africans that the United
States really has no interest in their| eco-
nomic development, in the kind of so-
ciety they are trying to restructure for
themselves, the quality of life that|they
are going to have in the future, but|/that
the United States is only interestéd in
Africa as it relates to a defensive! ploy
to counteract any maneuvers thai; the
Soviet Union has undertaken in Africa.

It is of particular importance to|loock
at this in the context of one statement
that was made to me by a man whqg had
spent many years in Nigeria. In th? late
1960’s, he was particularly friendly lwith
one minister in the Nigerian Govern-
ment, and this minister said— I

The only way we could interest the dmted
States In Nigerle, to give us ald, is apparent-
ly to invent a Communist party.

In other words, at that particular point
in time we were giving much more aid to
Ghana, which looked as though it might
slip into the Communist fold. So we were
prepared to put money into Ghana, but
we were not willing to do anything for
Nigeria, which was considered our friend
and safe.

So this rather pathetic statement was
made by a minister in Nigeria:

The only way we can get aid from the
United States, apparently, is to invent a
Communist party, and then maybe they
will give us some ald.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
think there is a consequence to Russia’s
actions, and it is negative to them. To-
day we heard how Russia, with brute
force, tramped into Hungary and Czech-~

oslovakia and did not care about world

opinion. What that probably cost them
was control over all"of the Communist
parties in Western Europe, Today, if the
Communists were to win an election in
Italy, it would not be a Russian Commu-
nist party, because they have seen the
brutality of Russia. Russia knew that
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when they chose to choke off _Czechoslo-
vakia and Hupgary, and that is a de-
cislon they made, If they choose to go
into Angola with force, they are going
t0 lose more than they will ever gain.
They will be able to hold Angola, but
they will lose the rest of the area,
Asguming that this amendment is
adopted and similar language out of f:he
Foreign Relations Committee, our policy
will be that, henceforth, American policy

toward Africa will be nonmilitary in-

volvement, regardless of détente, regard-
less of the actions of other nations.

Mr. TUNNEY. I concur with the Sena-
tor’s conclusion., That is about as suc-
cinet an expression of what this amend-
ment is as I have heard on the floor.

Mr, PACKWOOD. I thank the Senator.

Mr.. McCLURE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from North Carolina without
losing my right to the floor, that any
resumption by me not be considered a
second speech, and that under no cir-
cumstances I lose my rifght to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objectlon, it js so ordered. _
© - Mr. HELMS. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Idaho. Mr. President, the
Tunriey amendment presents us with an
unacceptable choice. On the one hand
the distinguished Senator from Califor-

"nia is asking us to stop the executive

Jbranch from giving any military assist-
ance directly, or indirectly, to strife-
torn Angola; while on the other hand
the executive branch proposes to use
funds in this appropriation bill to provide
Angola, with at least $60 million in mili-
tary ald. We are asked to vote for either
ong or the other. It is clear that the
Soviet Union has made a major thrust
in Angola, providing top-quality weap-
ons. and an undetermined number of
Soviet personnel to assist the MPLA, It
is also clear that Castro has sent 4,000
trajned Cuban troops to fight on the
Communist side. ) ,

Thus, on the one hand, if we vote
with the distinguished Sepator from
California, we seem to be saying that the
executive branch has no authority what-
saoever to respond to threats of violence
outside the United States, no authority
to take steps to throw up barriers to the
spread of communism throygh force, un-
less dpproved in advance by the Con-
gress of the United States. But on the
other hand, if we vote against the Tun-
ney amendment, we seem to be giving a
volte of approval to the way in which
the executive branch is conducting its
policies. If the issue had not been forced
here today, there would have been no
implication that the Senate had partici-
pated in approving or disapproving our
bolicles in Angola.

Unfortunately, the issue has heen
forced. It is within the purview of the
exccutive branch to conduct foreign pol-
icy on a day-to-day basis. We have tradi-

- tionally given the executive branch dis-

cretionary funds for the conduct of for-
eign policy, and they have been used in
the conduct of policies such as have heen
followed in _Angola, Let it be clear that
the United States has not entered into a
war in Angola. We hayve supplied arms,
but we have not put troops or advisers
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into Angola. The scope of the war powers
is not under consideration here. What is
happening here is an effort to force the
issue of covert action before the Senate
Select Committee, on Intelligence has
completed its work and made its recom-
mendations, and before any consensus
has been reached in this body about the
hature and purpose of that kind of
activity. i
But now that the issue has been
forced, there is no way to run away
from ‘it. It is a very difficult choice to
make for someone who believes that this
Nation desperately needs to resume a
world: leadership position, and to defend
our traditional values of human. rights,

private property, and spiritual freedom

against the advance of communism,
When communism uses haked force and
internal subversion to conquer an in-
creasing proportion of the earth’s terri-
tory and subjugate the people who are
unfortunate enough to live in the con-
quered territories, it is our proper role
to work to restore freedom to those areas.
Frankly, we cannot say that it is none of
our concern. As the proportion of the
global scope of activity is narrowed, the
choices that we, as a Nation, can make
grow fewer and fewer, and eventually
we will be so restricted that our inde-
peridence as a nation—and the freedom
that independence guarantees us—will be
in jeopardy.

But is the choice as simple as it seems?
Must we abandon our role as the leader
of the free nations—as is implled in
the amendment of the Senator from
California? Are we voting here for a
choice between freedom and communism
for Angola? By no means,

If we adopt the amendment of the dis-

tinguished Senator, we force the execu- .

tive branch fo do nothing at all, But by
doing so, do we deliver Angola into the
hands of the Communists? Given the
measure of Soviet determination dis-
vlayed here, 1t is most likely that Angola
will fall into the hands of the Commu-
nists, with all. that such a collapse im-
plies: The deliverance of the Angolan
peoples into a Stalinist terror, the loss
of mineral resources that can help sus-
tain the freedom of the West, a base from
which Soviet forces can threaten South
Atlantic shipping lanes and project guer-
rillas over the border into the territory
of South West Africa,

But if we reject the Tunney amend-
ment, what do we get? The word is out.
The millions of dollars which the admin-
istration is throwing into Angola are not;
for the deliverance of the people there
or for the securing of the territory from
Communist domination, The millions of
dollars are for securing another ‘“nego-
tiated settlement.” The State Depart-
ment has, in effect, admitted that this
is the case. Indeed, 1t appears that some
spokesmen for this point of view thought
that they were putting forth a strong
card in bidding for a ‘“negotiated
settlement.”

The Senator from North Carolina
wishes to say that he will never be part
of any negotiated settlement. We have
seen these negotiated settlements stale-
mated in Korea, imposed with indiffer-
ence in Laos, and thrust brutally upon

-

-

Vietnam. Is there anyone in this Cham-
ber or in the cloakrooms or in the offices
in the Dirksen or Russell building who
does not believe that a “negotiated settle-
ment” is negotiated surrender? Have we
not learned the lesson of what happened
in Vietnam? Do we not realize that the
negotiating process for the Communists
is simply’ a method to entrench their
positions more firmly? Do we not recall
how the Vietnam settlement left the
Comimunist troops firmly in contro} of
their enclaves in South Vietnam, and left
them loopholes for resupply of those
troops? Do we not remember what a de-
moralizing effect the “settlement” had
upon South Vietnam as a nation?

I ask whether any Senator thinks that
the Cuban troops would be removed from
Angola under such a negotiated settle-
ment, and whether the Soviets would
withdraw their supplies and personnel?
After the experience which this Nation
has had under the negotiations conduct-
ed by Dr. Kissinger in the past, no one
could say with assurance that the Soviets
would withdraw, or would give up any of
the advantages they now hold, Indeed, I
can say right now that to press for such
key concessions would bring charges that
such firmness would threaten the “deli-

‘cate state of détente. I can hear it now.

I can hear the wails that we might even
endanger the SALT IT negotiation. T say,
Mr. President, “So what?”

Mr. President, the sad fact is that it
is hetter to pull out at once, than to
enfer into a protracted negotiation lead-
ing to the ultimate takeover of Angola, by
the Communists in any case. The Tunney
amendments-—which I do not like; I wish
it had never been submitted—is never-
theless offering us the choice of outright
abandonment of our responsibilities or a
negotiated abandonment of our respons-
ibilities. That has been made clear in the
closed sessions of the Senate, yesterday
and today. The first is quick and cheap;
that is the Tunney amendment. The
second is long, protracted, painful,
and expensive. Both arrive at the same
ultimate end.

The comparison of Angola to Viet-
nam is valid only because we are de-
liberately making it another Vietnam.
What makes it a, Vietnam are the restric-
tions, the obstructionism, and painful
trap of negotiations. Do we not remember
that in both Korea and in Vietnam we
had more casualty losses after the
negotiations began than before? Viet-
namization is a state of mind which pre-
sents us with immoral choices. Those are
the choices offered us here today by the
Tunnhey amendment.

The Senator from North Carolina will
not be taken down that path. I am pres-
ently inclined—oh, so reluctantly, Mr.
President—to vote for the Tunney
amendment in order to let it be known
that I will have no part of wasting money
when the goal is to negotiate a settle-
ment of the type which has always left
the Communists in place, and given them
a base for imperialistic expansion.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. HELMS. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Senator men-
tioned our responsibility in Angola. What
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1s our obligation? What are our responsi-
pilitles to Angola? -

Mr. HELMS. I am golng fo address
myself to that if the Senator will allow
me to complete my remarks. Then I shall
be delighted to discuss it further with
him. ’ -

Mr, President, the administration does
not need to sit on its hands. There is a
very simple way to get the Communists
out of Angola without getting us involved
there at all. The best way is to go to
where the decisions are made. The de-
clslons are not made In Angola; they are
made in Moscow. The Soviet thrust is a
major new policy fecision of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of
the Boviet Unlon. Never before have the
Soviets shipped new armaments of a high
nuality to client groips outside of the
Soviet empire, or its traditional area of
infliience. Arms Wete sent for cash to
the Middle Fast, and téchnicians, but the
thrust in the Middle East has been 2
traditional goal of Soviet policy. More
often, the arms serit to client states have
been used junk of no particular value.
But’ the arms sent to Angola with no
payment asked, and the preserice of hun-~
dreds of Soviet personnel, are an entirely
new development, baséd updbn a new
worldwide strategy on the part of the
Commiunists. It is also indicative of the
8ovies military effort that for the first
time their arms production is sufficient
to zupport such ¢hipments. No one can
elaim that the Soviet preserice in Angola
is accidental, or & spur of the moment
decision. Tt is 4 long, calculated pian
which has been in operation for a long
time, and which threatens the peace antd
stability of every free nation on earth.
. But does our administration see this?
I think not. The Secretary of Btate is
gtill inflexibly coinmitted to détente and,
o this date, I know of ho one who can
satisfactorily define the word “détente.”
The President is commiltted to détente,
and the Presidert recently gob rid of the
singls voice for reason and prudence in
his Cabinet fn this regard, Secrétary
Schlesinger. The Président and the Sec-
retary of State go to China for no ap-
parent purpose and with no apparent
result. They are planning to go to the
Soviet Union as soon ds the SALT II
details are worked out, and we are told
that we must not disturb such delicate
negotiations. - o :

Aore anid more 1t is becoming evident
that détente 18 nothing other than a
name’ for n protracted period filled with
negotiated settlements of many kinds.
The overall impaét of détente is the same
as the individual impact of each negoti-
ation process, and that is, to put it
bluntly, surrender. Détente is the ration-
alization of surrender just as our nego-
tiations have been a protracted process
of confirming the Communists in posi-
tions of strength in wvarious places
around the world. : -

8o I say, Mr. President, let us go to

__Moscow not to Angola. This Senator says

no more wheat ‘deals with the Commu-
nists, no more trade agreements, no more
tax concessions of the kind we approved
Just the other day until the Soviets make
some concessions. We do not have to
finence and supply the deficiencies of the

-
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Communist system. We do not have to
allow them to divert consumer produc-
tion into tanks, and farm machinery
production into weapons manufacture.

Wwhy is it that the Communists do not
have tractors to get in their harvest
when, at the very same time, they are
able to produce guns and rockets for this
Angolan adventure? That is where you
get down to the nitty-gritty.

If we want the Cuban Communist
troops out of Angola, Mr. President—
and here I will begin to comment on
the question raised by my friend from
Oregon—if we want the Cormmunist
troops out of Angola, let us go to Mos-~
cow and have Moscow send a message 1o
Havana. Better yet, let us send a message
to Havana ourselves, Let Havana order
the Cuban troops home and, while we
are at it, tell Havana to send back to
the Soviet Union those Echo class nu-
clear submarines based in Cuban ports
and armed with 500-mile nuclear crulse
misstiles.

Why on earth should the captive Cuban
people fight in Angola at the Soviet
whim? Why should the Cuban people al-
10w themselves to be used as shock troops
for what is clearly the Soviet grand
design in Angola?

I think, Mr. President, the United
States should call upon the people of
Cuba to rise up against the Soviet’s cyn-
ical use of their young sons in this
grand design and to throw off the dicta-
tor who has handed over the Cuban
youth for such purposes.

But, do we do so? No. Our policy has
been to encourage the resumption of nor-
mal relations, so-called, with the Com-
munist tyrant in Cuba, and there you go.
This is the fault of this whole gquestion
that is before us today. Are we really
against communism? Do we really con-
sider it a threat to liberty in the world?
How much longer, how many more times,
will we surrender to it in the name of
détente or in the name of “negotiated
settlements”?

With reference to normalized relations
with Cuba that we hear so much about,
our diplomats worked hard at the Organ-
ization of American States meeting last
July to give the air of legitimacy to the
Castro regime. Tt bordered on the nau-
seating, Mr. President, to observe what
went on. In the name of détente we
worked against the interests of our sister
American States such as Uruguay, Chile,
and Argentina, whose internal order has
been disrupted by the export of Cuban-
trained revolutionaries throughout South
America.

What is our answer? Détente. I will
wager that not one citizen out of a hun-
dred in America can give a serious and
secure definition of the word.

Even our own security Is threatened in
the major cities of this land by the Cas-
tro-backed Puerto Rican terrorist move-
ment while anti-Castro leaders are as-
sassinated right here in the United States
itself.

So that is why, Mr. Presicent, I am
fed up with negotiated settlements. I am
fed up with the United States never quite
saying what 1t means about communism,
stalemates, coalition governments, and I
think the American people are tired of
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galami-sliced surrender e¢arrying the in-
evitable enormous price tag.

T think the taxpayers are sick of sub-
sidizing Secretary Kissinger’s mistakes.
If the United States is not seeking to win -
then I think we should not enter into a
protected conflict where there is no in-
tent to win. !

I suggest again that the Tunney
amendment, bad as it is, at least has the
virtue of giving the administration a
striking opportunity to reject mistaken
policies of surrender and adopt a clear
anti-Communist stance in the world.

Sponer or later we are going to have
to do it, unless later or sooner we decide
to surrender, period.

Now, the way to peace in Angola is to
get the Soviets and the Cubans out of
there, The way to do that is to get tough
with this thing called détente—whatever
it is.

No negotiation, not even a SALT nego-
tiation, is important if it allows the So-
viets to take the world, piece by plece.
I do not think there is a Senator in this
body who will deny that that is precisely
what has been going on.

1 hope that whatever else the Senate
may do at this time and in connection
with this matter, we will at least en-
deavor to make sure that the American
people understand what is at stake.

In that sense, Angola, aside from its
mineral value, the shipping lanes ques-
tion and all the rest, is a symbol and it
is an opportunity.

I promised to yield to the Benator
for a question.

Mr. PACKWOOD. No more than the
Senator from North Carolina do I trust
the Russians. I think they lie, cheat, and
steal and that their sole foreign policy
is based upon what is in their Interest,
not that they like us or love us. I would
like to think our foreign policy would be
based upon what is good for us.

Mr. HELMS. Does the Senator believe
that is the case? .

Mr. PACKWOOD. I think we delude
ourselves on occasion.

I am not a great supporter of détente.
1 think from time to time there can be
things Russia and the United States
agree on, that happen to be in our mutual
interest. But we should realize then that
each nation agrees upon it and we should
not think it is because we love each other.

But as for Angola, forgetting détente
for & moment because I am not sure if
is ever going to work, what should be our -
obligation toward Angola?

‘Mr. HELMS. I will answer the Senator,
as I tried.to say in my statement, my
concern is for the interest of the United
States.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Right.

Mr. THURMOND. I wish to thank the
able, distinguished Senator from North
Carolina.

Some people have criticized the United
States’ role in Africa, but, as a matter of
fact, the United States does not have

.any bases iri Africa, does it?

Mr. HELMS. No.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the
Soviets have a naval and air base in Ber-~
bera and Somalia with about 1,000 mili-
tary personnel there?
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Mr. HELMS. That is my under-
standing. )

Mr. THURMOND. On the east coast
of Africa? i

Mr. HELMS. That is my under-

standing. .
- Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true also,
that the Soviets are in Mozambique by
‘giving arms and seeking bases there on
the east coast of Africa?

Mr. HELMS. That is correct.

Mr. THURMOND, Is it not true the
‘Soviets are aware their naval facilities on
Guinea on the west coast of Africa pa-
trol the sea lanes off the west coast, of
ships and plahes?

Mr. HELMS. That is the understand-
ing of the Senator from North Carolina,

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
the Soviets have assigned about 2,000
 military advisors to African nations
seeking influence, bases or both?

- Mr., HELMS. My understanding is
identical to that of the Senator from
South Carolina, ' .

I would ask the Senator if he would
estimate what percentage of the Ameri-
can people understand the facts he is so
eloquently bringing out by his questions?

Mr. THURMOND. I am not too sure
that the American people understand
these things because for some unknown
reason, S0 much of the press do not bring
out these facts when it seems to affect
the Soviet Union.

I have hever understood why some of
the media take the position they do.
‘With anything against the United States,
it seems they are right there, Johnny on
the spot.

- Now, Is it not true that the Soviets and
_ their socialist allies in Africa were in-
strumental in getting only 16 of the 46
straftfs;in the Organization for African
Unity to recognize the pro-Soviet MPLA
faction? .

Mr, HELMS, That is my understand-
g

- Mr. THURMOND, Showing that out of
. 46 countries in Africa, only 16, through
prodded by the Soviets, were only able
to induce 16 to recognize the MPLA fac-
tlon as the government in Angola?

Mr. HELMS. That {s factually in ac-
eordance with my understanding.

Mr. THURMOND. Is 1t not true that
the Sovlets were behind the U.S. ex-
pulsion from the Tripoll Air Base in
Libya a few years ago?

Mr., HELMS, The Senator is correct.

Mr. THURMOND, Is it not true that
the Soviets armed and urged Egypt to
launch an attack to regain the Sinai?

Mr. HELMS, No question abou out.

Mr., THURMOND. Is it not also true
that the Soviets have sent in the past 10
Years about $400 million worth of mili-
tary equipment to 10 black African
countries, including Migs and tanks?

Mr, HELMS. The Senator is absolutely
correct, and that raises a question, the
Inescapable question of why.

So they could take over the continent.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
since 1974, Soviet military aid hag gone
to Nigeria, Congo, Uganda, Mali, Tan-
zanla, Zambia, Equatorial Gulena, and
the Central African Republic?

Mr, HELMS. The Senator did say mili-
tary aid, did he not?

in

Mr. THURMOND. That is right.

Mr. HELMS. I draw the distinction be-
cause that is the kind of aid the Soviet
Union gives in an effort to line up and
take over, and that is exactly, as the Sen-
ator so eloquently emphasizes, what they
have in mind in this cage.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
the Soviets and Cubans have been train-
ing MPLA military representatives, esti-
mated to be about 2,000, in Cuba and
Russia since the late 1960’s?

Mr. HELMS. That is my understand-
ing. I would say to the Senator that
earlier this year I visited some South
American countries and Castro-trained
terrorists are all over, They are being
sent out not only in South America, but,
as is so demonstrable in this case, In
Angola. It will happen throughout the
world in. increasing intensity.

The Senator is exactly right.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the
Soviets have transported between 5,000
and 6,000 Cuban soldiers, mostly blacks,
to fight with the MPLA and provided
them with heavy equipment, much more
deadly than the light equipment provided
by the United States to the other side?

Mr. HELMS. That Iinformsation has
been completely verified. I would say
to the Senator,

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true the
Soviets have sent about 400 military ad-
visers to assist the MPLA?

Mr. HELMS. That, too, is correct.

Mr. THURMOND, Is it not true that
only limited aid from the United States,
mainly some small arms, has been sent
indresponse to the heavy Soviet military
aid?

Mr. HELMS. That 1s the understand-
ing of the Senator from North Carolina,
yes.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it not further

_true that the United States aid has not

been direct, but transported mostly in
commerclal carriers through third coun-
tries such as Zaire and Zambia?

Mr. HELMS. That iIs correct.

Mr. THURMOND. In cther words, we
have not sent planes over there, we have
not sent tankers over there, we have not
sent tanks and heavy equipment, such
as the Soviets have sent to the MPLA.

Is it true that intelligence belleves the
Soviet interest In Angola 1s to acquire
use of the deepwater ports, the airfields,
and to monitor the passing ships?

Mr. HELMS. That is correct, as a pre-
lude to taking over the entire country.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it the policy of
the United States to favor a negotiated
settlement between all three factions in
the hope that what we have sent, or the
little aid that we may send, will create
8 deadlock, thus forcing a negotiated
settlement? Is that the real purpose of
our Government so far?

Mr. HELMS. Here is where it gets
sticky in the understanding of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina. It depends
on where we go with our negotiated set-
tlements. If we settle on the Communist
terms, we are repeating the folly of the
past. I am hopeful, as the Senator has
stated, that if a negotiated settlement is
chieved, it will be done sensibly and in
the best interest of containing and re-
straining the advance of communism in
Africa,

~ *
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Mr. THURMOND. Someone says that
we are getting involved over there. It
has been clearly stated by the admin-
istration, even on November 23 by Dr.
Kissinger, Secretary of State, that the
United States will not intervene mili-
tarily in Angola, has it not?

Mr. HELMS. I understand that is what
Dr. Kissinger said.

Mr, THURMOND. Is it true that, by
taking the position it has with regard to
Angola, the Soviets have proven again
that they are ready to foster violence
in pursuit of their aims? i .

Mr. HELMS. I believe that is correct.

Mr, THURMOND. Is it true that the
use of Cuban troops, Soviet advisers and
heavy military equipment far exceeds any
U.S. aid to the Angolan faction?

Mr. HELMS. There is no question
about that.

Mr. THURMOND. Is is true that con-
tinued U.S. aid, tied to a prohibition on
any U.S. personnel involvement, might
force the Soviets 1o back off long enough
to bring about a negotiated settlement?
I realize on that question there is a dif-
ference of opinion, but that is the hope
of our Government in the matter, I
believe.

Mr. HELMS. It is a hope, I say to the
distinguished Senator, that T am afraid
is tissue thin.

As I sald in my earlier remarks, it is
my hope that there will be an under-
standing on the part of our leaders that
we have to deal with the Communists in
a fashion that will preclude a continua-
tion of our giving them everything they
want and their proceeding to do what-
ever they want to do. That is the way
détente has worked up to now, insofar
as the Senator from North Carolina is
concerned. '

Mr. THURMOND, Does the Senator
feel that détente is not worth the paper
on which 1t is written unless one has the

- power to back it?

Mr. HELMS. And the will and the
courage, I would say. :

Mr. THURMOND. One has to have the
power and the will to use the power.

Mr. HELMS. Exactly.

Mr. THURMOND, Otherwise, détente
is of no value.

Mr. HELMS, Détente can be equated to
surrender without the qualities which the
Senator has stated.

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator
feel that the time has come in this time
of history, in this time in which we are
living, that the United States should take
the stand with regard to the Soviet
Union that, “If you do not get out of
Angola, and if you do not quit interven-
ing in the affairs of other countries of
the world, we are going to quit trading
with you. We are not going to sell you
grain, even though it might be to the
advantage of the farmers of America. We
are not going to sell you many other
things which would be of benefit to your

-people in the way of comforts or even

luxuries. In ‘other words, unless you
abandon your goal of world aggression
and intent to take over other countries,
we will not carry on business with you.”

Furthermore, would it even be wise to
cancel diplomatic relations if they can-
not work with us on an equal basis?

Mr. HELMS. I say to the Senator that
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it is the impression of the Senator from
North Carolina that it is dangerous to
pat a rattlesnake on the head. That is
‘précisely what we have been doing. We
have been acceding to the Communists
and the Soviet Union for all of these
years. We have protracted the negotia~
tions. We have, in the end without fail,
yielded on their terms. I say that is a bad
way to conduct foreign policy, if indced
it can be called foreign policy.

Mr. THURMOND. Is It true that as
long as we attempt to placate and ap-
pease the Communists, the more they are

going to ask, the more they are going to
demand, and the harder it Is going to be
for us to live in the same world with
them? )

Mr. HELMS. Not only that, I would say
to the Senator, but in the meantime
they are growihg stronger. They are
growing stronger with material assists
from us, as in the case of wheat, in the
ease of the truck factories, in the case of
21l sorts of arrangeménts which have

een made through the years which, in
the judgment of the Senator from North
Carnling, were totally unwise and un-
justifled.

Mr. THURMOND. Does the Senator,
for Instance, go back to 1962 when Pres-
fdent Kennedy agreed to sell the Soviets
wheat? We not only sold them wheat
which would efiable them to keep more
men in their missile factories and gun
plants, but also we guardnteed repay-
ment to the bankers that loaned the
Bovlets the money to buy the wheat.
Mr. HELMS. The Senator is correct.
Mr. THURMOND. Does that make

gense? Is that helping to build up the '

Soviet Government and keep Its 200 mil-
‘Hon people under their control?

My, HELMS. The Senator is absolutely
correct.

Mr. THURMOND. If people got hun-
gry over there, they would rise up in a
revolt, would they not?

Mr. HELMS. Or they would start grow-
ing their own wheat and building their
own appliances: i

Mr. THURMOND. And they would not
be building muhitions to such an extent.

‘Mr. HELMS. That is correct, That is
all the Senator from North Carolina has
gver contended. Nobody would more wel-
come peace in the world and complete
accord with everybody than the Senator
from North Carolina. But that is not
what we are nioving to. We are moving
toward absolute totalitarianism in the
world, and it is being done under the
screen of détente and negotiated settle-
ments, and, I might add, complete mis-
representation of so many situations.

T daresay to the Senator that only a
small percentage of the American people
understand really what happened in
Vietnam, the no-win war that the Sena~
tor is so familiar with, and all of the
tragedies that grew out of that. But I

- think we haye to confront the inevitable:
are we opposed to tyranny? Are we ob-
posed to communism? Do we really un-
derstand what it is? And then the ques-
tion, Do we have the courage to stand up
e it? That is the question I believe which
is raised by the Tunney amendment.

Mr. THURMOND. Is it true that if this
country had enforced the Paris agree-
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ment with regard to Vietnam, which we
probably could have done by using the
Air Force for 1 or 2 days to let them
know we meant business; South Vietnam
would be a free nation today?

Mr. HELMS. I do not believe there is
any question about it. I have talked with
so many friends who were in Vietnam, as
I know the Senator has—and he, far
more than I, as a matter of fact—who
have told me of the frustration they felt
in not being allowed to win a war they
could have won. Yet the American people
have been given an impression of Viet-
nam that is just not accurate.

They ought to ask some of the people
who were there. We should have won it.
Communism could have been contained
and restrained, but it was not done.

Mr. THURMOND. And is it not true
we could have won the war in Korea, but
had a stalemate?

Mr. HELMS. No question about it.

Mr. THURMOND. That was the first
war this country never won.

Mr. HELMS. No question about it.

Mr. THURMOND. And is not not true
that we had the Vietnam war as a
consequence?

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is absolutely
correct.’

Mr. THURMOND. And there we spent
over $150 billion, had 50,000 men killed
and over 300,000 wounded, and then
turned tail and ran, so to speak?

Mr. HELMS. And we departed from
Vietnam with all of the concessions in
favor of the Communists. Their troops
were allowed to stay in the South, and
it is no wonder that Vietnam fell. All of
the concessions were given to the Com-
munists, and none to the people of South
Vietnam.

Mr. THURMOND. Is not the Senator
of the opinion that the United States
should not go to war unless we have to,
but once we go to a war we ought to
put all the power we have into it;, air
power, sea power, ground power, artil-
lery power, all the power we have, to
win it, get out, and get through; and we
stayed in Vietnam 10 years and never
did that, did we?

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is correct;
we did not.

Mr. THURMOND: And does the Sena-
tor not think that is one reason the peo-
ple of this country now feel as they do
toward the whole situation existing
throughout the world?

Mr. HELMS. The people of this coun-
try have lost faith in so many of their
institutions because they have seen prin-
eiples eroded and even destroyed.

Mr. THURMOND. They have seen ex-
pediency control instead of principle,
have they not?

Mr. HELMS. I am sad to say the

Senator is correct. .

Mr. THURMOND. I commend the able
Senator from North Carolina. I just wish
we had a whole Congress, Senate and
House of Representatives, who had the
vision, the ability, and the integrity that
he does, who could understand this world
situation and would be willing to grapple
with it as he does.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator for
his generous reraarks, and I assure him
they are reciprocated threefold. :

N
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Mr. President, is the Senator from
North Carolina correct in his impression
that he holds the floor as a result of &
unanimous-consent agreement obtained
by the distinguished Senator from Idaho,
which stipulated that under no circum-
stances would the Senator from Idaho
lose his right to the floor by ylelding to
me? Is that correet?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUppLESTON) . The Chair is advised the
Senator is correct.

Mr, HELMS. I thank the Chair. I ask
unanimous consent that, with the right
of the Senator from Idaho protected as
stipulated in that unanimous-consent
agreement, I be permitted to yield to my
distinguished colleague from North
Carolina (Mr. MORGAN).

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

Mr. MORGAN. I thank my distin-
guished colieague from North Carolina,

Mr. President, I wanted to take this
opportunity to make some observations
concerning the matter that is before the
Senate, and also to repeat some observa-
tions that I had made recently concern-
ing our foreign policy.

While I think sometimes we are at-
tempting to conduct the foreign policy
of this country for and on behalf of the
President rather than by consulting and
advising with the President, I do belleve
that the debate today has been as infor-
mative and helpful as any debate that
I have heard on foreien policy since I
have been in the Senate.

I was especially pleased this morning
to hear the very enlishtened discussion
by the distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. Stevenson), and I think per-
haps his point of view mizht be a satis-
factory solution to the question that is
before us.

Mr. President, I believe this: Notwith-
standing all of the oratorv and the de-
bate, the problem facing us when we
turn to foreign policy is. in my opinion,
very easy to define. There are only a
small number of alternatives involved.

We can take up the call of isolationism,
pull back our initiatives, and ignore the
world. As the distinguiched Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGoveRN) bointed
out with a quotation from a news colum-
nist this morning, if we lost Angola “We
still have the Atlantic Ocean between
us.”

As he read that auotation to the Sen-
ate, I thought it rather ironic that I had
in mv pocket at that time a quotation
frm the January 22, 1929, CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, that I had copied this morning.
1t was a similar statement bv a very dis-
tinguished and able former U.S. Senator.

It referred, of course, to the debate
then involving our rendering of aid and
assistance to our European allies after
Hitler had taken several countries in
Europe. So it, too, involved a debate on
foreign policy.

In essence, this is whet that distin-
guished Senator had to savy:

The United States need not and shall not
be involved. 'We have an isolated location,
and it is stiil isolated in spite of all of the
improvements in air transportation.

That was as late as January 22, 1939.
But, Mr. President we found later that
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we were not as isolated as that distin-
guished Senator had thought on that day
in 1939. And I would suggest that we are
not as isolated today as the quotation by
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota this morning would tend to in-
dicate.

In other words, if we take up the call
of isolationism, we can turn the world
_over to the Communists, for both the
~Boviet Union and China are expansionist
nations. BEach wants to expand as far as
- possible its sphere of influence. Russia’s
domination of Xastern Europe and
Ching’s domination of eastern Asia are
today almost accomplished facts. Only a

" pittful few nations in both parts of the

.world have heen able to maintain their
independence, and even they are in con-
stant jeopardy.

The Soviet Union and China have no

’ <‘ompunction about aiding Communist

< movements throughout the world. And
original although my remarks were pre-
pared 2 or 3 months ago, Mr. President,
1 thought it interesting to note that in
the debate this morning it was pointed
out that when the Belgians granted inde-
pendence to the Congo, the Russians
were just as quick to move in then as
they have béen in Angola now.

It was pointed out this mormng by the
distinguished Senator frolm New York
(Mr. Javits), a very able man, that the

“'Russians were kicked out of t.he Congo.
If my knowledge of history and my recol-
‘lection of recent events and investiga-
tions by the Church committee serve me

- corréctly, I rather suspect that the rea-
son why the Russians were kitked out of
the Congo was largely the covert action
of our Government in the support and
encouragément given to that govern-
ment. .

Ho I am not so sure that, if the Soviet
Union decides to maintain its position in
Angola and we do abandon it, the people
.of that nation will be able to rid them-
selves of the Sovxet influence alone.

', I doubt that any nation in Africa has
removed that mﬁuence without some en-
couragement and assistance from those
who stand angd resist the expansionist
programs of the Communist nations.

If we should choose in this country to
abandon democratlc movements in the
third world, the Communist movements
are sure to succeed. As a matter of fact,
these Communist countries are always
ready to oppose any movement in ‘the
world that seems sympathetic to the
Western ideals of freedom.,

Angola is now the most obvious ex-
ample. There we already have heard
what the Sov1et Union has done to
foment strife and trouble and to domi-
nate at least 30 percent of the population
of that country as the Portuguese have
moved out.

Communists are indeed persistent ad-
versaries and, if we should choose isola-
tionism as a poilcy, these adversaries will
quickly move into any vacuum our isola-
tionism crea.tes

Of course, isolationism is an extreme
position. Its other extreme is antagonism.
At times we Amencans have also adopted
this policy. We did it at the coldest part
of the cold war, We opposed almost every

‘move or every initiative of the Soviet
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Union and the Chmese In large part our
efforts were mostly and highly success-
ful. Our efforts maintained the freedom

“of Greece, Italy, Turkey, West Berlin,

and South Korea, among others.

We heard discussed in the secret ses~
sion ways in which we helped these coun-
tries maintain their freedom.

I suggest to the Senate and to my col-
leagues everywhere that had our actions
in Italy after World War II been made
public before they took place they would
have been totally ineffective and that
country would have succumbed to com-
munism shortly after World War IIL

But this policy also got us into two land
wars in Asia. As we all know, one was
fought to an inconclusive result and the
other was lost entirely.

It was this extreme position and the
difficulties we were having making it work
that has led, I believe, to the strained
isolationism that we now find in our so-
clety today. Unfortunately, one failure
seems to erase all of our successes. Hav-
ing been bitten by one dog, so to speak,
we now refuse to approach any other.

We seem willing to abandon even
longstanding commitments. Our oppo-
nents are not so shallow. Defeats do not
deter their initiatives. To them any op-
portunity is an opportunity for success.
That they have often failed is not a de-

terrent. Failure to them is but a tempo-

rary setback. To us it seems to be the
end.

It is inconceivable to me that we should
withdraw so completely. It seems incon-
ceivable to me that we should have so
little faith in the ability of our ideas. We
made this Nation into a model of freedom
and prosperity. Do we now feel that our
position is too weak to propagate? Do
we now feel %¥hat others cannot benefit
from the freedoms which have been ours
to enjoy? Why are we willing to surrender
them to Communist totalitarianism?

It seems to me that some in our society
may be panicking. I suggest, Mr. Presi-
dent, our pride in this country has suf-
fered more than our position.

‘We are still the most powerful Nation
in the world. Whether we want it or not,
the position of leadership in the world
has been thrust upon this-Nation.

I have heard today in the Chamber of
this Senate the suggestion that, if the
freedom of Angola is so important, why
do we not call upon our NATO allies to
carry the burden of maintalning aud
bringing freedom there?

I say, Mr. President, I would feel much
better about it if our good friends in
Western Europe were to assume more of
a role of leadership in protecting free-
dom around the world. But because they
fail to carry their part of the burden,
are we also going to fail in the role of
leadership that has been thrust upon us
by the high ideas that we believe in and
the success that has been ours?

How I remember, Mr. President, ‘the

words of that young dynamic new Pres-
ident, John F. Kennedy, as I stood here
in the snow in 1961 and listened to his
inaugural address and heard him say

words to this effect. I do not remember

them verbatim and I do not have them
here, but it was something to this effect:

~ »
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Let every natwn know, whether it wishes
us well or i1, that we shall pay any price,
bear any burden, meet any hardship, sup-
port any friend, oppose any foe, in order to
assure the survival and the success of liberty.

Have we in this country forgotten
those great principles to which we com-
mitted ourselves on that cold January
day here in 1961°?

Because we badly handled our last con-
frontation in Vietnam, are we now to say
that we no longer will offer encourage-
ment and aid to those who have the cour-
age and the stamina to stand up and
resist Communist aggression and expan-
sionism wherever it is to be found in the
world?

I say that there is no reason for free-

. dom-loving Americans to abandon the

Third World totalitarianism, for if we
do we are not only isolationists, we shall
find ourselves isolated.

So what alternative remains? If we are
to be neither isolationists nor all-out
antagonist, where can we stand? The
answer obviously is somewhere between
the two. The trouble with being all-out
antagonist is that each confrontation
brings the world to the brink of a nuclear
war, and no person in his right mind
canh countenance that possibility.

So I think, Mr. President, that détente
with great powers seems inevitable. I like
to think of détente as meaning the im-
provement of our relations with other
nations, with Russia. I believe we should
have approached it more cautiously than
we did. But if we are to avoid this kind
of confrontation, I do not hbelieve we
can rule out the question of détente.

I heard earlier in the debate that we
simply should cut off all aid to the Afri-
can nation of Angola and say to the So-
viet Union, “If you don’t get out, we will
have no more SALT talks. We will sell
you no more wheat.” We will rebuild, in
effect, the Iron Curtain.

I suggest, Mr. President, that rekin-
dling the hostilities that formerly existed
between the Soviet Union and this coun-
try may very well generate and create
more dangers for our Nation than the
matter we are considering now. We sim-
ply cannot go to war with the Soviet Un-~
ion or with Communist China. The de-
struction that would result is simply too
horrible to contemplate. I think that no
one in his right mind can advocate such
a position. But this-does not mean that
we.should become isolationists.

I suggest that we are turning inward
at this point, although I am sure that
many of my colleagues will disagree with
me. But we cannot become isolationist
in this country. The Third World is fer-
tile ground for the growth of freedom
and democracy, and both overt and co-
vert forms of influence are available to
us. There is no reason in the world why
we should not use our influence to direct
the course of history in the Third World.
To me, it seems immoral not to do so. :

If we truly believe that if men are born
with an inalienable right, we must be-
lieve that Africans and Asians are born
with it, and we cannot agree to any at-
tempt to alienate them, Freedom is too
precious to abandon. It is precious here;
it is precious there; it is precious every-
where.
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Recent criticisms of our attempt to
steer the course of history in the third
world has led many to think that we
should abandon this meaningful alter-
native. Some are arguing that we should
only involve ourselves in the internal af-
fairs of another country when it is essen-
tial o our national interests. From this
premdse they argue that since the affairs
of the Congo—Zaire—are not essential
to our national interests, we should not
have become involved in the eafly 1960’s
in the Congo; that since the affairs of
Chile are not essential to our national
interests, we should not have become in-
volved in Chile; and that since the affairs
of Portugal and Angola are not essential
to our national interest, we should not
have become involved in Angola.

8¢ far as the Third World countries
are concerned, it is perhaps also possible
to argue that any particular nation’s
affairs are not essential to our Nation's
tnterest. Of course, what goes on in the
Congo, taken by itself, has little, if any,
effect on our national interest; and the
same can be sald of Chile, Portugal, An-
gola, and any of the other Third World
nations. But I suggest that we cannot
conslder each nation by itself when con-
sidering what is and what-is not in our
national interest; for when dealing with
the Communist world, we have to deal
with it collectively. Although the
Congo—or Zaire, as it is now called—
Chile, Portugal, and Angola individually
have lttle, if any, bearing on our
national interest, if we permit each Third
‘World nation to go Communist, the result
‘indeed will be detrimental to our na-
tional interest. For the result would be an
isolated America, buffeted by the winds
of & united Communist world, maintain-

- ing its freedom only by the threat of nu-
clear war, cut off from natural resources
and trading partners—in short, one free
nation surrounded by a totalitarian
world. ’

Hoy long does one think we can survive
in that kind of situation? The answer Is
obvious enough, The freedom of men will
have been relegated to history.

But, believe me, freedom is much too

_ precious to be lost by default. Foreign
policy is an important ingredient in our
overall national program. It is a defense
not only for our shores, but also the
sHores of other démocratic Third World
nations. We must do what we can to
preserve the freedom of the world; for
we shall ind that one free country in the
world—ours—cannot survive alone. An
isolated country is sure to be only a tem-

' porary bastion of freedom. It is our one
sure road to destruction, and I sincerely

" hope that we do not follow it. .
~ Mr. President, the debate before this
bocy now, in my opinion, is a debate on
more than the question of whether or not

we shall give another $25 million or $30.

million of military aid and assistance to
Angola.

T conclude my remarks by saying, Mr.
President, that the remarks I made, es-
sentially, were prepared a long time ago.
I thought of making them several times,
But it is a duestion that has bothered me.
I o not understand how the President
can carry out his constitutional obliga-
tions and duties of conducting foreign

policy in a fishbowl. Of course, the
American people have a right to know.
But, Mr. President, many of the things
that are going on in Government we in
Congress must hold in trust for the
American people.

The present crisis was not handled by
the President in a vacuum. Appropriate
committees of Congress were kept in-
formed. T was informed as a member of
one of the committees.” Nevertheless, I
think it is well that the question has
been debated.

I am not sure, at this moment, how I
would vote on the Tunney amendment, as
amended by the distinguished Senator
from New York. I have mixed emotions.
I think it would be catastrophic in a way
if we say to the President of the United
States, “You cannot do anything else for
the preservation of freedom in Angola.”
It would say to those brave individuals—
and I am sure there are thousands of
them-—who thought they were going to
have freedom, “You cannot look to your
friends across the way for any more
help.”

It would also serve notice, in my
opinion, to others seeking freedom and
seeking to maintain their freedom
around the world that they possibly could
not look to this great Nation for assist-
ance in preservation of their freedom.

No one would argue or contend for one
moment that we should even commit one
troop to that conflict. The President has
made that clear, and I voted for the
Griffin amendment this afternoon for
the purpose of reiterating that.

But where do we draw the line? T am
sure that is the same gquestion that many
of those who have been looking to us
are asking tonight. I have detected, in
recent weeks, a definite crumbling away
of support for our courageous and brave
friends in Israel. Without our support,
that free nation cannot survive.

On the other hand, I have agonized
over the thought that maybe it is best
to adopt this amendment in this par-
ticular debate, for if it is not adopted, it
will surely be a political issue in next
year’s campaign to stir the emotions of
the American people—much as the de-
bate in the last campaign involved a
question of our foreign policy.

8o, I may very well vote for it; I do not
know, realizing the dangerous conse-
guences of it.

I was particularly impressed this morn-
ing with the very calm and deliberate—
and I might say one of the few calm
and deliberate discussions of this issue
before the Senate—of the distinguished
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON).
It seems to me that he has approached
it in a logical manner, considering the
consequences both ways. I Lave jolned
with Senator STEVENSON in sponsoring
his resolution, although it may never
come to a vote because of the rules. Bub
it seems to me that if we really do believe
in the United Nations, this might be the
proper route for us to follow.

‘It involved more than immediately
calling on the United Nations to con-
demn, not Just one nation for becom-
ing involved, but all nations that are in-
volved. As I recall the resolution, it called
for a cessation of assistance while this
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matter was brought to the attention of
the United Nations and while our lead-
ers begin to work and negotiate with the
leaders of the Soviet Union. It seems to
me that this is an honorable and perhaps
the most effective way out of the di-
lemma in which we find ourselves.

Finally, it has been suggested that we
ought not to assist the two factlions in
Angola because they are also being as-
sisted by other nations whose ideologies
do not agree with ours, other nations who
violate human. rights.

But T mention also that the African
nations did not condemn that nation,
although I do not understand and I do
not think anyone does, just how much
involvement there is. But is there & na-
tion on the face of the Earth that has
violated human rights and dignity more
than the Soviet Union? We know of the
indignities and the persecution that are
being endured by the Soviet Jews.

I had a Jewish lady in my office last
week who had emigrated from Russia to
Israel with her little girl, bringing me
information of her husband, who is con-
fined in prison in the Soviet Union. That
was information which indicated beyond
any doubt, to me, that her husband is
enduring the most trying hardships that
any human being can endure. So I say,
Mr. President, that no nation has in-
fringed upon the rights of its citizens
more than the Soviet Union and, not-
withstanding the Helsinki Agreement,
we know that the document which guar-
anteed to the citizens of Europe the right
to travel freely was nothing more to the
Soviet Union than empty promise and &
worthless piece of paper. :

Fven the great winner of the Nobel
prize was unable to leave that country.

So, Mr. President, I suggest this Is, per-
haps, the most serious matter or certain- -
1y one of the most serious matters that
has been before this body during the 11
months I have been privileged to serve
jn this body. It is one that this body
should not approach emotionally and
uncompromisingly. It is one we should
try to resolve together for the bhest in-
terests of America and the best interests
of free men and women everywhere.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Srone). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk’ pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask un-
animous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

(Mr.

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask un-
aninmous consent that James Lucier of
my staff be granted privilege of the floor
during the consideration of this amend-
ment and any votes thereon.

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask it be
in order for me to ask for a quorum call
protecting the previously stated rights
of the Senator from Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Norih Carolina for
protecting my right to the floor under
the unanimous consent that we had
previously agreed upon.

_ As I think most Menibers of the Sen-

ate are aware, there has been for the
last hour and 45 minutes a meeting, at-
tempting to find a resolution of the prob-
lem we are now confronted with.

That meeting has not been completed
and discussions are continuing.

While those Members are involved in
that meeting and further discuss the
possible solution that might be applied
to the question that has been pending
before the Senate at this time and also
the parllamentary problem which con-
fronts the Senate in dealing with this
possible solution, I think it might be
useful to discuss for a few minutes some
of the arguments that have been raised
and have only been partially discussed
thus far in the open sessions.

There have been a number of Sena-
tors who have remarked that they are
afraid that thls involvement in Angola
and its progression portended another
Vietnam, that somehow we will be sucked
., into another Vletnam Yet the Senator

from New York (Mr. JAVITS) very prop-
erly remarked yesterday that the Griffin
amendment was unnecessary. The Grif-
fin amendment today was defeated, be-
-cause of the arguments that it was un-
necessary because of the passage of the
War Powers Act which makes it impossi-
ble for us to get sucked into another
Vietnam in the same way that we es-
calated through assistance, through ad-
visers, through military advisers "and
then directly into troop involvement;
that is not possible any longer under
the War Powers Act.

I think the fears which have been
expressed, and I think legitimate fears
expressed by a number of the Members
of the Senabe, that we might thus be
progressing into another Vietnam is an
inaccurate reflection of a very real fear,
not in technical terms of being sucked
into another Vietnam, but in the way of
an escalation of involvement.

I think that is possible under what we
are talking about. I think if we confine
it to those terms we will understand the
concerns that people are expressing when

they use that terminology.

‘We not only have the War Powers Act,
but we also have on the record the state~
ment of the President of the United
Btates and of the Secretary of State very
clearly saying that no troops will be com-
mltted that that is absolutely impossible.

8o we are not talking about precisely
following the escalation of involvement
in Angola in the same way we did in
Vietnam.

It has been suggested by some that we
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should not be involved a,s,we are with the

‘factions that we are simply because

South Africa is also Involved. Well, I
think that is an equal paranoia with
those who charge others with wanting
to be involved on the opposite side of the
Soviet Union no matter where they are
or why. I think just to be uninvolved be-

.cause South Africa is involved is equally

blind as to be involved siraply because
the Soviet Union is. )

I am concerhed, Mr. President, that
in the consideration of our policy here
we have not adequately reflected on the
problems that deal with Soviet aims,
goals and penetra'c;on in Africa. Earlier
in closed session I made reference to
the situation that exists on, the other
side of Africa, on the Indian Ocean side,
in Somalia.

It has been suggested here that we do
not need to fear Soviet presence in An-
gola, because they are fiercely national-
istic: that the black African countries
are so nationalistic that Soviet presence
is an impossibility.

Yet, what is the fact in Somalia? Are
they less nationalistic than other Afri-
can countries? Is there anyone who really
believes that the leadership in Somalia
is less inclined to be concerned about the
maintenance of their independence than
other black African nations are? The
fact is that there is a Russian military
base in Somalia, at Berbera.

In July of this last year I had the
privilege of participating with several
other Members of the Senate in a delega-
tion meeting in Moscow with the lead-
ers of the Soviet Union. That delegation
was led by the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HuMpPHREY) and
the distinguished Senator from New York
(Mr. Javirs). Others, mcludmg Senator
MORGAN, were present in that delegation.

As T recall, on the second day of July
we sat across the table from some of our
counterparts in the Supreme Soviet, the
leaders of that country in fact as well as
in name. The question was directly asked
about the allegations of a Soviet military
presence and base in Somalia.

They just ridiculed that. They were
sitting less than 5 feet away from me
when they did, right across the table.
They laughed at the suggestion that they
were involved. All they were doing at
Berbera was helping the Somalia Gov-
ernment build a port facility for com-
mercial port reasons.

Three or 4 days later the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BARTLETT)
was present.in that country with a
group from our Government inspecting
the facilities on the ground and from
the air in Berbera.

Our delegation happened at that time
to have moved on to Leningrad, in the
Soviet Union.

The Senator from Oklahoma has re-
ported to the Senate and to the country
by written report that their inspection
revealed not only the presence of Soviet
military personnel in Berbera, but the
construction of what is obviously a mis-
sile-handling facility in Somalia.

The President of that country had as-
sured our delegation that they could
have access to anything they wanted to

see. There were no areas in his country
that were off limits. The delegation could
go anywhere they wanted and look at
anything they wanted to look at in Ber-
bera to satisfy themselves.

The Senator from Oklahoma reported
to the Senate and to the country that
as they followed his charge to look, and
the guarantee of the President of that
country that they could look at any-
thing, they were denied access to certain
areas in Berbera; that they went to the
gates of the barbed wire enclosures and
were met with soldiers with guns leveled -
at them from behind sandbags who said,
“You will not enter here.”

The Senator’s response was, “The
President told us we could see anything
we wanted to see. Why can we not enter
here?” )

They said, “You cannot enter here,
because this is a Soviet base.”

Yet, 3 or 4 days before I had been sit-
ting across the table from the leaders of
the Soviet Union in Moscow and they had
told us there was nothing to those rumors
or charges.

So I do not think we can just brush
aside the consideration of whether or not
there will be expanded Soviet military
operations based in Angola simply on the
basis that these countries are fiercely
nationalistic or that we have no proof
they want to build a military base in An-
gola.

I believe it is a possibility. I believe it is
a consideration that ought to be included
in the evaluation of our policy concern-
ing Angola. From our discussions, both
in open sggsion and in closed session, I be-
lieve it is fair to say that, based upon the
evidence, we have not even considered
that fact. We should have consuiered
that fact.

The committees and those individuals
who have suggested to us we should ter-
minate involvement in Angola ought to
be able to tell the Senate, and ought to
be able to tell the people of this country,
they have considered that fact, and they
have decided after mature consideration
of that possibility further involvement in
Angola is not justified.

They cannof make that statement. In
fairness, I would think they would agree
with me they have not tried to make that
statement to us, because they have not
considered that possibility.

I am concerned, too, that the sugges-
tion is made that we shall confine our
neéw programing money and covert activ-
ity to intelligence gathering alone, I as-
sume that if we are going to do that, if
we are going to be consistent, we are going
to say that is true wherever we are in-
volved; we are not going to enter into co-
vert military assistance to any country.

Maybe the Members of this body who
have been suggesting that will make a
distinction. Maybe they will make the
distinction that we should confine the
reprogramed or covert activities to in-
telligence gathering and intelligence in-
formation activities, and that only in the
event of a positive action of Congress
shall we engage in military supply any-
where in the world.

I think that kind of a policy might be
very wisely adopted by Congress. I be-
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lieve that is a policy which I could sup-
port. But it has not been presented to us
as s general pollcy for the Congress of
the United States or the Government of

the United States. It has been presented-

to us as a policy which applies only to
Angola. ‘

"I have to ask myself, why? What ra-
tional distinction has been made which
says that in this instance this shall be
* our policy, but in other instances it Is
not our policy?

I think we must be concerned about
the implications that that will have If,

~ 1indeed, the distinction I have suggested

is not the reason why fthey are making
that policy statement. If, without that
distinction, it is to be our policy that
we will supply money to acquire informa-
tion to guide our own decisions, then I
would suggest that that same kind of de~
cistonmaking process will apply also in
the Middle East. And what does that do
to the commitments that we have under-
taken with respect to Israel as well as to
other countries in the Middle East? Are
‘we, by that application of policy pursued
on a broader scale, then, to confine our-
selves to Intelligence gathering and in-
formational processes, and are we going
to say, then, to other countries in the
Micddle East, “There will be no military
assistance from henceforth from the
Congress of the United States and the
pecple of the United States?” ‘

If that is to be our policy, or that is
the implication of those who seek in this
instance to initiate that policy, then I
think we had better know it now. And
if it is not, then I suggest we had better
know what the rational distinction is
that keeps that from being the policy
" that would be applied in the Middle East
as well as in Africa. :

Mr. President, I am concerned, too,
when we get into the question of how our
policy and our involvement in Africa may
_affect the relationships between national
groups In Africa. It is suggested by some,
if I understand their arguments cor-
rectly, that we must not be involved in
Angola because to do so will inflame the
racial tensions in Southern Africa. Yet
it seems to me that a hasty application
of the Tunney amendment to this bill
and the siqual that that would be to
the Soviet Union to increase its penetra-
tion in Angola and in Southwest Africa
could very well lead to a worsening of
raclal relations, not because of the ac-
tion we took there, but because of the
action we take here.

- Why do I say that? Mr. President, I
think it is obvious frum the statements
that have been made by the people who
are involved in this debate in Angola—
not in the arguments made here, not in
the arguments made in NATO councils,
but in arguments made by people within
Angola itselfi—that the institution of rule
by the segment of society being backed
by the Soviet Union could lead to the
extinction of terrorist activities aimed
at a change of internal political policies
in Southwest Africa, in Rhodesla, and in
South Africa, and we would see across
those borders the beginning of the flow
of terrorist activities in much the same
way we have seen it across the borders of
Israel, which has exacerbated the very

difficult situation that exists there, and
that has made it almost impossible for
us to reach a resolution of the political or
military situation in the Middle East, and
we would see across the borders of these
countries the beginning of a guerrilla
worfare which is directed toward a
change of racial balance, and therefore
becomes a very real addition to racial
tensions in the entire region of South-
western Africa.

I think, Mr. President, that rather
than contributing to the easing of racial
tenslons, we might very well, by this
action, exacerbate the raclal tensions
that exist already in that area of the
world.

And when we start looking at the
question of, “Well, will the United States
be alined itself against black African
countries if we continue the policy which
is the policy of the United States today,”
1 think it is well that we look toward the
best evidence of what may occur in the
minds of Africans by looking at their
statements. )

T think the Senate ought to look at the
content of the debate that occurred in
the United Nations on December 10, just
a week ago yesterday. That debate, which
took place over a resolution which had
originally been devised to condemn the
policles of raclal separation in South
-Africa. had been changed suddenly in its
character by a resolution offered by the
Soviet Union as an amendment to that
resolution, which would bave condemned
South Africa’s intervention in the in-
ternal affairs of Angola.

One difference, though, from the
statements that have been made here on
the floor of the Senate in the last 2 days,
is that that would have had automatic
unquestioning support of all black Afri-
can nations, who condemn South Africa
for their intervention in Angola. But
what was the fact? What did actually
happen? :

The Soviet Union did not succeed in
their condemnation of South Africa in
that instance, becaus~ other black Af-
rican nations very quickly pointed out
that South Africa was not the only
country, even the major offender, in
the intervention in internal affairs in
Angola, that the Soviet Union itself was
the major offender in the intervention,
and the black African natlons presented
an amendment to that resolution which
would have condemned all foreign in-
tervention in Angola; and in the debate
on that amendment it was clear that
they were talking about the interven-
tion of the Soviet Union. -

The debate raged. T have transcripts
of the debate that took place at thit
time.

The arguments were raised by various
of the black African nations in support
of and in opposition to the amendment
which was offered by the representative
of the Government of Zaire, condemn-
ing all foreign intervention in Angola,
to exclude that resolution which the So-
viet Union had offered which would
have condemned only South Africa but
to include the condemnation of the So-
viet Union’s activities in Angola, and
that debate makes very interesting
reading for those who are concerned

about black Africans’ reactions to for-
eign intervention in Angola.

The upshot or the final result of that
debate was that both of the amend-
ments were withdrawn. They were with-
drawn after the Soviet Union amend-
ment was rejected on a vote of 42 to 43
with 43 abstentions.

If those who believe that the black
African reaction to the intervention in
Angola must be so uniformly adverse
to the position that we have taken, I in-
vite them to look at that action taken
in the United Nations and to take a look
at the debate that took place and to
consider the vote that occurred only a
week ago yesterday in the United Na-
tions in New York, because I think it
begins to paint a very different picture
of black Africans’ reactions to foreign
intervention in Angola.

For those who wish a little bit more
background about that debate and the
meaning of that debate, I invite the at~
tention of Members to an article that
appeared in the New York Times on the
11th of December which is entitled
“Moynihan Accused in UN. on Angola.”
But the point which I refer occurs In the
third paragraph in that article by John
F. Burns. I read from that article this
portion:

Diplomats in touch with the sponsors of
the amendment which was supported by the
Soviet Union and opposed by the United
States sald that it had been withdrawn when
it became apparent 1t could not win & ma-
jority of votes in the assembly.

T also call attention of the Senate to
the article that appeared in the Wash-
ington Post on Thursday, December 11,
just 1 week ago today, a bylined article
by Victor Vorza, entitled “A New Wave
of Soviet Expansionism.” He points to
a couple of matters which are of par-
ticular interest in our discussion of pol-
icy in Angola, and let me read briefly
from that article:

The relaxation of international tensions,
Pravda says, has been a powerful force be-
hind the new upsurge in the struggle for
the total liberation of peoples, and Commu-
nist Soviet Forelgn Minlster Andrei Gromyko
explains that that support of national 1ib-
eration forces is an extremely important sec-
tor of our foreign policy work.

At another point in the same article,
Mr. Vorza makes this comment:

But if the Kremlin 1s allowed to get away
with 1t, Angola may prove to be only the be-
ginning of a new drive to expand Soviet
power under the cover of detente and not
just in the third world.

If Members wish further material and
editorial comment in regard to this situ-
ation, I suggest that they read the edi-
torial that appeared in the Washington
Post on the 15th of December in which,
among other things, the editorial had
this to say:

In the United Nations the other day, for
instance, the ‘-Russians suffered a smart set-
back, one of their first of this sort in years,
when the bottom fell out from under a pro-
posed amendment that would have ignored
Soviet intervention and condemned only
the Angolan role of South Africa whose in-
tervention 1s at once much smaller than
Moscow’s and more justified.

Mr. President, I think it is important
for us to note this course of events and
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the commentary on the events by peobple
who have been much closer to it and I
hope more informed by it than has been
the case for many Members of the Senate
of the United States.

There is another factor that needs to
be consldered as we look at the motiva-
tions of the emerging countries.

T agree with the statement that has
been made in the Chamber of this Senate
that no foreign power is going to have
great success in penefrating the govern-
ments of any of the African countries if
they do not use force. But if they are
willing to use force or if they are willing

to use enough economic aid to buy their .

‘way in, they can, in some instances, be
successful in either subverting the gov-
ernment or turning that govprnment’s
interests toward their own interests.

Why is it that the Soviet Union has
falled in many of its overtures to emerg-
ing countries in the past? I think it can
be rather clearly stated because these
countries that are throwing oftf the yoke
of colonialism are not willing to substi-
tute one colonial master for another. I
think, as the colonial empires grew start-
ing late in the 17th century and through
the 18th and 19th centuries and were
used for economic exploitation of the col-
onized areas of the world, these people
threw off that yoke in order to seéek not
only political freedom but economic op-
portunity for thei}* people. ‘

Their experience when they have fallen
within the Soviet orb has been that they
gel, neither political freedom nor eco-
nomic progress.

To the extent that they are within the
Soviet orb, they find themselves dxploited
in exactly the same way thaf they felt
themselves exploifed under the colonial
empires of the preceding century.

The new colonialism of the Soviet
expansionism has been all too evident to
the people who have lived under it.

Witness the course of events in country
after country where the Soviet Union
moved in as colonial powers moved out.
We will find that those countries got only
one thing from the Soviet Union: mili-
tary support, military goods, and they
paid for them. They paid for them in
whatever resources they had at prices
which were very favorable to the Soviet
Union.

. Analyze case after case after case of
countries that have gone that route,
tasted that cup, and discarded it be-
catse they found that, although they
could get military supplies to fight
against colonial oppression, they could
get military supplies to fight over who
should control the new country, and they
could get military supplies to subvert the
governments of adjacent areas or to dis-
rupt the political stability in the region
in which these countries are located, they
could not get any meaningful economic
assistance, and no real economic growth
-occurred for them.

So country after country after country,
having gone through that evolution, has
turtied away from the help of the Soviet
Union and toward a greater and freer
economic coordination with the Western
powers. They do not seek to substitute
for the Soviet Union a different master
in any Western power or Western alli-
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ance, but they seek opporéunlty of eco-
nomic growth and social betterment for
their own people. That is their motiva-
tion and a very proper motivation.

So T am in agreement withh Members
of this body who have suggested that the
Soviet Union might well be walking into
a morass in Angola, & morass from which
they would find it difficult to extricate

.themselves with any great gain, and they

might very well fail in their efforts to
subvert either Angola for a very long
period of time or larger areas of Africa

for any substantial period of time. But

we have not yet decided, and I do not
think we can decide, how much the So-
viet Union is willing to invest in that
effort, how much they are willing to in-
vest economically, how much they are
willing to invest from the standpoint of
prestige, how much they are willing to
invest in terms of military involvement.

They can, if they desire, make great
penetration and great inroads into the
political independence of various areas
of this world, as they have shown a will-
ingness to invest. We may not be talking
about evolution in which a government,
having tasted from the cup of economic
cooperation with the Soviet Union, dis-
cards it. We may be seeing the kind of
situation in which the Soviet Union feels
it is worthwhile to them to invest mili-
tarily a sufficient force to gain a rela-
tively long-term political-military dom-
inance of an area, as they did in Eastern
Europe.

‘We know the sad litany of the coun-
tries that have been subverted by the
strength of Soviet military might in an
area where the Soviet Union felt that
1t was worthwhile to make that invest-
ment. And they have done so.

I was interested earlier this afternoon
as the very able Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoobp) was talking about the
price they paid for their involvement in
Hungary and Czechoslovakia, and they
have indeed paid a price, in terms of the
reaction of peoples in other countries of
Europe. But that was a price, presum-
ably, that they were willing to pay, in
exchange for the gains they made in
those countries during that period of
time and during the period of time since
the revolution in Hungary and the at-
tempts by the people of Czechoslovakia
to gain Independence over their own in-
ternal political processes.

Mr. President, I think there are a num-
ber of reasons why we must be concerned
about the evolution of a policy in Angola
that may have long-lasting and far-
reaching effects upon not Just one small
black African country.

I was interested in some of the com-
ments that were made in the debate in
the United Nations to which I made
reference earlier that touched on the
question of the reactions of black peo-
ples to domination by foreign countries
which are not black. I should like to read
from the remarks by the representative
d6f the Government of Zaire at that time,
because I believe they shed light on the
attitudes of black nations.

I make this reservation as I read from
those remarks: They are translations,
obviously, and I apologize for any inac-
curacy in the translation. I hope the
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translation is accurate enough to reflect
the truth of the statements made by the
representative of the Government of
Zaire in those debates. Fe said this:

In certain quarters it is believed that Zaire
is against the MPLA. We are not. The first
shot fired agalnst the Portuguese colonial
administration did not come from the Soviet
Union but from Zairean national territory,
and in the first hours of the MPLA, where
was NATO?

Is there a desire deliberately to ignore the
history of the national liberation movements
in Angola? The Soviet Union belleves ltsell
to be the champion and the savior of Angola.
At a time when the Portuguese colonlal ad-
ministration was rampaging in Angola, where
were the armored. cars, the tanks, and the
sophisticated weaponry with’ which the So-
viet Union is now flooding Angola? No doubt
Soviet weapons could not be seen to be used
against the Portuguese rights.

This 1s racism stood on its head. And now
they are dividing Angelan brothers, providing
them with murderous weapons and helping
them to kill each other. They are black, so
they can kill each other. But when the white
Portuguese were there, we did not see such
weapons coming into Angola. Whom are they
trying to deceive? Why play hide and seek?

At another point, later, he said:

And if the Soviet Union, that great friend
of independent Africa, were really as friendly
as all that, it could take into account the
declsions of our heads of state on the African
continent.

I think it is very clear, Mr. President.
that the black African nations, them-
selves, do not share the same fears about
our involvement in Angola as has been
stated and do not see our involvement in
the same light as some of the Members
of the U.S. Senate see it in terms of their
own statements here today.

Let me make just one additional refer-
ence to the pending resolution of the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON). I
made reference to that resolution earlier
today and pointed out to the Members
that it can be found on page 522539 of
the Recorp of yesterday. I have two con-
cerns with the resolution as presented by
the able Senator from Illinois.
©First, it has a number of preamble
clauses, and then in the resolution por-
tion there are six paragraphs. The first
five paragraphs refer to a number of
items that can be found in sequence, and
the sixth item is the one to which I want
to refer, because it says:

The President should suspend further as-
sistance to any faction in Angola pending ef-
forts to seek an end to all foreign interven-
tion in Angola.

I think that has an inversion in the

Jlanguage of the resolution, an inversion

that I hope the Senator from Illinois will
correct. If that and a couple of other
items in the resolution are changed, it
would make it possible for me to support
the resolution, because I think the Sen-
ator from Illinois did not intend that we
do nothing, awaiting this kind of action
on the part of the withdrawal of those
people who are now involved in Angola.
He did not intend, I should think, to say
that we will do nothing until we say that
they have withdrawn.

Instead, I think it would be more con-
structive to'say that as they withdraw,
we will react; and if they do not with-
draw, we will apply these sanctions. But,
pending that period of time, we will not
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veto actiorh If the legislation does mot

corform exagtly to the wishes of the
Secretary of Transportation.

Mr. President, the committee has held
hearings for haﬁ a year on this legisla-
tion, and has regeived the advice of
countless experts-byth within the Gov-
ernment and outsidd the Government,
The bill is the product gf this exhaustive
brocess, and in the opinjon of both my-
self and the ranking migority member
of the subcommittee, is far superior to
the propOSals of the Demartment of

the consent Calendar dispense with, re-
ferring it to committee, do away with
studies that have been conducted
these issues by the Office of Technolog}
Assessment and outside consultants,
and pass whatever Secretary Coleman
demands of us.

‘We have come a long way in meeting
the administration’s demands on this
legislation, and the conference yesterday
made substantial further adjustments
designed to come more than halfway on
all the major issues dividing us. The ad-~
ministration has yet to compromise on
one major issue. If we simply allow the
Congress of the United States to be push-
ed sround in this manner, it wouyld rep-
resent a negation of the entire legislative
process. The legislation before the Sen-
ate today is strongly supported by a tre-
mendous hearing record and a volumin-
ous report. The administration’s de-
mands are supported by nothing other
than the political views of the Secretary
of Transportation and the Ofiice of Man-~
agement and Budget. I urge my collea-
gues to demonstrate by their vote here
today that the Congress will not be in-
timidated by these threats and will not
abandon reason and rationale in the face
of a Secretary of Transportation or an
Office of Management and Budget that
make unsupported allegations and ir-
responsible charges.

If this legislation is enacted as the
administration would like, it will do
nothing other than provide the Secre-
tary of Transportation with the total
power to restructure the Nation’s rail
-system without any public interest con-
trols, and the executive branch would be
given the complete and unfettered dis-
eretion to control the funding and op-
erations not only of the Northeast rail-
roads, but of all railroads in the Nation.
Aslde from the problems that this would
cause in the courts with respect to the
question of whether Government has
effectively nationalized the northeast
and midwest rail system, it is my firm
belief that it would be very detrimental
to the railroad system of the entire Na-
tion. It is pot the judgment of the Sen-
ate Commerce Committee that the
American system works best by grantin,
total discretion to the executive brancH,
to do whatever it pleases with respect
a major sector of the Nation’s tra
portation system, :

If the pending rail 1eg1slat1on not
enacted into law at once, at least §'2- or
3-month delay of the long-planyfed re-

'

vitalization of Northwest rall service is
inevitable. Delay is costly to the taxpayer
and the reorganization process.

Grants to the Penn Central and other
bankrupts must continue, at the rate of
well over $1 million a da,y These funds
are lost forever. They result in no im-
provements of service.

Grant funds will run out by the sched-
uled date for startup of ConRail under
the final system plan, unless funds now
dedicated to rehabilitation are repro-
gramed.

If new fundihg is not made available,
there is a danger that rail service will
terminate.

The bankrupt railroads are now run-

ning their operations on a going-out-of-

business basis that threatens the integrity

of the final system plan. They are assid-

uously selling off properties and run-

ning down inventories. Delay only feeds
\. this process.

set plans for participation in the fina}
em plan of the Chessie System a.n
other solvent rail carriers.

Délay means that advance planning
sfer of functions from the bahk-
ConRail and Chessie will be

and light density\lines, ginning as

robably will occur.
spartup of the
‘4 financial per-
formance and cayge fusion as to
whether the final system Rlan had been

fully successful. AN
Delays also may /jadd potential
‘United Xtates for

“‘erosion” of the as;’ets of the

ankrupt

clalms against the;
estates
Mr. President, I 1Am ready to vote )
I would just lfke to say that during
the time of this tonference we have Rad
the help of ngt alone some dedicatsd
members of thg Commerce Committee its

minority side. 1 think it
ropriate for me to say this

majority an
would be a

. WEICKER). He has been out-
standifig in his concern, his depth of un-
derstgnding, and his realization that
whay we are doing here is really provid-
ing /for a massive reorganization on a
prizate enterprise basis of the railroad
syftem, and in cur hope that we will not
faced with this type of situation in
e future.
‘We know we have not cleared all the
errors, but I will say this: Without Sen-
ator WEICKER’S concern it would have
been very difficult for us to pass this leg-
Islation in the form and in the positive
stance which it has at the present time.
I would also like to pay tribute to the
staff members, particularly Lynn Sut-
cliffe, general counsel; Tom Allison, Paul
Cunningham, Mal Sterret, Geoff Baker,

4
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John Kirtland, and Dav1d Clanton for
the work they have done.

It has been one of the real joys to have
people who have understanding and wis-
dom and, at the same time, the ability
to move with speed at a time when speed
was needed.

It has been a real pleasuré to work
with these gentlemen.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, as a mem-
ber of thg Surface Transportation Sub-
committge and as a member of the con-
ference, committee, I urge the Senate
to approve S. 2718, the Railroad Revital-
izatiop and Regulatory Reform Act.

As I stated on December 4 whan this
meagure passed the Senate, this is must
legislation. It is simply imperative that
wg move ahead and allow ConRail to
tgke over as quickly as possible the op-
zfations of Penn Central. From what I

ave heard, Penh Central is doing little,

/except depleting inventories and contin-
Delay creates uncertalnty that canj'

uing to allow its bankrupt operations
to go farther down hill. S. 2718 seeks to
stop this deterioration and not only to
develop. a viable rail system in the
Northeast but also to assure a healthy
rail network nationwide.

"Hopefully, the enactment of this biil
will signal an end to an era of neglect
for the Nation’s railroads. Railroads had
not only been victims of neglect, but also
in many instances of public policy and
regulatory action which worked against
greater utilization of this energy effi-
cient, ecologically sound, and safe
transportation mode.

S. 2718 would:

First. Reform the regulatory system
and the regulatory agency, the Inter-
state Commerce Comimission. One exam-
ple is the expediting of railroad mergers
and rationalization in order to avoid
situations such as the Rock Island case
which dragged out for over 10 years.

Second. Implement the reorganization
of the bankrupt railroads of the North-
east. T am pleased that the conference
cominlttee included the Senate protec-
tlon against deficiency judgments. This
provision was included by the Senate
commitiee at my urging and is essential
for the acquisition by Scuthern Railroad

self, but from/staff members, both on the® 0f the lines on Maryland’s Eastern

Shore. This important section of my
tate thus will be able to count on serv-
ices by one of the Nation’s outstanding
rafiroads.

ird. Reaffirm the commitment by
Congiess to the Northeast corridor proj-
ect whi¢h Congress endorsed in the Re-
gional RRil Act of 1973. This provision is
designed \to bring modern, first-rate
transportadjon service to this heavily
populated akga of the country. Projec-
tions show inkreased population growth

isting transporth\tion systems will have
diffieulty accommigdating such growth.
Therefore, it behoWs this Nation to get
on with this projectNIt has been studied
enough. It is techndlogically feasiable
and economically viaMe. Delay today
will mean only increaseq costs and in-
adequate transportation Yomorrow.
Better ways to move peope in energy-
efficient, environmentally sound, and safe
ways must be given higher priority The
time to act is now—not when anhother

energy crisis is upon us.
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* bla. I am a strong

¥

ourth. Provide a subsidy for local rail
fre\ght service of 100 percent the first
yeak 90 percent the second, 80 percent
ird, and 70 percent for the fourth
th years. This will make certain
State and/or local communities

commuter ervices for 6 months with a
100-percent\Federal subsidy for that pe-
riod and for\a succeeding 6-month pe-
riod. Thereafier, a subsidy of 90 percent
will be availablh for 1 year and 50 percent
for a succeeding\year for State and local
transportation akencies willing to con-
tinue this service. Yhis provision is essen-
tial for otherwise tBe rail commuter serv-
. ive, which serves aphroximately 500 pas-
gengers  between Baltimore and Wash-
mgton, would be lost. confident that
with this provision my State will be
gble to see that this impertant transpor~
- tation service will continue, and
_ .8ixth. Authorize a new program to
. provtde for the conversion §f abandoned
rodlroad rights-of-way to pgblic use.
8. 2718, the bill before the'Senate to-
day, s complex legislation. Gi

. gantic problems and issues wiich this

‘moeasure addresses and the critfcal im-
‘portance not only to the North
alsp to the entire Nation of their
tion, this is understandable.

While 8. 2718 is not perfect, an
comprehensive measure involving so
many issues and interests could be,
nevertheless represents a Herculean e

- fort and should be supported by the Sen-

afe.
A,s T look back on our work, the process

" and procedures we mandated seemed to

have worked ‘well. I feel the office of
public counsel was particularly helpful
in glerting communities and shippers re-
garding the act’s impact on them and
in helping them to prepare their cases. It

' wag gn open Process with inputs from

many. Again, not perfect, but as fair and CHILES)

#s qpen as seems humanly possible. ;
Of course, the final test of the wor
remains ahead. ConRail has an increas%
task confronting it. With the suppo, t;

provided in the bill and with new m:
agement, there is reason for guarded on-
timism. In any event, we had little
cholces. /
The railroads had to be kept rugning.
Natlonalization, as a few advocated
would have been even more costly. I am
pleased and proud to have particj ated in
this historical and significant; ‘effort. I
urge the enactment of the qouference

report.
Mr PERCY. Mr. 'Presiden}/ with some
‘reservations I concluded I /should vote
against the conference repo,{t on the Rail
Services Act, 8. 2718. ;

While certain reduetidns iIn outlays
were achieved in confere I still main-
tain the bill authorizes expenditures
beyond what I believe tp be prudent both
with respect to Amtrak for improving
Northeast corridor s¢rvice from Boston
to New York and th¢ District of Colum-
pporter of rail pas-
senger service in general and of Amtrak
in particular. with all the other
wrgent funding 7‘2ﬂoritles and our soar-

o

‘ing Federal budfet I feel compelled to

what I consider to be a prudent and fylly
justifiable cost-benefit analyses; I
applaud the movement toward gom-
promise but I do not believe we, have
trimmed to the proper level yet.

I am disappointed that the Hoyse lan~
guage with respect to certiﬁ«izstes of
value was largely retained. I believe this
is a serious flaw in that it permits and
may encourage years of litigation. The
virtual assurance that mang of these
suits will not be decided ay swiftly as
would have been the case hail the Senate
language been accepted, I think will
deter financial institutions’ from making
capital available to our :raxlloads and,
possibly, our utilities. :

Finally, I oppose giviig authorities to
the U.S. Railway Ass ciation which I
believe properly beloyg in the Depart-
ment of Transportatign.

For these reasons ¥ will oppose the act
as now drafted and’ will vote to sustain
the Presidential vefo that is expected.

Mr. WEICKER, Mr. President, I am
prepared to J1e1d/back the remainder of
my time.

I want to tﬁank the distinguished
Senator irom, Indiana for his very
gracious re,marks about me. I also want
to commend/ Mal Sterrett and Geoff
Baker who worked hand-in-glove in a
cooperative way with the majority mem-
bers of the gtaff.

I yield bAck the remainder of my time.

Mr. HARTKE, I yield back the re-
mainder,of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has begn yielded back. The question is
eceing to the conference report.

e legislative clerk called the roll.

T, ROBERT C. BYRD. I annhounce
the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
, the Senator from Texas (Mr.

, the Senator from Florida (Mr.
the Senator from Missouri
(Mr, EAgLETON), the Senator from
Louisianig\ (Mr. JOENSTON), the Senator
from New WMexico (Mr. MonNTOYAa), the
Senator fromy Florida (Mr. StoNe), the
Senator fromMississippi (Mr. EasTiaND),
the Senator irom South Dakota (Mr.
ABOUREZK) , the\Senator from Mississippi
(Mr, StENNIS), \and the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. STE\ESON) are necessarily
absent.

I also announce &Kat the Senatox from

Idaho (Mr. CrUurcEN\Is absent on official
business.

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. STEVENSON) 15 pairkd with the Sena-
tor from Florida (Mr, STONE). If present
and voting, the Senatol from Illinois
would vote “yea” and the‘genator from
Florida would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announge that the
Senator from Tennessee (
the Senator from Kansas (
the Senator from Arizona (Mr,

(Mr. MATHIAS) are necessarily abseny,
The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 29, as follows:

N
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‘\. YEAS—51 .

Beall % Hathaway Muskie 4
Biden * Hollings Nelson I
Brooke Huddleston Pastore s
Buckley Humphrey Pearson
Bumpers -, Inouye Pell 7
Burdick \ Jackson Randolph 7
Case Javits Ribicoff vf-‘
Clark Kennedy Roth /
Cranston Schwelkér
Culver Beott, Hugh
Durkin Sparkyhan.
Ford Staffgrd
Glenn - Stevgns
Gravel Syndington
Hart, Philip A, Tyhney
Hartke icker
Hatfield illiams
Allen Percy
Baker Proxmire
Bartlett Scott,
Bellmon William L,
Byrd, Hruska Taft

Harry ¥, Jr. Mansfiell Talmadge
Byrd, Robert C, McClell “Thurmond
Curtis McClur Tower
Domenici Morgaix Young
Garn Nunn *
Griffin Packwood

NOT VOTING--X0

Abouresk Dyle
Bayh . Egpleton
Bentsen Eastland
Brock AFannin
Cannon i Foung
Chiles Goldwater
Chwrch § Johnston

to recoidsider the vote by which thg con-
ferencg report was agreed to.
Mr/WEICKER. I move to lay that\mc-
tion/on the table.
e motion to lay on the table was.
a eed to.
r. PASTORE, May we have order,
ﬁleavc Mr. President.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R., 9861,
which the clerk will state by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Amendment in disagreement No. 76 to
H.R. 9861, an act making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976, and for the perfod
bheginning July 1, 1976, and ending Septem-
ber 30, 1976, and for other purposes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, let
us have order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be inr order. Senators will please -
take their seats.

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
leadership has been endeavoring ali day
to arrive at an agreement affecting the
conference report on the defense ap-
propriation and the amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator frém Cali-
fornia (Mr. TyUNNEY).

We thought we had arrived at a rea-
sonable solution by means of which the
pending business would be laid aside and
the Senate would then have the oppor-
tunity to turn to the consideration of
such measure as the 200-mile leigslation,

. in which the distinguished Senator from

Washington (Mr. MacNUsoN) is so in-
terested, and who has exerted so much

\
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pressure that T am getting a bent back
from contacts with him.
possible to turn to FLR. 9852, the so-
‘ealled Mobile Housing Act, which has a
Then it the intention of the lead-
rship, because of the pressure exerted
by the “distinguished Chairman of the
" C'ommittee on Appropriations—low key,
quiet—that wé would take up a bill to
.gEtablish improved programs for the
‘tice.
~ 'The’ proposed agreement, we thought,
iitffcult situation, especially for the ad-
Inlstration, We would have turned to
pt least one i
other measures, and what we did not
gomplete in that sphere would be taken
January 19, the House willing o send
us & resolution to that effect, which we
. .The matter was discussed with the
ichalrman and the ranking member of
. the Appropriations Committee, with the
. Republican leadership, with people in-
1t 'Was impossible to reach an agree-
ment, and therefore we are faced with a
fifydallying on the part of the Senate.
-, "Mr, President, I think I have covered
.. Mr, HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, will
‘the Senator yield?
- ‘finish please. I think I have covered the
- ‘piadn points In what I intended to say to
.the distinguished Senator from Wash-
- JAg ‘(Mr. Micxuson) that I will make
‘on 'oUf retuin after the recess. I will make
gﬁ y 53%11@ pledge to the distinguished Sen-

Then it was hoped that it would be
-time Timitation.
. Then it was
‘benefit of producers and consumers of
B would have been the best way out of a
mjlmﬁtz"faﬁpil'l."'za,ncl possibly two of these
1p the first thing on our return next
do ot have at the present time.
terested on both sides of the issue.
& Qﬁﬁn Which only will allow for more
. the main points.
“Mr, MANSFIELD. If I may, let me
‘the Senator at this time. I wish to say to
" “. ety éffort o bring up the 200-mile bill
tor from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN)

“ator, from 1

- .ppficérning the rice bill, and I will make

the same promise to the distinguished
Benafor from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON)
‘coneerning the mobile housing bill

T hope that In this respect we will be
nble to advance the work of the Senate,
and &t this time I am glad to yield to my
distinguished friend the Republican
leader of the Senate.
“Mr. ‘HUGH SCOTT. I thank the dis-

/tinguished majority leader.

-~ Mr. President, in addition to much
other agonizing over this issue, about two
dozen Senators spent nearly 4 Hours yes-
terday aftéernoon trying to arrive at a
viable solution, There seems to me o be
at least substantial majority sentiment
for a proposal which would not have
satisfled anyone entirely, I suppose, and
cettainly tot satisfied everyone,’ but
which at least would have allowed some
movement in the area which the admin-
istration sought, really, very hard indeed
4o achieve; and I will say that the meet-
ing was with the Secretary of State.

This morning some of us met with the
majority leader in a further effort to
work out the order of business on the
basis of a declaration of intention by the
méfority leader beéginning next year.

All of these attempts have fallen by the
wayside, because some Senators are of

one mind and one point of view here, and
others are diametrically opposed.

If the distinguished majority moves to
lay on the table the pending amendment,
while T would have to vote against the
amendment, I would like to make it clear
that that should not be Interpreted as
reflecting my views on the Angola situa-
tion one way or the other, on the merits.
Such a motion may well ke offered by
him in order to bring about a resolution
of the question. Perhaps if he does offer
it, 1t would be better to table it, and I
would so vote. Then we can get on with
the rest of the business, and the Appro-
priations Committee can get on with this
tough situation, as well as a number of
others we will have to take up as soon
as we possibly can arrange the meetings.

I wanted the distinguished majority
leader to know that I myself hope that
under the circumstances the amend-
ment can be laid on the table, so that
when we come back in January, simi-
lar amendments could be offered and
similar arguments could be made. The
debate at that time might look differ-
ent. The administration feels that the
adoption of the amendment at this time
would be disastrous, would be a catas-
trophe, and they have made their views
very strongly clear.

Again I repeat, and then I am
through, that I am not stating my own
views here on Angola one way or the
other. I am very much concerned about
the American position. I am also con-
cerned about the impact on world opin-
ion of what the Senate may do here
today. I wanted the chance to get that
on the REecorp before the Senator pro-
ceeded further. -

I thank the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore I make the motion to lay on the
table the Tunney amendment, I wish to
state wunequivocally that I favor the
Tunney amendment; that I am against
our intervention in the affairs of two
of the three tribal elements within An-
gola; that in my opinion the national in-
terest and security of this country are
not involved In the events in Angola;

and I wish to say that I can see many

parallelisms between this situation and
the beginning of the adventure in Viet-
nam. :

Mr. President, I move to lay on the

. table the amendment of the Senator
from California (Mr. TunNeY), and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. .

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLLMON). The question Is on agreeing
to the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. Mansrierp) to lay on the ta-
ble the amendment of the Senator from
California. On this gquestion the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roil.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. ABOUREZK), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. Bayy), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN), the Senator from
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Nevada (Mr, CANNON), the Senator from
Florida (Mr. CHILES), the Senator from
Missourl (Mr. EacLeTon), the Scnator
from Mississippi (Mr. EasTLAND), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. J OHNSTON),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MET-
CALF), the Senator from New, Mexico
(Mr. MonTOYa), the Senator from Mis-
sissippl (Mr. STENNIS), the Senator from
Tlinois (Mr. STEVENSON), and the Sena-
tor from Florida (Mr. STONE) are neces-
sarily absent.

T further announce that the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is absent on
official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CrURCH), ahd the Senator from Florida
(Mr. Srone) would each vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr, FANNIN),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr, FoNe),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr, GoLp-
WATER), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
LaxaLT), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. MATHIAS) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 21,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 610 Leg.]

YEAS--21
Baker Griffin Morgan
Bartlett Hansen Roth
Beall Hruska Scott, Hugh
Bellmon Long Stevens
Buckley McClellan Thurmond
Curtis McClure Tower
Domenici McGee Young
NAYS-—E58
Allen Haskell Nunn
Biden Hatfleld Packwood
Brooke Hathaway Pastore
Bumpers Helms Pearson
Burdick Hollings Pell
Byrd, Huddleston Percy
Harry ¥., Jr. Humphrey Proxmire
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye Randolph
Case Jackson Ribicoff
Clark Javits Schweiker
Cranston Kennedy Scott,
Culver Leahy © William L.
Durkin Magnuson Sparkman
Ford Mansfield Stafford
Garn McGovern Bymington
Glenn McIntyre Taft
Gravel Mondale Talmadge
Hart, Gary Moss Tunney
Hart, Philip A. Muskie ‘Weicker
Hartke Nelson Williams

NOT VOTING—21

Abourezk Dole Laxalt
Bayh Hagleton Mathias
Bentsen Eastland Metcalf
Brock Fannin Montoya
Cannon Fong Stennis
Chiles Goldwater Stevenson
Church Johnston Stone

So the motion to table Mr, TUNNEY's
amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on the amendment
of the 8Senator from <California, as
amended. i

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have discussed this possibility with the
Republican leadership. I have received
no assurances, but I think it is worthy
of the effort.

T ask unanimous consent that there be
not to ex¢eed 40 minutes on the Tunney
amendment, the time to be equally di-
vided between the distinguished manager
of the bill, the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCLELLAN) and the distinguished
Senator from California (Mr. TUNNEY).
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
15 sb ordered. :

‘Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays. T

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
& suficient second? There is & sufficient
socohd. S :

The yeas and nays were ‘ordered.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

_yleld to the distingulshed Senator from
Eentucky. ’

ATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTICA\!

AND SENATE CONCURRENT
SOLUTION. 83— CORRECTIONS
ENROLLMENT OF 8. 2718, RAIL-
AD REVITALIZATION AND REG-
ULATORY REFORM ACT OF ‘1975

oone
ask for\thelr immediate consid ation,
en bloc. '
The ESIDING OFFICER.
current résotutions will be sta
fhe assitant legislative clerk read as
follows: 1
A conourt
to make corr
2718, a bill ta improve the g
services in the'\United States through regu-
latory reform, ocordination of rail services
and facilities, dnd rehabilitabion and im-
provement, finanding, and for pther purposes.
A concurrent rgsolution (§. Con. Res. 83)
to make torrectioks in the gnrollment of S.
2718, s bill to lmprove th quality of rall
services in the Unfled Statps through regu-
latory reform, coordinatiof of rall services
end facilities, and Yehal litation and Iim-
provement financing, nd for other purposes.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Ptegident, these reso-
lutions make correctjpns in the enroll-
ment of S. 2718, whith the Senate has

 just passed. The corfégtions are for the
purpose of seeing thht Yhe bill meets the
agreenient &t the gonfirence and what
wo passed today. Jhe staffl worked long
and hard last night in brder to put 1t
together. These fare sirl‘ply technical

t resoluiion (S. Cgn. Res. 82)

changes.

Mr, GRIFFIN. No substari{ive changes?
. Mr. FORD. Np substantive changes at
all.

The P! G OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the oncurrent
resolutions. | \

The concyrrent resolutionsy(S.. Con.
Tes. 82 and §. Con. Res. 83) we¥ agreed

.. 4. .8. Con. RES. 82 M
Resolved by the Senale (the House‘of Rep-
resentative} concurring). That the Segretary
of the Senfte {s dirested to make corrégtions
in the énrbllment of S. 2718, a bill to indprove
the qualfty of rail services In the U ited
Btates tiffough regulatory reform, coord{na-

? fail services and facilitles, and repa-~
n and improvement financing,
br purposes as follows:

to, as followp:

. 8, CoN. Res. 83 .
Rbsolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Clerk
ol/the Senate is directed to make correc-
“tipns in the enrollment of S. 2718, a bill
th improve the guality of rail services in the
ginited States through regulatory reform,
oordination of rafl services and facilities,
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ynd rehabilitation and improvement financ-
ilg, and for other purposes as follows:

8ec. 2. In section 308 of the Reglonal Rall
Redrganization Act (as added by section 609
(b) of the bill) strike the bracket at the be-
ginning of the séction.

Sec..3. In title VI of the bill redesignate
the secand section 614 as 615, and redesignate
sections’, 615 and 616 as 616 and 617 re-
spectively,

. SEC, 4. IR section 801(b) (3) of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, as added by
617 of the \{nl as redesignated s amended
by— " ' :

() strikmg“'(l)" the second time it ap-
pears; and .

(b) striking the brackets and the mate-
rial therein, except the guotation mark and
the final perlod.

Sec. 5. Before the sectlon heacding of sec-
tion 701 of the bill ifgert the following:

“TITLE VII—-NOR AST CORRIDOR
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION™

Src. 8. Section 4(m) {f the Department of
Transportation Act, (as hdded by section 803
of the bill) is amended inserting the last
sentence immediately affer the period of
the sentence preceding it.

Src. 7. Sectlon 4(n) of the Department
of Transportation Act (as dcled by sec-
tion 803 of the bill) is amended by strik-
ing “(1)” and inserting in lieu dhereof “(p)”.

Szc. 8. Section 4(o) of the Déggrtment of

Transportation Act, (a8 added by‘section 803
of the bill) is amended by strikings* (1) ” and
inserting in lieu thereof “(p)".
Sec. 9. Subdivision (e) of sectl
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as & ended
by section 307 of the bill is deleted and sub-
divislon (f) is redesignated as subdl kision
(e).
Sec. 10. Sectlon 4(r) of the Departmeny, of
Transportation Act (as added by section 803
of the bill) is amended by striking *(1)" al

“(qg)” respectively.

Sec. 11. Insert a period after “(6) necesy
sary studies” in section 101 of the bill, !

Sec. 12. In section 15(6) of the Interstate
Commerce Act (as amended by section 2'01
of the bill) strike “(C)” and insert in Aieu
thereof “(c)”.

Src. 18. In section 202(b) of the billstrike
out all of the matter starting with “f(6) In
any hearing under” and ending with/“at the
earliest practicable time”.

Spc. 14. In the matter inserted’ into the
Tnterstate Commerce Act by secjion 202(e)
(B) of the bill— :

(1) strike “*(9) (a)”
and insert In lleu thereof * '(8)1{3.) s

(2) strike “section 1 (5) (B) f1) of this part”
in new subdivision (b) th eof and Insert
in lleu thereof “section 1 ) (b){1) of this
part” and in such new subAivision (b) strike
“subparagraph (d) of thié paragraph. That”
and Insert in lleu thezfof “sudivision (d)
alleging that™;

(8) strike in its enti ety clause (iv) of new
subdivision (c) thergof and Insert in lieu
thereof the followng new such clause (tv):

“(tv) the incregpse or decrease for any
rate filed within yhe second year following
such date of engctment Is not more than
7 per centum off the rate in effect on Jan-
uary 1, 1977,

(4) in new spbdivision (d) thereof—

(A) after
swthat—" ingert the following: “or of the
Office of Public Counsel’™;

(B) af “injury to the complainant” and
before *;7/and” insert the tollowing “or, In
the cas¢/ of the complaint of such Office,
njury 4o a member of the public or the
ublic/generally”;

(6)/ In new subdlivision (f) thereof after
e MArst sentence thereof and before the
sentence thereof insert the following two
sentences: “In any hearing under this

interested party” and before

»

section, the burden of proof is on the cq,i‘-
rier to show that the proposed changed rate,
fare, charge, classification, rule, regulation,

" or practice 1s compensatory, just, and reason-

able. The Commission shall specifically con-
sider, in any such hearing, proof that such
proposed changed rate, tare, charge, classifi-
cation, rule, regulation, or practice will have
a significantly adverse effect on the competi-
tive posture of shippers or consighees to be
affected by such change.” ’

Sec. 15. In section 202(f) of the bill in the
clause preceding paragraph (1) thereof strike
“to” and in paragraph (1) thereof immedi-
ately before “modify” insert “to”.

‘Sec. 16. In section 15(3) of the Interstate
Commerce Act (as amended by section 203 (a)
of the bill) (1) strike “Ifi determining’” in
the first sentence of the new matter and
insert in lieu thereof “With respect to car-
riers by railroad, in dgtermining’; and (2)
strike “(C)” and inser{ in lieu thereof “*(c)”.

Sec. 17. In new section 5b of the Interstate
Commerce Act (as igserted in section 208(b)
of the bill— K

(1) in paragraph (6) (a) (i) thereof strike
“discussions or"; /

(2) In paragrsph (6) (a) (1i) thereof strike
“discussions or}.

Sec. 18. In new section 24 of the Inter-
state Commerce Act (as lnserted by sectlon
304 of the bil)—-

(1) strike out the brackets and the second
sentence in subsection (b) thereof and insert
in lleu thereof the following: “The Director
shall be appointed' by the Commission and
shall b¢ qualified and take office upon the
approval of such appointment by & concur-
rent fesolution of the Senate and of the
Houge of Representatives”;

($) in subsection (c) thereof strike “rec-
on}smenda.tions” and insert in lieu thereof
“gecommendations”;

7 (3) in subsection (e) thereof strike the

4
“(])" and inserting in lieu thereof “(p)” 8‘ndx,!bomma after Fresident and all that follows

¢ through the end of such subsection and in-
sert in lieu thereof a period.

Sec. 19. In section 306 of the Reglonal Rail
organization Act of 1973 (as Inserted in
ségtion 609(b) of the bill) strike out the
bracket immediately before “Sec. 306.”.
c. 20. In section 403 of the bill—

(1Y, insert “(a)” immediately after “403.";

(2)\strike “(c) Section 5 of the Interstate
Comm\rece Act (49 U.S.C. 5) is” and Insert in
lleu thireof “(b) Section 5 of such Act (49

Suo, 214 Tn section 404 of the bill, strike
the bracket before “Src.”. '

Sec. 22. Amend the first six printed lines
on page 69 the Conference Report to read
as follows:

“PROTECTIRN OF GOVERNMENT FUNDS

“gpc. 608. Tide III of the Regional Rail
Reorganization t of 1073, as amended by
gection 609 of thlg Act, is further amended
by inserting the following new section:

¢ ‘pPROTECTION OMGOVERNMENT FUNDS

“«grc. 307. (a) AupN.—(1) The Comp-

Sec. 23. In section 37(1) (d) of the Inter-
state Commerce Act as‘added by section 306
of the bill, strike “or cyntract carrier sub-
ject to this part I, part K, part III, or part
IV of this Act” and inseyt in lieu thereof
scarrier by railroad subjeciyto this part”.

Spe. 24, In section 15(3) the Interstate
Commerce Act as amended bjsection 203(a)
of the bill is amended by iyserting after
“proposed cancellation” the rds “Iinvolv-
ing any common carrier by ral oad.”

8rc. 25. The amendment to secdjon 8(6) of
the Interstate Commerce Act by sgction 209
of the bill is amended by

(A) striking “each carrier or” and fyserting
in lieu thereof “each common carrier Ry rail=-
road subject to this part or rail” and

(B) striking “any carrier” and Insexting
“any such carrier.”

Sec, 26. Paragraph 9(b) of section 17vof
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13 open to axiendment. If<there be no
amendment to\pe propoge@, the question
is on the third Yeading/of the bill.

. The bill was oNjepéd to a third read-
ing, read the thirgKtime, and passed.

Cnr. BARTLEPT. Mr. President, I ask
unahimous corSent that S. 1823 be in-

definitely pogtponed. is is a compan-
ion bill. :

The PRESIDING O R. Without
object#fn, it is so ordered.

N . R ———— .
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1976

The Senate contintied with the consid-
eration of amendment in disagreement
No. 75 to H.R. 9961, an aet making ap-
propriations for the Depattment of De-
fense for the fiscal year eriding June 30,
1976, and for the perlod beginning July
1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976,
and for other purposes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Sengtor yield? .

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, President, for the
information of the Senate, I'am asking
this question of the majority leader: Do
we corréctly understand that once ac-
tion is taken either way on the Tunney
amendnient, that is final action in this
body, and it will then g6 to the other
body, and other action may be required;
but so far as we are concerned, that Is
e ‘ '

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator Is cOr-
rect, because the conference repotrt has
been agreéd to and all other elements
tn dispute have been agreed to.

"Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? ° ‘

Mr. . Mr. President, I am very
happy that the Serate, at long last, is
going to have an bpportunity to vote
up or down on ah ameridment which is
designed to prevent any funds under this
defense appropriation bill from being
programéd for military operations in
Angola. '

1 have tried during the past week to
miake it very clear that I, for one, felt
that it was a disastrous policy for us fo
become engsizedl in military action, either
directly or through proxies, In Angola.
Angola is a country which, uniortu-
nately, is undergoing a rather tragic
tribal whr, fégulting in some more than
480 years of Portuguese colonlal rule, a
rule that left about 10 percent of the

people in that country lterate when it

ended. .

T think theré Is a largér meaning than
just Angola to the améndment which
I and a number of others have spon-
gored. It seems clear to e that from
How oft, we should not allow the execu-
tive branch of goverhment to engage the
United States, dfrecily or indirectly, In
mdlitary actions in any part of the world
without the prior approval of Congress.
The Constitution makes it very clear

/

{
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that Congress has the power to make
war. Yet, in recent years we have lost
that power to a considerable extent by
the executive branch taking unilateral
action and then presenting Congress
with a fait accompli,

What was attempted in this defense
appropriation bill was to secrefe moneys
that were to go to ‘Angola for military
purposes, to get Congress to approve of
those funds, not knowing what they were
approving, and then to say that they had
congressional approval, once those mon-
eys were made available, if anything
went wrong.

T am very pleased that we are at last
having an opportunity to vote on this
iss%Ie up or down. ’

should like to ask the distinguished
and esteemed chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations a question.

As the distinguished chairman knows,
if my amendment carries, no funds will
be available under the defense appro-
priation bill for use in Angola, directly
or indirectly, for military purposes. The
only funds that would be available would
be for intellizence-gathering. Yet, with-
in the last couple of weeks, we have pass-
ed a supplemental appropriation bill
which, conceivably, might have funds in
it which could be used for military pur-
poses In Angola. It is my understanding
that the distinguished chairman has in-
dicated that before there could be any
reprograming of any funds that are
subject to the supplemental appropria-
tion bill, the chairman, when notified by
the administration, by the President or
anyone else in the administration, that
such reprograming is going to take place,
would make that fact known to the full
Appropriations Committee. I also under-
stand that if the full Appropriations
Committee agreed to that request for
reprograming, the chairman would then
make such request to the full Senate;
and that the full Senate, either in open
session or in secret session, would have
the right to approve of such funds.

Is my understanding correct?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, there
may be funds—the Senator said the sup-
plemental appropriation bill?

Mr. TUNNEY. In the supplemental ap-
propriation bill, yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Whether in the sup-
plemental appropriation bill or some
earryover funds from some other year or
appropriation, any reprograming re-
quest under the present system—and
there is one pending, as the Senator
knows, for $28 million in this instance.
The funds proposed to be reprogramed
there are out of this particular bill and
not funds in the supplemental or some

past appropriation, or carryover appro-.

priation. So the pending request would
aspply to this appropriation bill.

May I say to the distinguished Sen-
ator, as I sald yesterday when I initiated
some effort to resolve this dilemma that
confronted us, I sald then and I repeat
now that, in view of what I thought the
sentiment of the Senate was then, be-
fore this vote a few minutes ago, I an-
nounced to my colleagues in the confer-
ence, where the Senator was present and
a number of other Senators, that I would
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not- sign approval of reprograming in
this instance, except and only after full
committee hearings on this proposal and
a, report to the Senate thereon glving the
Senate an opportunity to work its will
on the reprograming request. I made
that statement yesterday to the leader-
ship as well as the distinguished Senator.

That is the way I feel about it now.
Anyway, the Senator is- aware that it
takes both the Appropriations Commit-
tees of the House and the Senate, and
also the Committees on Armed Services
of the two bodies to approve this repro=
graming request that is before us. Then
I think—TI do not know, but I would as-
sume the others feel as I do about it,
particularly now after the sentiment that
has been indicated by this vote, but even
before that. In view of the considerable
amount of money involved, I would not,
where there is any dissension apparent
in the Senate, take the responsibility for
authorizing such a reprograming person-
ally, and I doubt if many Senators would.

In this matter, I do not know wheth-
er now I shall hold any hearings at all
on it. I feel it would be going through a
futile exercise. I may not hold any hear-
jngs at all. There may be some develop-
ments that will arise later that will in-
dicate that hearings should be held. But
as of now, with the situation before us,
and with this amendment as it is final-
1y resolved, I would hold no hearings at
all. This would Indicate that no funds
could be used for that purpose.

Mr. TUNNEY. I understand, and if
there were an attempt to reprogram
funds under any other appropriation
bill that had passed—say 1974 funds or
1975 funds, would the Senator take the
same attitude? He is saying he would
take the same attitude?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I would not take it.
I have already taken it. I took it yester-
day, I take it today, I shall take it tomor-
row. I think the Senate has the right to
determine in these matters. I say fur-
ther that I have suggested in another
area that the Senate take some affirma-
tive action to change the present situa-
tion. ’

There are many requests for repro-
graming. Some of them come up in a
way that could not possibly have been
anticipated. Some change in situation de-
velops and the reprograming process, I
think, is indispensable, maybe, to good
government. But it casts upon some of
us a pretty heavy responsibility.

I say to the Senator, not only in re-
spect to this particular item or request
that is now pending, there would be, pos-
sibly, other requests for reprograming
coming along where I would choose, and
where I think my colleagues on the com-
mittee would choose, rather than make a
declsion ourselves, to hold hearings, pos-
sibly, and report to the Senate and, with
a resolution, glve the Senate the oppor-
tunity to express its will. But there are
some of these requests where I do not
think it would be expedient or neces-
sary that every request for reprogram-
ing through that cumbersome process.

If there is anything further, I shall try
to answer the Senator.

Mr. TUNNEY. That answers my ques-

N
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tion very fully. I thank my distinguished
friend and chairman for having made it

very clear what he did yesterday in the

- way of making a decision and now am-
plifying, on the Senate floor, what his
understanding is with respect to future
action on making funds available for
Angola.

Mr. PASTORE, Will the Senator yield?

Mr, TUNNEY. Yes, I yield.

Mr. PASTQRE. Will the Senator add
me as cosponsor to this amendment?

-Mr, TUNNEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-

"gulshed Senator’s name he added as
cosponsor,

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

Mr. TUNNEY 1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? ’

Mr, McCLELLAN. Has the Senator
yielded the floor?

Mr, TUNNEY. I have yielded the floor.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I yield {0 the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I shall be
voting against the Tunney amendment,
I feel that it is a serious mistake. The
most that could be made available under
the new procedures of the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations just announced
by the distinguished chairman (Mr.
McCLELLAN) would be $9 million, These
funds would require reprograming If the
Tunney amendment is approved, there
will be no more funds. There could be
developments in Angola where maybe a
little more money would be very helpful,
it could mean the difference bhetween
winning and losing. We might want to
provide additional funds, but it could
not be done in time to do any good.

We_are announcing to the world that
we are through with Angola. I doubt if
this is the right way to do it. I can
understand people’s feellngs, but I am
concethed about the many assertions
-made that it would cost us hundreds of

" millions of dollars in Angola. That is so
far from the truth.

May I say, once more, that even if the
Tunney amendment does not pass under
the bill, the most that may be made
svallable for CIA operations in Angola
would be $9 million, any additional would
require 1eprograming with the approval
of the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions and the full Senate, as well as the
Appropriations Committee in the House
and the Armed Services Committees of
both houses,

We should not be establishing far
reaching foreign policy such as this with-
out evén a hearing by the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield 4 minutes to
the distinguished minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr, HUGH SCOTT, Mr. President, T
feel like another Senator who said to me
yesterday, “When I listen to one side I
am convinced, and when I listen to the
other side I am convinced,” because there

s lléluch to be sald and much has been
E8.

I do not like the Senate making for-
eign policy unilaterally. I, as a party
leader, have certain responsibilities. I
am aware, as I have said earlier, of the
fact that the Secretary of State and, I
presume, the President, regard this
amendment as disastrous to our foreign
policy in that part of the world.

Let me state the other side of it which
also concerns me. I do not like us to get
into situations which may tempt us into
escalation. I do not believe we have a

_ major national policy interest in Angola.

I do recognize that the presence of the
Soviet Union ought to be taken info con-
sideration, and that there should be some
response to it.

Now, this raises for me, frankly, a
very serious dilemma. As I said, in speak-
ing before the table resolution, I have
never failed to support every President of
the United States under whom I served
in his foreign policy objectives, and
sometimes that has been very difficult,
and it has been without regard to the
political party of the President, and I
do believe that, as a party leader, I have
that, at times, very difficult responsibil-
ity of seeking to advance the announced
foreign policy of the United States.

So my own personal concern and my
own heart is very heavy with the fear
that we may reach a poini of involve-
ment which we have not anticipated.

My deep concern s that we may be
running a risk of more involvement than
we ought to assume.

On the other hand, as the leader here
representing the administration’s view-
point, I have to conclude that I am
more directly bound to accept their as-
sertion as fact that the foreign policy of
the United States will be seriously ham-
pered by the adoption of the Tunney
amendment. This forces me with re-
luctance to conclude that I must vote
against the amendment.

I have taken the lead, with others,
in seeking compromises. I firmly believe
the proposed compromise discussed last
night would have been better all around.
I do not think the country is served by
extreme positions on either side. I think
if we had more time we would have
more moderation here. .

I think we are setting a very danger-
ous precedent if we are going to uni-
laterally alter the U.S. foreign policy
end, for what is done here today, the
Senate had better be prepared to ac-
cept full responsibility.

So I find my heart very much tilted

“In one direction. I find my sense of duty

leading me to the conclusion that I must
be consistent with supporting what I am
convinced is the firm conviction of the
administration that this amendment
would be bad for the national interests
of the United States and, therefore, I
will have to vote against the amendment
as sympathetically as I have llstened to
the arguments on both sides.

. Imay say I had not made up my mind
until this very minute, and I have agon-
ized over it ever since the issue arose. I
wish these hard decisions would go away,
but they will not. They have to be faced,
g«}rlld that is the way I am going to face

em.

b

Approved For RataqEREBBIGINAL - RECBRBIZMINAMRIO0400109M B ber T, 1575

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator
for yielding his time.

Mr. President, I think there Is so much
to be said that it is difficult to synthesize
it into the time that is available to us
today. Of course, there has been extended
debate on the floor of the Senate in the
last 2 days in both closed session and
open session in gegard to this issue.

Let me say only this: The distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, in the
session the day before yesterday, made
some comment about actions taken by
the Senate which might be interpreted
as fools following the fools. The diffi-
culty I have is determining who are the
fools that the rest are following,

I have a very difficult problem of res-
olution in my own mind based upon the
almost total lack of information that
this Senate had before us on which to
base our judgment.

I think there is one thing that has
emerged very clearly from all of these
discussions, and that is the administra-
tion is still following the practices that
have grown up over the years: They be-
lieve they can still, on sensitive matters,
brief only a few Members of the Senate
and have their policies adopted without
a full and open discussion in the Senate
of the United States.

Rightly or wrongly that time has end-
ed and I hope the administration in all
of its departments and agencies will have
come to the conclusion at last that they
must bring the Senate of the United
States into the discussion and give us
the facts by which we can make our own
determination.

There is as of today a confusion con-.
cerning the facts of reprograming money
and how much money is availgble. The
fact 1s that under the Tunney amend-
ment, if it is adopted—and I have no
doubt that it will be—no sufficient mon-
€ys can be reprogramed to keep any kind
of a viable operation going in Angola
during the period of time we are trying
to determine whether or not there should
be one.

The result will be, as a matter of fact,
that whatever operations the United
States is involved in in Angola will
cease—let me repeat, will cease. Let us
not kid ourselves one minute about the
fact that in some way we may be able
to reprogram and keep this program go-
ing in Angola while we decide in Janu-
ary or February what it is we want to do.
‘We are making that decision today.

Who are the fools following which
fools? Where is the information on which

‘we should be making our determination

in regard to the cutoff of the program, a
change of policy because, make no mis-
take about it, there is in this amend-
ment a change of policy.

It would seem to me that on a matter
of this gravity we should have in any
kind of logic or good sense given our-
selves the time to develop the informa--
tion base, which was not provided us by
the administration in the ordinary course
of events up here, so that we could make
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‘an informed Judgment about what our
foreign policy decision should be.

The Senator from California, exercls-
ing g perfect right on his part, has forced
us to make a decision before the Senate
of the United States has enough infor-
mation upon which it can make that
decision. \ :

i Mr, NUNN. Will the Senator yleld for
& brief comment?

¢ Mr, McCLURE. A very brief one.

t Mr, NUNN. I want to answer that last
statement of the Senator. .

© . We are being forced to make a decision
within adequate information. We are
being forced to make a decision with in-
adequate information. We are being
forced to make a decision, that could be
fundamentally important to the United
States of America without having ade-
quate information,
"~ I have heard in. the last few minutes
classified information, I do not know
whether it is absolutely accurate, that
rebutes a lot of what was said in the
secret session here yesterday. We have
heard a one-sided presentation.

I do not In any way blame the people
whe feel the way they do on the Tunney
_sainendment. But an.the other hand, in

" the secret sessiop we hear one thing and
now other information which cannot be
taliked about on the floor, yet we are being
called on under s time limitation to vote
on an amendment.

There may be other people who feel like
I do, and that Is, it is very uncomfort-
able to have to make the kind of decision
we are going to make with this kind of
time limitation when we are getting new
information about every 15 minutes on
this subject.

I, personally, am very disturbed about
this uncomfortable, awkward, and I
think irresponsible position which we are
placed in, I do not blame any one in-
dividual, but I think it is not the way to
run a government,

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator
from Georgia and I agree with his senti-

- ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr, McCLURE. .I yield the Senator
from New York 5 minutes.

Mr, BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I con-
cur with all the sentiments expressed by
the Sgnator from Idaho and the Senator
from Cteorgia, . . -

The fact is that we are subverting our
own procedures, procedures designed by
the Congress of the United States, for
better or for worse, to oversee necessary
activities of a sensitive, delicate type
that require a flexibility of approach
that this body simply is not equipped to
handle.

In the process, I believe that we are
. throwing some signals around the world
that can be extraordinarily dangerous
in its potential. . :

Let us face it, we are not talking about
Angola. in this respect, but we are talk-
ing ‘about the impressions that coun-
tries ardund the globe, friend and foe
alike, will have from the action of this
body in arbitrarily and abruptly cutting
-operafions that the administration is
bursuing in fu}l accordance with the law,

L

Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP77M00144R000;100100018-1
3 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

negotiations and operations that do not
commit the United States down the line
to extravagance or something that would
lead to warfare.

‘We seem to have abandoned any con-
fidence in the legislation we enacted last
year, the war powers law, which was
supposed to have protected us from any
such possibility, and at the same time we

are preempting the work of the Church .

committee.

Let us face it, the Soviet Union is a
serious power. The Soviet Union has ob-
jectives that cannot be described as
either peaceful or friendly, The Soviet

Union is willing to make large commit-.

ments. The Soviet Union can keep
secrets.

It seems to me that what we are doing
here today can only encourage further
Soviet adventurism around the globe,
and it can only discourage uncommitted
nations or weak nations from ever look-
ing toward the United States for any
kind of support.

I believe, Mr. President, that this is
& course of action that we are taking that
can only be described as reckless, ill-
considered, and dangerous.

I know that there is no hope of defeat-
ing the Tunney amendment, but I hope
that it will, nevertheless, be defeated. I
hope that over the intervening weeks
Members of this body will reflect on what
it is we are doing, reflect on the fact that
in a very important way we are usurping
the responsibilities that the Constitution
of the United States places primarily in
the Executive, that we have, In- fact,
destroyed the abilities of this Govern-
ment to conduct covert operations.

- Thope, Mr. President, that this amend-
ment will be defeated.

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senafor from
California yield?

Mr. TUNNEY. Yes, I yield to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the issue
before us is very clear, as several Mem-
bers here have stated,

The question is whether this body
wishes to go on record at this time
favoring the possible expenditure of an
additional $9 million in & tribal civil
war in central Africa.

The question is really that simple.

As we know from other discussions
here, it is not going to be possible to
receive other funds through a reprogram-
ing or other methods. So the decision the
Members of this body must make is
whether they feel that by spending
another $9 million, that somehow the
policies of our Government in Angola
are going to be suddenly turned around.

I think, in view of the magnitude of
the problem on both sides, that is
inconceivable.

I think before yielding back, because
I know there are Members that are pre-
pared to vote, that we ought to face up
to that issue, each of us.

One can say many things about why
we ought to be in Angola or ought not to
be, but the real question is, if we vote
yes or no here, do we wish to authorize
and appropriate the money, $9 million,
to continue the war in central-Africa,

Mr, MORGAN. If the Senator will yield

’
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for a question, are we down to $9 million,
and if we are down to $9 million how did
we get there?

Mr. CLARK. I think it would be. But
it is clear from the figures the various
committees and administration officials
have presented to us that that is all that
is in this bill that could conceivably be
transferred. It is not earmarked for
that purpose. )

Mr. McCLELLAN, That is not all that
will be transferred. That is all that could
be used without reprograming.

Mr. CLARK. Yes; and as the Appro-
priations Committee said.

Mr. NUNN. Is the Senator telling us
now, as far as the money is concerned,
this entire amount boils down to whether
we are going to save $9 million, or
whether we are going to spend the $9
million as far as the money part is con-
cerned?

It is not $28 million involved or $50
million or $60 million, it is $9 million?

Mr. McCLELLAN, In this bill, there
is only $9 million. ,

Mr. NUNN. I would just like to ob-
serve-——

Mr. McCLELLAN. That could be used.
None of the rest in this bill can be used
without reprograming, but I have ad-
vised the Senate would come to the Sen-
ate itself so it could work its will,

Mr. NUNN. That certainly is a fact,
in my opinion. I do not think enough
people realize that is the amount of
money we are talking about.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
ylelds time? '

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-

guished Senator from Arkansas.
I think the distinguished minority
leader indicated in his opening remarks
that he was heavyhearted. He was con-
cerned about the U.S. Senate assuming
the full responsibility of the decision.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I
interrupt & moment to say that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has only 1 minute
remaining. I wanted him to be aware
of that. :

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
beg the Chair’s pardon, it is 40 minutes
to the side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous consent—— ’

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am compelled to
ask unanimous consent for another 15
minutes on each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I was under the im-
pression I had 40 minutes. I am very
sorry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Mexico is
recoghnized.

Mr. DOMENICLI. I thank the Chair.

As I was indicating, I, too, am heavy-
hearted because we are going to assume
the full responsibility here today, not be-
cause I do not want us to, but because I
am firinly convinced we are going to as-
sume the full responsibility for denying
the U.S, Government an option in for-,
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‘elgn policy for somewhere between 39
million and $28 million, which could be
determinative of America’s relationship
with the Soviet Union and, more impor-
tantly, because we are doing it predomi-
nantly upon mlsinformation or lmck of
information.
.. Suffice it to say that there has not been
a4 commitiée member reporting to this
Senate who spoke to the Secretary of
‘State of the United States before this
‘matter came to the floor of the Senate.
. As a matter of faét, while we come here
‘today to vote on thi‘s, it is only by acci-
dent that informally the Secretary of
Btate was called to tell us the facts about
the optlons he is trying to protect here.

I can say this, if he is to be believed
then we are acting upon -either the im-

» presstons ‘or opinions of other than the

Becretary of State, which are different
from his in at least five major areas.
Without going into details, I will say
what they are: hils opinion as to whether
we are alining ourselves with white
South Africa so as to cause aill of black
Africa to be against us. His answer is, no.
To the contrary, we have been invited by
two major black countries to continue
this participation for the next few weeks.
* ‘8Second, suffice it to say that we have
not been told all the facts as to why
Chipa is no longer putting some arma-
ment In this ‘area. I will not go beyond
that.

Suffice it to say that we have been led
to beélieve this is a unilateral effort on
our part. We have been told some of our
NATO allies have been talked to; that
the OA Unity group in South Africa has
been called upon and will be WOlkIng on
the matter.

Buffice it to say we have been told——-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 4 minutes have expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
for the time yielded, and thank him for
accommodating me.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 4 minutes ta
the Senator frorm Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if I may,
I would like to point out I do not care
anything about the vote one way or the
other, particularly at this time, favorable
or not as to the money for Angola. I
belleve the Senator from California has
already won his point. He has driven
home the principles he is fighting for. He
has obtalned resuits. There will be none
of this new money spent in Angola with-
out the consent of the two Appropriations
Committees of the Congress plus, as the
‘Benator from Arkansas has said, this
body. So, Mr. President, this primarily

- {8 a forelgn relations policy question. We
are attempting to decide .the guestion
heye ds a rider, a limitation, on an ap-
propriation bill.

.We ought to have the testimony and
the counsel of the Porelgn Relations
and Foreign Affairs and other commit-
tees. The policy guestion ought to be de-
cided in a bill, after hearings, and not
as a limitation on an appropriation bill.

‘We are not going to séttle the Angola
question hére with a little limitation on
an appropriation bill. We are not going
to settle it tonight, tomorrow, this year
or next year, in my humble opinion. This
is going to be a long, drawn-out affair in-
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volving many of the countries of Africa.
But where is the Senate going In the
meantime?

We have a $90 billion appropriation
bill, plus the additional part that is in the
3~month period.

It has been worked on now for 13
months, to my own knowledge, by this
subcommittee, and the Armed Services
Committee considered the authorization
for the military hardware and personnel
and research that is in it. Some of the
best staff members on Capital Hill have
worked laboriously an this entire bill.
All adjustments have been made, every-
thing has been considered, as to what
will our spending policy for armament,
research and personnel for the military.
This is for 12 months and an additional
3-month period.

What do our adversaries think of us?
We have already run over 6 months into
the year for which we are supposed to
appropriate. This will take it over an-
other month—7. months out of 12 for
this periocd for which we are appropriat-
ing already gone.

If T was an adversary of this country,
I would be thinking, *““Those people do
not know what they want and they do
not know how to get anything settled
when they do want it.”

The Senator from California has es-
tablished his point. T am not directing
anything at him except victory for his
side of this matter.

The Senator won his point for getting
consideration on this particular money.

There must be a policy evolved. I have
been wanting more of a policy evolved
on all covert matters. X have never liked
the taste of it.

I will say if this count1 Y is going to run
its foreign relations and military affairs
and everything else, by limitations com-

ing in at the last minute, with half of

the year gone, as limitations on appro-
priations bills and thereby set vast,
worldwide policy questions, then we are
on the way down, Everybody will know it
except us.

I say this deliberately because I am
concerned.

I hope that what little I can say—1 do
not expect ,to change votes—will have
some Wa,rning value.

The PRESIDING OFfICER, 'I'he Sen-
ator’s 4 minutes have expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator yield
2 minutes?

Mr. TUNNEY. Does the Senator want
another minute or two to complete his
remarks?

Mr, STENNIS. I would like to continue
for another minute.

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield.

Mr, STENNIS. I would just like to
mention several programs that are con~
sidered important. They have been de-
bated when the bill was up. The money
has been put in the bill, All items are still
being held up. No contract plans can be
made. Industry is standing by and the
Department is standing by. Everybody is
standing by having to wait, wait, walt
6 months, almost 7 months, but nothing
can be done,

I plead for a better policy than that,
not just for the Departmeént of Defense,
but for all departments. otherwise, we
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are not handling our affairs, I humbly
suggest and with great respect to every-
one, in the right method and in the right
manner, and we are not being effective.
Particularly, let us not try here to settle
a worldwide policy question by a rider on
an appropriation bill. How far can we

go?

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr, KENNEDY. Will the Senator yield
3 minutes?

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Pres1dent I think
our distinguished colleague and chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
has put the question very clearly, when
he states that the real issue is whether
we are or are not going to decide policy.

I believe everyone in this body remem-
bers the years when, by the failure of
the Congress to act on the Vietnam is-
sue, we had Indeed voted for a defense
appropriation that was thrown back to
us time and time again, and that we were
in error by approving a policy that kept
us in Vietham. Every Member of this
body remembers that.

Without the inclusion of the Tunney
amendment we will be saying exactly the
same thing with regard to Angola. We
will permit the administration to say,
without the Tunney amendment, that we
have known about our Nation’s involve-
ment in Angola, and yet we are un-
prepared to take a position on this pol-~
icy issue.

I would agree with the Senator from
Mississippi; that this is the issue, whether
we are going to pass an appropriation
bill that is going to permit the admin-
istration to say, “They knew about it up
there in the Senate o the United States
and refused to take a position,” or
whether we are going to heed the lessons

~of Vietnam. As shown by the early votes

on this issue we have a clear bipartisan
majority in this Senate insisting, that
we have learned the lesson of Vietnam
as it applies to covert activity In Third
World countries, and that we are going
to stamp into policy on this bill this
afternoon the fact that we in the U.S.
Senate do not concur with the adminis~
tration, which apparently has not
learned the policy and has not learned
the lessons of Vietnam by suggesting
that we abandon the Tunney amend-
ment,

. I am hopeful that for the very reasons
that the Senator from Mississippi has
stated, for the policy reasons, the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia will be overwhelmingly accepted.
I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the
question is not whether we decide to act
in this manner but it is how we decide to
act, whether we decide to act m haste or
act deliberately.

Are we golng to just undercut the
executive branch of the Government,
which is following the outlines of con-
gressional options, and cut off what they
have already started without proper
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. deliberations, without the full informa-
tlon that we are entitled to have?

Certainly it is not a matter of favor-
ing covert action, but I think it is 3 mat-
ter of considering at some length what
‘the future policy should be, and con-
tinuing the present support for the tims
being, in order that we can act in Janu-
- 8ry or February, after considering all
sides and all the facts and knowing what
we are doing, .

Mr, KENNEDY., Mr, President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. BARTLETT. You bet.

" Mr, KENNEDY., Why not just put on a
moratorium now, and let the admin-
istration come up and defend the policy?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. .Who

. yields time? .
Mr, TUNNEY. Does the Senator wish
more time? ; .

Mr, BARTLETT, Yes, I would appre-
olate it. '

Mr. TUNNEY. I yield the Senator
another minute.

Mr, BARTLETT. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

There was nothing in the legislation

which authorized the executive branch
to counter coyert actions by the Soviets
with covert actions by ourselves, and to
come up to Congress and justify that,
other than to do it through committee.
This is being done. But if we act very
precipitously here, in great haste, and
undercut them, who would really be
.8peaking for the United States? I think
they would be saying around the world
that we are speaking with a forked
tongue, that no one knows what the
Upited States is doing, that the execu-
tlve branch says one thing and Congress
acts contrary to that. .

I think we should support the admin-
Istration until we have a chance to con-
sider this matter in a delibernte fashion,
as a deliberative body should.
~ Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

I would like to preface my remarks by
saying that whatever I may say is said
with due deference to and respect for my

- . colleagues who may have differing views

from those which I shall express. I speak
moré, Mr, President, in the role of &
Senator than I do as chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, because as
chairman of the Appropriations Commit-
tee T have little concern about whether
some particular item in an appropriation
bill. is stricken out or some item is added
to the bill. Certainly that is true when
the sum Involved is only $9 million,

But there is something much greater
involved here than just $9 million.

Mr, President, I made every effort I
could to bring about a solution to this
situation. First, I sought not to have any
expenditure made between now and when
Congress returns. Yesterday afternoon in
the conference that has been referred to
there was an apparent agreement, or
obviously a possibility of an agreement

- %o let the admipistration spend this $9
million, with the additional balance of $3
million. they still have in the reserve
fund, which would carry the issue over
until we come back in January at which
time or durlng which time I proposed to
-call the Appropriations Committee to-

gether and hold hearings, and give the
administration an opportunity to make
its case. I sald the committee would then
report to the Senate on the pending re-
brograming request and give the Senate
an opportunity to work its will.

That was clearly understood. There
can be no mistake about it. Now this
morning the Senate comes in and turns

. down the $9 million in this bill. This ac-

tion denies the opportunity for the ad-
ministration to thoroughly make its case
and for us to hold hearings and do what
this body should do, conscientiously con-
sider and fully deliberate on this issue.

We are signaling to the world today—
we are signaling to the Kremlin at this
hour that now that you are there, what-
ever your ambitions are, whatever your
goals may be—even to establish g mili-
tary base right across the shipping lanes
of the Atlantic, we are moving out, and
“you can have it.” We are saying we will
not even invest $9 million for 3 or 4
weeks’ time, to give us an opportunity to
properly consider and deliberate upon
this issue before we decide it.

Yes, I think there will be great elation
in the Kremlin when they know what we
are doing and have done. I think there is
confusion and consternation in other
countries, who look to us for leadership
and wonder whether our word is good
any longer, or whether this Nation is so
divided that there can be no reliance
upon the efforts of our constitutional
officers whose duty it is to conduct for-
elgn affairs for us.

Well, you have made the decision. To-
day you strain at a gnat. When you get
the foreign aid bill up, which provides
$1.5 billion in military aid to Israel and
$750 million to Egypt, Israel’s enemy, in

economic funds, you do not strain there,

you swallow g camel.

What kind of & policy does this Nation
have? I think there is good reason for
the Senate, in meeting its responsibility,
to weigh most carefully the whole policy
in this field. But it is not weighing it
carefully now. It is precipitously saying,
“All right, Mr. Soviet, we are stepping
out; take what you want. You have got
the arms over there:; .you can overpower
these people if you want to, you can
establish military baseg if you like. We
have no further interest.”

God save America from that kind of a
retreating foreign policy and the con-
sequences thereof. You will have your
way today but this can well be a sad day
indeed for Americs and other areas of
the non-Communist world.,

SEVERAL SENATORS: Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, T have
listened closely and carefully to the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. McCrurr), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. NuUNN), and
the Senator from New York (Mr. Buck-~
LEY).

I associate myself with these remarks.
Much of the argument heard on this is-

sue has been based unon inadequate and’

oftentimes faulty information.

I am sure we all agree that we do not
want to back into another war with our
eyes closed. I would hope, on the other

hand, that with the important negotia-
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tions taking place between our country
and the Soviets, we would not resolve a
worldwide policy issue in the fashion and
with as few facts as we presently possess.
* Mr. President, I think the proposal
made by the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee has great
merit. I regret that it was not given the
congideration I believe it deserves.

I shall vote against the Tunney
amendment.

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, in consider-
ing the dangerously evolving situation in
Angola, in what has become the first
major test of post-Vietnam policy, it is
discouraging in the extreme that so little
appears to have been learned from the
past. Once again, a long and largely se-
cret U.S. involvement in a distant coun-
try has reached the threshold of g major
commitment. And, until recently, few
have been in a position to raise funda-
mental questions regarding the direction
and nature of this policy.

There is little need to trace the de-
tailed history of the present situation in
Angola. The United States, Soviet Union,
People's Republic of China, and most re-
cently South Africa have all attempted
both indirectly. and directly to influence
the balance of power in that country.
For years three competing Tocal factions,
the MPLA, FNLA, and UNITA hava
sought to dominate this newly emergent
country. For years, this struggle was ob-
scure and hardly noticed; suddenly, it
is being debated everywhere.

What, then, is the reason for this
dramatic upsurge in interest in Angola?
It is difficult to believe, as some have
claimed, that it is due to any new-found,
strategic importance in .Angola, itself.
Angola has always possessed significant
mineral resources and has always been
the heneficiary of a fine harbor with mil-
itary potential.

Rather, increased American concern
in Angola appears to result. from
increased Soviet involvement in Angola.
The United States has been caught re-
actiig to Soviet initiatives, while the
goals of American policy remain un-
defined.

As the situation now stands, unless the
United States Injects & massive amount
of military assistance, the Soviet-backed
MPLA will emerge victorious. But what
will the Soviets have gained for all their
intrigue and efforts?

Quite simply, any Soviet “victory"” will
be short-lived. The most powerful force
in the nonalined world is nationalism—
an ideology that rejects external control
regardless of whether the ideology comes
from the East or West. One has only to
recall recent Soviet failures in Egypt and
Mozambique to realize this fundamental -
fact characterizing the world today.
Tragically, the United States is forfeiting
opportunities for long-term benefits in
Africa and elsewhere by over-reacting to
the short-term Soviet initiative in An-
gola. The United States would do far
better to take a long view of history,
condemning all outside interference in
Angola while concentrating on more con-
structive policies of assisting economic
and social development in Angola and
elsewhere. ’

Moreover, the United States has been
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tainted in all Africa by its “guilt by
association” with the Government of
Bouth Africa. As a resylt, we are sure
riot only to fare badly in Angola, but we
are sure to fare badly throughout the
entire continent of Africa until this ill-
advised assoclation is dissolved.

Today, more than 20 years since the
initial American involvement in Viet-
nam, it seems that the foreign policy of
the Unlted States is still guided by the
philosophy of containment Yet cold war
perceptions of global strategy and “zero~-

sum” competition with the Soviet Union
beaf little relevance to a situafion dic-
tated mostly by local loyalties defined
primairly by region and tribe. Manu-
factured rationales for the United States
involvement In Angola cannot hide the
fact that Angola itself is not the issue;
rather, it would appear that Angola has
been chosen as but the most recent sym-
bol of U.S. determination to act inter-
nationally. )

Before the United States further in-

volves itself in Angola, it is the responsi-
bility of the administration to explain
fully its policy both to Congress and the
American people. Many questions remain
unanswered. What is the strategic im-
portance of Angola? What are the impli-
eations of either continuing or terminat-
ing our involvement? What diplomatic
alternatives exist bilaterally with the
Soviet Union or multilaterally in the
United Nations for the United States?

Ultimately, however, Angola may be
most important for providing a dramatic
reminder that the United States has yet
to fashion a coherent foreign Dolicy. for
the post-Vietnam era. What is clear is
that expectations of détente must be
lowered. Détente is not a mutual com-
mitment between superpowers who sup-
port the status quo but rather a fAuid
relationship which primarily attempts
to avoid direct confrontation. And be-
yond a more realistic view of détente,
what is required is a new definition of
interests and commitments—one which
is supported by the American people and
which recognizes the Ilimitations of
America’s ability to influence events
everywhere In the world.

Mr. TUNNEY. T am ready to yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Arkansas yield back the
remainder of his time?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield it back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreelng to the amend-

ment of the Senator from California (Mr. .

TUNNEY), as amended. On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and
" the clerk will call the roll.

The- leg'lslatlve ¢lerk proceeded to call
the roll. .

Mr. McGEE (when his name was
ealled). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from the State
of Washington (Mr. Jackson). If he
were- present and voting, he would vote
“nay.” If T were at liberty to vote, I
would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

The legislative clerk resumed the calt
of the roll,
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'The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will suspend.

The clerk is having difficulty hearing
responses of Senators.

Thé Senate will be in order.

The clerk may proceed.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
clerk will suspend. The Senate will be in
order so Senators may hear their names
when called. The Senate is not in order.
Senators are asked to take their conver-
sations to the cloakroom.

The clerk will not proceed until the
Sanate is in order.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
some Senators have airline reservations.
I hope Senators will heed the request of
the Chair in the Chair’s efforts to get
order in the Senate which is the duty of
the Chair, by the way, under the rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is still not in order.

The clerk may proceed.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-

cluded the call of the rqll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate and
may theé well be cleared?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
and staff members are asked to clear the
well. Senators are asked to take their
conversations to the cloakrooms. The
Sendte will be in order.

The Chair thanks Senators.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. -1 announce
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bavn), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), the Senator from Florida (Mr,
CHILES) , the Senator from Missouri (Mr,
EAGLETON), the Senator frora Mississippi
(Mr. EaSTLAND), the Senator from Wash-
Ington (Mr. JAcksoN), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. JouNsTON), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. MonNTOYA), the
Sensator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-
TORE),
STEVENSON), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. SToNE), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr, HarTke), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HorrLings), and the Sen-
ator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE) are
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CaurcH) is absent on official
business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Ipamo (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr, PasTorE), and the Senator from
Florida (Mr. Stone) would each vote
uyea“n

Mr. GRIFFIN, I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BRoOCK),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLg),
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN),

the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG),

the Senator from’ Arizona (Mr. Gorp-
WATER), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
LAXALT) , and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr, MATHIAS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLDWATER) would vote “nay.”

The result was announcc=d—yeas 54

_. mays 22, as follows:

the Senator from Illinois (Mr.

Y

1975

[Rolleall Vote No. 611 Leg.]

YEAS—bH%
Abourezk Hatfield Pearson
Allen Hathaway Pell
Biden Helms Percy
Brooke Huddleston Proxmire
Bumpers Humphrey Randolph
Burdick Inouye Ribicoff
Byrd, Robert C. Javits Roth
Case Kennedy - Schwelker
Clark Leahy Scott,
Cranston Magnuson Willlam L.
Culver Mansfleld Stafford
Durkin McGovern Stevens
Ford McIntyre Symington
Garn Metcalf Taft
Glenn Mondale Tunney
Gravel Moss Weicker
Hart, Gary Muskie Williams
Hart, Philip A. Nelson
Haskell Packwood

NAYS—22
Baker Domenici Nunn
Bartlett Griffin Scott, Hugh
Beall Hansen Sparkmean
Bellmon Hruska Stennis
Buckley Long Thurmond
Byrd, McClellan - Tower

Harry F.,Jr, McClure Young

Curtis Morgan

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1 -

McGee, for. _
NOT VOTING—23

Bayh Eastland Laxalt
Bentsen Fannin Mathias
Brock Fong Montoya
Cannon Goldwater Pastore
Chiles Hartke Stevenson
Church Hollings Stone
Dole Jackson Talmadge
Eagleton Johnston

So Mr. TUNNEY's amendment, as

amended, was agreed to.-

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist upon its
améndment and request a further con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

Mr., CLARK. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms). The question is on agreeing to
the motion. |

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there &
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. FORD. What is the question now?
If a Senator will vote “aye,” what hap-
pens? If he votes “no,” what occurs?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, I
have followed the usual procedure, If the
Senator does not want conferees, I will
withdraw the motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withdraw his motion?

Mr. FORD. That answers my question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is withdrawn,

THE SBENATE AND ANGOLA: IN THE 'I‘RADITION OF
WAYNE MORSE

Mr, CRANSTON. Mr. President, today
the Senate has refused to accept what

. might well later have been termed the
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.equivalent of a “Gulf of Guinea Resolu-
tion.”

But we will now have no new “Gulf of
Tonken Resolution” opemng the way to

Vietna.m-type disaster in Angola.

That is the meaning of the majority
vote for the Tunney amendment barring
any funds in the Defense appropriations
bill from being used *“for any activities
involving Angola other than intelligence
gathering.”

We have refused to commit this body
by voting funds for covert purposes that
could be used to more deeply involve the
United States in a civil war. The voting
of funds could have been cited later by
the administration as congressional au-
thorization of deeper and ever more
dangerous U. 8. involvement in Angola.

We have weighed the potential con-
sequences of intervention on an install-
ment plan, as Wayne Morse tried to get

-his colleagues to do back in August 1964,
when the Senate was debating the Gulf
of "Tonkin resolution.

- Mr. President, we have over the past
geveral days héard repeated assurances
that we are defending “freedom” in
Angola.

‘We have heard assurances that what
the administration seeks will not lead
inevitably to escalation.

We hgve heard again that the Presi-
dent has limited intentions, and that
Congress will have ample opportunity
under the exercise of its constitutional
powers, with the help of the War Powers
Act, to restrain the President, should his

t4°ntions change.

All of this has a familiar ring.

But the simple fact remains that once
“the President involves the Nation in a
war, whether with money, weapons. or
men, it is harder to turn back.

National pride becomes, involved.

Crises develop which produce emo-
tional, not rational, reactions.

The time to stop is at the beginning.

Mr. President, I was not in this body
in 1964, when the debate over the Ton-

kin Gulf Resolution took place.

The approval of that resolution led
inevitably to the catastrophic escalation
of the war in Vietnam. )

There are many here now who were
here then—and have long since come to
regret the action that the overwhelming
majority of the Senate took that day—
on August 7, 1964, by a vote of 88 to 2.

Just before that historic vote took
place, the late, great Senator Wayne

- Morse of Oregon who—along with the
late, distinguished Senator from Alaska
Ernest Gruening—were the sole dissent-
ers that day, made a speech on the floor
of this body. For its courage, prescience
and inherent wisdom, it must go down
as one of the greatest speeches ever
delivered in the U.S. Senate.

Senators Morse and Gruening both
lost their seats in 1948, and died less than
a month apart in 1974,

Their voices cannot instruct us now.

But, for the benefit of those who did

hot, hear that 1964 speech, and as a re-
- minder to those who heard, but did not
tieed its me: age T ask unanimous con-
sent that tor Morse's speech be
printed in the ECORD,

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

SPEECH OF SENATOR MORSE

Mr. MorsgE. Mr. President, In view of the
debate which took place last night, which
we did not contemplate at the time we en-
tered into the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, as I have stated to the majority lead-
er, I wish now that we had fixed the time to
vote at 12 o’clock today. There is little re-
maining to add, by way of rebuttal, to what
I said last night, except the points that I
shall cover this morning. However, I do want
to discuss in some detail the predated de-
claration of war aspects of this unfortunate
resolution.

I hope, as T sald to the majority leader,
that the defenders of this unfcrtunate re-
solution will come to the floor of the Senate
and give a defense of it in answer to the
points that I made in rebuttal last night
and shall amplify this morning. I am walt-
ing for their replies.

I have a little reply of my own to make
this morning to the Washington Post. There
s a very fallaclous editorial in this morning’s
Washington Post entitled “Democracy’s Re-
sponse.” I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
wes ordered to be printed In the RECORD, as
follows:

DrMOCRACY’S RESPONSE

Congress is responding with ccmmendable
promptness and with an almost unanimous
voice to President Johnson’'s request for sup-
port in the Southeast Asia crisis. The
President consulted the leaders of both
Houses and then asked for a supporting res-
olution not only because he felt the neces-
sity for congressional approval of what is
being done, but also because he wished to
demonstrate before the world the unity of
the American people in resisting Communist
aggression., That unity has been demon-
strated despite the reckless and querulous
dissent of Senator MoRrsE.

There is no substance in Senator MoRSE's
charge that the resolution amounts to a
“predated declaration of war.” On the con-
trary, it reaffirms the longstanding policy of
the United States of alding the States cov-
ered by the Southeast Asia Collective De-
fense Treaty in the protection of their free-
dom as a contribution to international peace.
It pledges military action only to resist ag-
greesion against American forces in that
‘area. Of course, the Presldent has authority
‘to respond to attacks upon American forces
without any approval in advance by Con-

. gress. So the resolution means only a re-

commitment of the Nation to the policy it
has been following—an almost unanimous
recommitment in the face of the inexplica-
ble North Vietnamese challenge.

This means of reasserting the national
will, far short of a declaration of war, fol-
lows sound -precedents set in other crises.
President Johnson noted In his message to
Congress that similar resolutions had been
passed at the request of President Eisen-
hower in connection with the threat to For-
mosa in 1955 and the threat to the Middle
East in 1957. The same course was followed
in 1962 at the request of President Kennedy
to meet the missile threat in Cuba. None
of these emergencies lead to war. Rather,
the firm action that this country took inter-
rupted Communist maneuvers that might
otherwise have led to war. '

Congress ought to be very pleased with
the now firm establishment of this mecha-
nism for meeting an emergency with a unit-
ed front. Reliance solely upon the power
of Congress to declare war as a last resort
would not be appropriate in these days of
repeated crises short of war. A resolution
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of support for the executive arm in meeting
an emergency has all the virtue of rallying
national strength behind a firm policy—
without taking the celamitous step of war
in this nuclear age. We surmise that the al-
most unanimous sentiment behind this res-
olution on Capitol Hill reflects appreclation
for the President’s sharing of responsibllity
as well as support for the tough punishinent
Tfor aggression that he initiated.

Mr. Morse. The Washington Post has
demonstrated in editorial after editorial that
it does not have a good constitutional law-
yer on 1ts editorial staff. The editorials pub-
lished in ihe newspaper demonstrated that
fact constantly. In an editorial which ap-
peared in this morning’s issue of the news-
paper there appears the following statement:

“There is no substance in Senator Morse’s
charge that the resolution amounts to a
‘predated declaration of war,’ "

One wonders whether or not the editorial
writer has ever read the joint resolution. No
one can read the joint resolution and the
authority proposed to be given the President
in the joint resolution without recognizing
that it would clearly authorize the President
to proceed to follow whatever courses of
action are necessary in his opinion; and such
action would constitute authority to con-
duct war.

I should like to make an additional com-
ment on a statement in the editorial in re-
ference to resolutions/passed by previous
Congresses. In the body of the editorial the
statement is made:

“President Johnson noted in his message
to Congress that similar resolutions had been
passed at the request of Pre<ident Eisen-
hower in connection with the threat to For-
mosa in 1955 and the threat fo the Middle
East in 1957. The same course was followed
in 1862 at the request of President Kennedy
to meet the missile threat in Cuba.”

The editorial writer apparently had not
read, or certalnly had not read recently be-
fore he wrote that editorial, the Cuban resc-
Iution, for there is no similarity between the
Cuban resolution on the one hand and the
Formosa, the Middle East, and the pending
resolutions on the other hand.

But returning to the comment of the
Washington Post that there is no sub-
stance in Senator Morse's charge that the
resolution amounts to a “predated declara-
tion of war,” I should like to read for the
henefit of that unenlightened editorial writ-
er of the Washington Post page 2 of the
Joint resolution:

“Resolved by the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the United Stafes of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Congress approves and supports the determi-
nation of the President—"

Not the Congress, but of the President—
“as Cominander in Chief, to take all neces-
sary measures to repel any armed attack
against the forces 0f the United States and
to prevent further aggression.”

‘The joint resolution thus gives the Presl~
dent warmaking power.

I shall come to another section of the reso-
lution same item in a moment. The Com-
mander in Chief, the President of the United

‘States, has the inherent constitutional power

immediately to defend the United States in
case of an attack, but he does not have the
inherent power after that immediate defense
to proceed to make war. That is the distine-
tion which this wunenlightened editorial
writer of the Washington Post has never
grasped. )

Mr. President, the right of immediate de-
fense Is something guite different from the
right to proceed to lay out a campalgn of
war. Under the joint resolution the President
would be given the authority to go beyond
immediate self-defense of the United States
and proceed with a war campaign, That is
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why I say today, as I said in 1955, and as I
sald at the time of the Middle East resolution,
that such resolutions constitute a predated
declaration of war. The Washington Post edi-
torial writers ought to consult with Senators
who occupy high positions in the Senate on
the other side of the issue in connsection
with the defense activities of the country.
They might be surprised to learn that they
are not quarreling with the Senator from
Oregon 1n regard to the effect of the joint
resolution. The joint resolution does propose
to give the President of the United States au-
thority beyond the inherent authority that
he already possesses to act immediately in
national self-defense.

Mr. President, that is a very important dis-
tinction, in constitutional law. The Senator
from Oregon repeats that, under the Con-
stitution, the President has no power to wage
war until a declaration of war is passed by
the Congress. The joint resolution is a con-
travention of article I, section 8, of the Con-
stitution, just as the Formosa resolution and
the Middle East resolution were contraven-
tlons of the Constitution and caused the se-
njor Senator from Oregon In the debate on
those two resolutitons to take a stand in
opposttion. As one of the Armed Services
Committee leaders of the Sendte told me this

. morning. “Wayne, there iIs no difference be-

tween the position that you are taking to-
day and the position that you have taken
econsistently with regard to the other resolu~
tions. No one can really guarrel with your
conclusion that the joint resolution does go
beyond the inherent authority of the Presi-

- dent to act in the self-defense of our coutn-

try and does vest in him authority to pro-
ceed to carryout a campaign that amounts in
Pact to. the waging of war.’

Mr. President, I do not bellevé we should

flo 1+, Tt Is not necessary to do it. There is

.

inherent power iIn the President as Com-
mander in Chief under the Constitution to
meet an attack immediately, and then come
to the Congress of the United States asking
for 8 declaration of war. We should requtre
those steps, rather than give the President
blanket authority under the joint resolution
‘to proceed to wage war without a declaration
of war.

Ah, but it mav be said, and is sald, by
some in conversations with me, “But, WAYNE,
& Prestdent would not do that for very long.”

I do not care whether he does it for a
short time or a long time. It is not neces-
pary for him to do it, so long as he has the
inherent authority to meet attack with im-
medlate self-defense actions.

As T said in 1955, T believe it {s important
in these trylng times that we not extend
and expand the authority of the President
of the United States beyond the limits of
the Constitution,

It may be said that if the President should
commit an unconstitutional act under the
joint resolution, or if the joint resolution
in effect, as argued by the Senator from
Oregon, is an attempt to give to the Presi-
dent an unconstitutional power, he can be
checked. I wish I could say that he could be.
The difficulty in relation to these constitu-
tional questions as they involve the Presi-
dency of the United States is that we do not
have a procedure for having them tested in
the U.S. Supréme Court. That has been the
subject of great discussion, concern, and de-
Bate among constitutional lawyers for many
decades. It is difficult to bring the President
of the United States before the U.S. Supreme
Court. Our oonst[tutlonal fathers provided
for other procedural checks upon the Presi-
dent of the United States, one of which is
impeachment, which, of course, is unthink-
able when we have a Prestdent who seeks
only in the exerclse of his powers—though
he may be mistaken in regard to having ex-

. ceeded an inherent power—to protect the
" Interest of the United States. But that 1s a
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check that 1s provided in the Constitution.
Then, of course, we check the President in
regard to the purse strings by way of ap-
propriations.

We have the authorlty, of course, to check
the President by way of appropriations, with
his ancillary check on Congress of the veto.
It is not impossible to eventually get a case
before the Supreme Court involving the
warmmaking powers of the Prestdent, but

“the legal road could be long and tortuous.

The time consumed would make the quess
tion moot by the time it was decided as
far as the emergency is concerned will give
rise to the issue in the first instance.

When Congress passes a joint resolution
such as this, 1t is practically impossible—in,
fact, I think it impracticable—procedurally
to have the power checked, on constitutional
grounds, before the U.S. Supreme Court. I
do not know, and I know of no constitutional
lawyer who has ever been able to point out,
& procedure by which we could bring the
President before the Court on the charge
that he was making war unconstitutionally.
I ¢can hear the Court, in refusing jurisdiction,
“Congress will have to follow the pro-
cedures set out in the Constitution for check-
ing the President.”

So I am concerned about the resolution in
respect to its glving to the President what
I honestly and sincerely believe is an uncon-

- stitutional power—that 1s, the power to

make war without a declaration of war. It
feeds a political trend in this country that
needs to be checked. For some time past in
this Republic we have been moving in the
direction of a government by executive
supremacy.

It is very interesting to listen to the argu-
ments that one hears for extending and
expanding the power of the White House.
It is extremely important—and I speak sob-~
erly and out of a depth of great sincerity—
that we never grant a single power to any
President, I care not who he is, that in any
way cannot be reconciled with that precious

. Iundamental foundation of our Republic:

namely, a system of three coordinate and
coequal branches of Government.

It 18 dangerous to the freedoms and
liberties of the American people to vest in
any President, at any time, under any cir-
cumstances, power that exceeds the con-
stitutional concept of three coordinate and
coequal branches of Government,

The American people will quickly lose their
liberty if you do not stop feeding the trend
toward Government by executive supremacy.
In my opinion, the joint resolution would
do Just exactly that. It would. give to the
President of the United States an authority
which, in my judgment, he does not need,
by any stretch of the imagination. He has
inherent power to react, in the self-defense
of this Republic, in the event of an immedi-
ate attack.

It Is particularly essential that we con-
tinue to require a President of the United
States to conform to article I, section 8, of
the Constitution, In regard to making war,
and that we continue to hold any Presi-
dent—1I care not who he is—under the strict-
est restraint with regard to the making of
War.

We have entered an era of civilization in

which an unconstitutional act of war on .

the part of a President of the United States
can lead to nuclear war and the end of
this Republic, no matter how sincere a Presi-
dent may be in his intentions in respect to
exercising the power to make war.

We need to be on guard in respect to vest-
ing power in the White House. The White
House has plenty of power under the Con-
stitution. I am for giving the White House
no more power than the Constitution gives
him,

I have heard sincere colleagues on the
floor of the Senate—and I respect them—
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differ with me In regard to the effect of the
joint resolution. There are also colleagues
on the other side of the issue who have come
to me and said, as did one who discussed
it with me this morning, “Waynge, there is
no doubt as to the effect of the resolution
that you are polnting out, and that you
pointed out in 1955. It bothered me in 1955;
but we have every reason to count on the
Iact that the President of the United States
will not abuse the power."”

Mr. President, I do not think he would
deliberately abuse the power, but he could
most sincerely exercise the power in a man-
ner that would result in great damage to this
Republic.

There is an elementary rule of law which
states that when we come to deal with pro=~
cedural matters, iIf a procedure 1s subject to
abuse we had better change the procedure.

My majority leader, who always is courte-
ous to me and was exceedingly courteous to
me in arranging the format for this debate,
has heard me say many times ds we have
served together in this body that we should
never forget that our substantive rights are
never any better, and can never be any bet-
ter, than our procedural rights. Our proce-
dural rights determine our substantive
rights. There are no substantive rights un-
less there are procedures for implementing
them.

I have said many times—and the statement
should be applied to this issue, because it is
applicable—let me determine the procedure
of any human institution or the administra-
tion of any law, and I will determine all the
substantive rights anyone may have under
that law, that tribunal, or that administra-
tive body. Let me determine the procedure
of any courtroom. and I will determine all
the substantive rights that can be adjudi-
cated in that courtroom.

Although some critics will say that this
principle involves & legalistic abstraction,
nevertheless the great principles of so-
called legalistic abstraction are principles
that determine, in the last analysis, whether
one remains o free man or not, This is true
because the procedures of our Government
written into the Constitution and the laws
of our country determine our substantive
rights as freemen.

In my judgment, the pending Joint res-
olution tinkers with and impairs the great
procedural rights of the American people
written in article I, section 8 of the Consti~

. tution-—namely, that the power and the right

to declare war is vested in the Congress, and
not in the President of the United States.

War cannot be declared speculatively; war
cannot be declared in futuro under article
I, section 8 of the Constitution, War cannot
be declared to meet hypothetical situations
yet to arise on the horizons of the world. War
is declared in relation to existing operative
facts of the moment of the call for a declara-
tion of war.

In the resolution before the Senate—and
I shall read the section to which I have re-
ferred and another rection momentarily—
the President of the United States would he
given power to make war in relation to opera-
tive facts not now in existence, but which
may come Into existence in futuro. That
cannot be reconciled with article I, section
8 of the Constitution.

For the educstion of the unenlightened
editor of the Washington Post who wrote
the ignorant editorial in respect to this con-
stitutional point, I hope he will reread arti-
cle I, section 8 of the Constitution, and
that he will read again-—assuming that he
ever read the resolution before he wrote
the editorial—the section to which I have
referred and read, and which I repeat. That
part of the joint resolution reads:

‘““I'ne Congress approves and supports the
determination of the President, as Com-
mander in Chief, to take all necessary meas-
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ures to repel any armed attack against the
forces of the United States and to prevent
further aggression.”

Let us analyze that sentence for a mo-
ment. Let us analyze that part of the sen-
tence that deals with the inherent power
of auny commander in chief, any President,
to react immediately in the defense of this
Republic. That part of the sentence is not
needed. He has that power now. If there is
to be read Into that part of the sentence
which starts on line 4—“to take all necessary
mensurse to repel any armed attack against
the forces of the United States”—authority
to commit an act of aggression, preventive
in nafure, 1t goes beyond the Constitution.

That was my argument in 1955. How well
I remember it. In 1055 I participated in the
same format of committee organization in
which I took part yesterday; riamely, a Joinb
meeting of the Armed Services Committee
and the Foreign Relations Committee. I op-
posed the formosh resolution. My recollec-
ton is that In committee in 1956 two of us
took that position. When we came to the
floor of the Senate, my recollection Is that
I was supported by a third inember, as I said
lagt night, the gredt Senator from New York,
Herkert Lehman; and I believe we ended in
1056 with three Senators voting against the
resplution. As I'remember ray opening speech
in. 1955—and. the Recokp will speak for it-
self—-T said, as I say now, that I was stand-
ing In a position on the floor of the Senate
in_ which a few other liberals had stood
- throughout the history of this great par-

liarhentsry body. Like them I was confront-

od_with tile choiée of telling fhe American
peorle what I was satisfled they were en-
¢itled to know about their foreign policy,

. and run the risk of violating the rules of
gecrecy of the Sénate, thereby risking the
discipline of thé Senaté, or failing in my ob-
ligation to tell the American people things
that I thought they were entitled to know
in regard to the foreign policy of the coun-
4ry and avoid running the risk of being dis-
clplined by the Senate.

If Senators will read that speech they
will see_that I sald I thought I could give
the American people what they should be
warned sbout within the rules of the Sen-
“nte, without subjecting myself to Benate
discipline, Senators will find that T sald—T
parsphrase the speech, but accurately: )

“3 wish to tell the American people that
this a preventive war fésolution; and if
any Senator has any quéstion about it, let
him go to the floor below and read the testi-
him go to the Forelgn. Relations Cominittee
on the Aoor below and read’ the testimony
of the Secretary of State—" o

Who was then John Foster Dulles—
“gnd the testimony of the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Military Estab-
lishment—" ) ’

* Who was then Admiral Radford.

Isald: . ' :

43¢ Senators will read that testimony, they
will know that behind this resolution is the
proposal that the Military Establishment
and those in chaipe of Arierlean foreign pol-
fcy are to be given the authority to make &
gtrike ageinst thé mainland of China before

China makes & ‘strike against the United

Btates, Such a strike would be an act of

aggression. Such a strike would be an act

of ‘war. Authorizatlon for slich a strike in
the Formosa resolution amounts to seeking
£0.glve to the Military Establishiment, with-
out n declaration of war, the power to make

war. ‘Senators’ will ind that clear power th’

the resolutton” | ) i
Senators will rememiber that in 1855 the
senior Senator ffom Oregon took that posi-
%ion in the hearing before the committee. M
- position became known. Aftér T todk fhat
position the chairman of the committees it-
ting jolntly, Mr. Walter George, of Georgla,
declared & recess, and announced that he

would go to the White House for the pur-
pose of discussing with the. President the
argumeht that I had made In committee. He
went to the White House. Out of that con-
ference came the famous White House pro-
nouncement with respect to the Formosa res-
olution, in which President Eisenhower an-
nounced that he, and he alone, would make
the decision under that resolution as to what
course of action this Government would fol-
low in implementing the Formosa resolution.

Senator George came back and had & con-
ference with me. He thanked me for what
he consldered to be the service I had ren-
dered. He sald, “It was a very important
service. I would not support the resolution
in the absence of the White House an-
nouncement,” He said, “WayNg, I hope you
will work with me now to help get the
resolution through the Senate.”

I said to the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee, who served on that oc-
casion as chairman of the committees sitting
jointly. “That does not make it any better
so far as I am concerned. You missed the
point of my objection. Although the testi-
mony in committee would have left the im-
pression that the Secretary of State and the
military officials could have made the deci-
slon, they will still be making the decision,
because the President will follow thelr ad-
vice.” I said, “I would not vote for it if
they had no voice in it at all, because T will
not vote to give to any President this power,
because the Congress of the Unlted States
must jealously guard its prerogatives under
article I, section 8 of the Constitution. All
that the President needs to do is to come be-

‘foré Congress and ask for a declaration of

war. He has inherent authority to meet an
em@ergency that requires national self-de-
fense action prior to the time he gets to the
Congress.”

Senators will note in the Recorp that I
used the beginning of the war with Japan as
a precedent. I sald, *After the strike at Pearl
Harbor, Franklin Delano Roosevelt exercised
the power as Commander in Chief to defend
tihs country in national self-defense, but he
came to Congress for a declaration of war.

1 made that argument In 1955. T repeated
it in summary form at the time of the Mid-
dle East difficulty, and I am summarizing it
again in this historic debate. i

T have heard no answer In all the inter-
vening years to the constitutional point that
I now ralse, and of which the editor of the
Washington Post who wrote the editorial this
morning is abysmally lgnorant.

Mr. President, this joint resolution is not
needed for the defense of the Republic. It
should not be used to make an end run
around article I, section 8, of the Constitu-
tion. So long as an attack 1s in progress, the
Prgsident has the inherent power to protect
the Republic in self-defense. But there is
regerved to Congress, under the Constitution,
the responsibility of passing judgment on
whether or not even an attack calls for our
declaring war. It may very well be that after
a response to an attack, the attacking party

‘may start diplomatic maneuvers into mo-

tion—to surrender, to capitulate, to ask for
a negotiated settlement, or to resort fo the
rule of law—which might cause Congress, in
exercising its authority under the Constitu-
tion, to check the President and ‘cause him
to decide not to make war at that time. It
is an important procedural check, -

It is easy, understandable, and natural In

.8 time of high national emotion, in a time
- of strong patriotic fervor, to say, “Give ’em

the works.” It is also true that in such an
hqur of high national emotion and hysteria,
we who sit In seats of responsibility, so far
ag, the legislative process Is concerned, can
say, “Let us wait. Let us first analyze the
sifuation on the facts and then vote the au-
thorlty that Is fieeded to protect the country.
Sincere and lonest men can differ as to the

procedural form that 4he grant of such au-
thority shall take.”

In 1955 and again In 1957 the senlor Sena-
tor from Oregon took the position, as he
does in the instance of this resolution, that
the Middle East resolution and the Formosa
resolution would be grants of authority to
the President to exercise power which would
amount to predated declarations of war. That
should not be done. It is not necessary. All
the world knows that any country that at-
tacks the United States will be met immedia-
ately with the exercise of the inherent power
of the President, under the Constitution, to
defend the Republic. All the world knows
that if any country continues an attack upon
this country, the President will come before
this body and quickly, as the great Roosevelt
did after Pear Harbor, in 1941, obtaln from
Congress a declaration of war. What more 1s
needed?

A constitutional prineciple, is involved. It
is dangerous to give to any President an un-
checked power, after the passage of a joint
resolution, to make war. Consider the proce-
dural conmplications that could develop if
Congress decided that the President was
making serious mistakes in the conduct of &
personal war—for it would be a Presidetial
war at that point. How could the President
be stopped? He could not be stopped. Con-
sider what would happen to this Republic
if we got into that kind of conflict with
the President in carrying out the joint res-
olution.

But, say some, see what the end of sec-
tion 3 provides: .

“This resolution shall expire when the
Prestdent shall determine that the peace
and security of the area 1s reasonably as-
sured by international conditions created by
action of the United Nations or otherwise
except that it may be terminated earlier by
concurrent resolution of the Congress.”

That would create a nice mess, would 1t
not? That would be a nice portrait of the
United States to paint before the eyes of
the world, What havoc of disunity that kind
of procedurc would encompass.

What Is wrong with letting the Consti-
tution operate as written by our constitu-
tional fathers? Why this indirect amend-
ment of the Constitution? There are Sena~-
tors, for whom 1 have deep affectlon, who
become a little shaken, in our private con-
versations, when I say, “What you are really
seeking to do is to get around the amending
process of the Constitution. In effect, you
are trying to get around article I, section 8,
by amending the Constitution by way of a
Jjoint resolution.”

T do not believe we ought to establish any
more precedents of this kind. I do not ac-
cept the argumeént that because we have
made two mistakes in the past-—we made no
mistake in connection with the Cuban reso-
lution; and I shall speak of that later—be-
cause we made mistakes In the Formosa and
the Middle East joint resolutions, we can
make another one. Even a répetition of mis-
takes does not create a legal right in the
President. T do not belleve it is good legisla-
tive process to repeat ristakes. We ought
to stop making them.

In effect, this joint resolution constitutes
an amendment of article I, section 8, of the
Constitution, in that it would give the Pres-
ident, In practice and effect, the power to
make war_in the absence of a declaration of
war. It is also important to demonstrate to
the world, including the free nations, that
the Constitution of the United States is not
an instrument to be tinkered with; that the
Constitution is a precidus, sacred document,
Bo far as our form 6f government is con-
cernedl, and is not subjéct to subversion in
the legislative process. We should never miss
an opportunity to demonstrate this prin-
ciple to the totalitarian nattons of the world.
‘We should never forget that under Fasclst or
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Communist regimes there sre no righté and differences between our theory and our

liberties of the person. ) )
It 15 proposed, by this joint resolution, to
subvert the Constitution. We are éngaging

in a subterfuge, so far as article I, section 8,

is concerned. We should not do that. We
should not in any resolution tinker with the
Constitution in i'es__%e;ct to the powers and
prerogatives of the Président, and the limi-
tations upon such powers and prerogatives.

Goling back to section 1 of the resolution,
I assert again that in the language “to take
gll necessary measures to repel any armed
attack against the forces of the United
States,” there is no question about thé in-

herent power of the President to do so with-

out gresolution. = ) )

I have stated that if this proposed grant

of power implies that the right of the Pres-

_ident of the United States to take all the

. mecessary measures to “repel any armed at-
tack against the forces of the Unlted
Btates”—which former Secretary of State
Dulles pnd Admiral Radford asked for in
1964—Includes the authority to comnmit an

~met of aggression before an act of aggresslon
is committed against the United States, on
the basis of the theory of a préventlve war,
that is a dangerous doctrine. It cannot pos-
gibly be reconciled with the Constitution;
nor can it be reconciled with sound national
policy, . ’ )

I repiember that in 1955 former Secretary
ot State Dulles sald to me, “Would you wait
for the Red Chinese to strike?”

My reply was that when I thought of the

_billlions of dollars I had joined in voting
for the defense of my country, including
great sums of money for intelligence serv-
ice, if thete were particular concern about a
Red Chinese alr base ¢losest to the coast of
Alaska and our intelligence agency had given
us reports as to what it had found in regard
to the size of that Communist air armada,
T would wish to believe that when the first
Red Chinese plane left the ground and
gtarted for Alaska, our alerting stations and
our {ptelligence would be such that our
planhes would meet it before it ever reached
Algska, i

At that time, I also made perfectly clear

to former. Secretary of State Dulles and
former Chairmai of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Admiral ford, b
law we ‘could not possibly justify our being
ahn, agpressdr in the first instance. T frankly
stated that it wis a risk which we must run
in ordér to remsin in a Sound constitutional
frafework under gur system of goverhment.

Why should we give arbitrary discretion
to mere men who happen to hold office at
s glven time, when the American people and
their llves are at the mercy of the discre-

_tion of those mere men?

One of the great protections that the
Amerlcan people have in constitutional
theory, under cur form of government, is
that we are & government of laws and not
of men. Granted, we afé a goveinment of
laws, it 18 also true that thosg laws must be

Badford, that under international |

adminfstered by men. Human failings being’

what they are, we must always keep a check '

on._the exerclse of the ‘discretion of mere

men who administer government, or wé shall '

constantly run the risk of being victimized
by arbitrary ard capricidus discretion.

“In 1955, I made cléar that I had observed
too frequently the psychology of trigger-
happy military men, and the psychology of
diplomats who convince themselves that it
18 nec¢essary to pull the trigger beforée an act
‘of war has been committed against us.

Mr. President, we like to boast—and for’

the most part our glorious history sustalns
the boast—that we are not an aggressor na-

tion. Resolutions such as the pending joint

resolution, as well as the Formosa resolution
and the Middle Eagst resolution, frequently
- ralse gravé doubts among our friends in the
“+#ree world as to whether there are not great
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80, then as now, on the comstitutional
grounds to which I objected 1o the Formosa
resolution, I voted against it—as I shall vote
against the pending joint resolution today.

I repeat this, so that there can be no mis-
understanding of my position: So far as the
inherent right of the President to meet an
aggression in the self-defense of the Republic
is concerned, the pending resolution is not
needed. The President has that inherent right
now, under the Constitution. But, so far as
having any right to commit an act of war in
the absence of an aggression, he does not
have that right under the Constitution. The

‘pending resolution cannot give it to him un-
‘der the Constitution. )

Of course, we can sanction his exercise of
that unconstitutional right. That is what the
Senate will be doing today in adopting the
pending resolution.

In constitutional effect, the Congress is
saving to the President, “You can go ahead
and act unconstitutionally and we will look
the other way,” because it is known that
there 18 no existing procedure which would be
effective by which we can checlt the President.
Once the pending resolution is adopted, the
Senate thereby will sanction such conduct.
There is no way to check it by taking the
case before the U.S, Supreme Court for final
determination of the constitutionality of this

.course of action in time to be effective.

I am asked, “Should we not amend the
Constitution in this respect?”

- T believe that we should amend 1t by clearly

-denying to the Congress the power to pass
‘such a resolution as this one. Because the

past situations such as are present in this
case are such rarities, so extraordinary and
80 novel, I am enough of a political realist to
know that we shall never get anywhere with

" that kind of constitutional amendment. The
' only time we become interested in it is when

8 crisis such as this exists. When a crisis ex~

" ists, it iz so serious that people are not going

to become interested in a very important con-
stitutional abstraction, even though it is a
constitutional abstraction which after all, is
determinative, in the last analysis, of their
rights as free men.

In times of hysteria and high national emo-
tionalism, it is only human for most people,
particularly those not sitting in the seats of

_ legislative responsibility, to be willing to look
_ the other way on such questions as I raise in

this debate again this year. But I believe it

"1s so dangerous to establish another prece-

dent toward the creation of a government by
FExecutlve sunremacy in the United States,
that I am willing to stand up and oppose the
ovéerwhelming maiority against me, and take
all the ca<tigation and criticism which is
bound to be heaned upon my head, for a
constitutional principle that I am sincerely
convinced is vital to the very preservation of
this Republic.

I am satisfied that if we continue to build
up a wall, brick by brick, precedent by prece-
dent, which separates the executive branch
of the Government from the people, resulting
in making the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment more and more inaccessible to direct
control, we shall endanger the very gsurvival
and preservation of the Republic and our
constitutional system upon which it is based.

Mr. President, if it is self-defense we are
concerned about, we do not need this resolu-

tion. If it is to empower the President to -

commit an act of aggression before an act of
aggression Is committed upon us, as was the
program in 1955, and as was openly testified
to, let me say—I can say it now—as the
transcript will show, by the Secretary of
State and the Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff at the time, it Is & cdangerous prece-
dent, a power that never should be given,
never should have been granted by the Con-
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gress, and should not be granted now under
the pending resolution.

Turning to the language I have read, “to
repel any armed attack against the forces of .
the United States,” does that mean that the
attack must have started, or does it mean
that all the President and his advisers have to
conclude is that in all probability an attack
may be made.

That is preventive war. There is no power in
the Constitution for the President of the
United States to wage a preventive war. I
cannot imagine a set of hypothetical facts
which would cause the President of the
United States, the Congress, the Department
of State, and those in the Pentagon Building
to become alarmed about the danger of an
attack against the United States that cannot |
be taken immediately to existing channels of
international law. The right of national self-
defense would still ve<t in the inherent con-
stitutional power of the President.

The fact that we are not doing very much
about using those channels of international
law does not excuse us. And as we use those
c¢hannels of International law, the inherent
power of the President to defend this country
continues. With all the military might of this
country at the present time, the world knows
that that power of relf-defense is adequate to
protect the security interests of this coun-
try until the processes of interpational law
can run their course. '

There is no que-tion about the meaning of
the next four words on line 6 of page 2 clearly
authorize—"to prevent further aggression.”

That is when the whole realm of judgment
upon the part of the President of the United
States comes into play. That is when we sub-
stitute the President for article I, section 8
of the Constitution. That is when we say to
the President, “You can go beyond acts of
immediate self-defense of the Republic. You
do not have to come to the Congress, as
Franklin Roosevelt did after Pearl Harbor,
and ask for a declaration of war. You can
proceed in the exercise of your judgment to
prevent further areression.”

The uninformed, unenlichtened editor of
the Washinston Post who wrote that stupid
editorial In this mornine's paper has not the
slightest conception of the meaning of those
words. IT he had, he would not have written
in his editorial:

“There is no sub=tance in Senator Morsg’s
charge that the re<olution amounts to a
‘predated declaration of war.”

# T e - ® .

There is no doubt that the language, ‘‘to
prevent further aggression,” rouses all the
objections that I made in 1955 to the Formosa
resolution. This proposal seeks to vest in
the President of the United States the power
to carry on a so-called preventive war. By
preventive war, we mean making a war
against another country because it i1s as-
sumed that that country is about to make”
war, or contemplates making war, against
the United States. Such authority is not to
be found in the Constitution. The Congress
cannot give such authority to the President
of the United States as far as the Constitu-
tion is concerned. It can sanction the exer-
cise of the authority, but the exercise of
the authority would still be just as much
outside the Constitution as though the
President acted without the joint resolution.
The joint resolution could never make legal
the exercise of such authority by the Presi- -
dent of the United States.

That is not the only place In the resolufion
in which we would give to the President a
preventive war &uthority. I refer the Senate
to section 2, Iine 7, which provides—

“SEc. 2. The United States regards as vital
to its national interest and to world peace
the maintenance of international peace and
securlty in southeast Asia. Consonant with
the Constitution—"

It has been agreed, by way of an amend-

/
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means the UTondtitution of the United
States— . . . a

“and the Charter of the United Nations and
in pccordance with its obligations under the
Boutheast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, the
Unised States Is, therefore, prepared, as the
President determines, to take all necessary
steps, including the use of armed force, to
sssist any membér or protocol state of the
8outheast Asia Collective Defense Treaty re-
guesting assistance In defense of Its free-
domw:.” . )

Mr. President, that is an awful power to
give to & President. If the Washington Podt
does not think that that is a predated declar-
ation of war, the editor ought to start asking
himself some guestions about certain hypo-
thetical situatipns, .

Shall we allow any President of the United
States to declde, With ‘o check—that is, no
check for immedjate application—to take all
necessary steps, including the use of armed
force, to Basist any member or protocol state
of the Soutbeéast Asla Collective Defense
Treaty requesting assistance in defense of
its fréedom? )

We had better pause long enough to take
8 look pt the nature of sompe of the countries
invelyed, because many of the countries are
not free counirles, Many of those counties
are totalltarign countries. Many of those
countries ,are dictatorships. It is wishful
thirking to assume that it would be safe to
give the President of the United States un-
checked authority to procéed to use American
boys in defense of those countries on the ba-
sis. cf claiins that acts of aggréssion are being
compmitted against them by some other coun-
try, without a congressional check. Have we
reached the polnt in American foreign pol-
icy where we are»gofngkto:peyrmlt the Pres]-
dent to send American boys to their death in
the defense of militar_y‘diciggtor_‘ships, mon-
archies, and fascist regimes around the world
with. which we have entered into. freaty obil-
gations involving mutusal security, no matter
what the provocation and no matter what
wrongs they may have committed that cause
an ‘nttack upon them? Are we going Vo do
that without a check of Congress by way of a
declaration of war? What are we thinking of?
Whet, time factor would justify such prectpl-
tate action? ) . . .

Mr, President, this Senator will never vote
to send pn American boy to his death any-
where in the world under any such langusage
a8 e contained in that part of the joint reso-
lution. It Is of utmost importance that we
surround that language with a congressional
check, And there is none N

One ‘could say, as 1 sald a few moments

* ago, “But, Mr. Senator, the Congress can ter-
“minate this authority by a concurrent reso-
Clution” | o ) .

I’ have already pointed out the kind of
hassle that such a situation would create,
and the kind of disupity that such action
would produce, The American people should
be protected from a possible abuse of the
" authority. So long ds abuse of a procedure is
possible, the procedure should be modified
to prevent the possibility of the abuse.

Mr. President, that is why it is so impor-
tant that we hold any President—I care not
who he ig—tp Article T, section 8, of the Con-
stitution, in the carrylng out of mutual se-
curily agreements. We should hold him to
the ppproval of the Congress hefore the fact
and not after thetact, . 777 77 |

Mr. GruENING. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield? .

_ ‘Mr. Moase. I.yleld. )

" Mr, GryENmye. I wish the .Senator would
fdlscuss what seems to me the obyious esca-
lation of the war by the authority granted
in ssction 2 of the joint resolution—

© “'0 asslst any member or protocol state of
the Southeast Asis Collectlve Defense
Treaty.” -

Mr. Morsk. I was about to doso..

Mr. GRUENING. Hitherto we have been deal-
ing wholly with South Vietnam. The Prési-
dent has stated his purpose, which s quite
evident—not to extend the war.

In the section to which I referred we are
inciuding a number of additional nations
into which we could send our Armed Forces.
The joint resolution would extend the pros-
pective war all over southeast Asia, would
1t not?

‘Mr. Morse. It certainly would, with no
check on 1t.

Mr. GruenNniNG. In other words, in effect,
the Congress would authorize an escalation
of the war to Thalland, Laos, Cambodia,
North Vietnam, South Vietnam-—and what
else?

‘Mr. Morsg, Pakistan.

Mr. GrueNING. I have In my possession,
which I intend to present when the foreign
ald bill comes before the Senate, a statement
from a high official of Pakistan indicating
that his government has no intention of
‘using the nearly $1 billion In rmilitary aid
that we have given to Pakistan to help out
our cause because it is needed in their pros-
peitive difficulties with India. -

‘Mr. Morse. The Forelgn Minister of Paki-
stan In effect made that statemeut in Wash-
ington, D.C., when he addressed the Press
Club not so many weeks ago. He was asked
by a newspaperman at the meeting to state
whether or not Pakistan could be counted
updn to He of assistance In southeast Asia.
He'sald, “No.”

He gave his reason. His reason was Pakl-
stan's Involvement with India. Pakistan has
no intention of responding to any calls to
BEATO members.

T yield further. R

‘Mr. GRUENING. It seems to me that the
jolnt resolution presents an unlimited au-
thorization for war anywhere in southeast
Asta, including Pakistan, which is really not
in southeast Asia, but which is in south cen-
tral Asim, and it seems to me a very danger-
ous, unwarranted, and unprecedented action.

Mr. Morse. Do not forget, Pakistan is a
member of SEATO; it obligations to South
Vietnam are the same as ours.

Mr, GrUENING. Yes; but it has shown no
disposition whatever to carry out its obliga-
tions under that treaty.

Mr. Morse. That is correct; but, she being
‘a SEATO member, we would be obligated to
go to her assistance.

Mr. GRUENING. This resolution, in effect,
is an authorization which would be the
equivalent of a declaration of war by the
Congress. Would it not be?

‘Mr. Mogrse. I think so.

Mr, GrUENING. That i3 one thing I am
very apprehensive about. If we should get
into an all-out war, which I fear may happen,
this resolution would be considered the au-
thorization by the Congress to so proceed.
Would it not?

Mr. MorsE. That is correct.

Mr. GrRUENING. I expressed my views on it
yesterday. I do not at all criticize the Presi-
dent—in fact, I think the President was cor-
rect—for repelling the assault, whatever may
be the background, on American vessels and
destroying the attackers. I approve of that
action, but the resolution goes far beyond
such action, which apparently precipitated
the request by the President for such a reso-
lution, and covers the whole of the south-
east Asia area. I distinctly disagree with the
administration policy.

As I have stated repeatedly, this was a
policy which the President inherited, and
from which I hoped he would disengage him-
self. He inherited it from the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, from John Foster Dulles, when
we picked up the flasco the French had en-
gaged 1n with the loss of over 100,000 young
lives. We contributed vast sums of money
to that operation. It was obviously a failure.

Now we have escalated it, as could be fore-

v

scen, and as I in fact did foretell, and as the
Sehator from Oregon foretdld, into an all-
out war in southeast Asla. Regrettably, the
end 1s not yet. I am extremely fearful about
the situation. ’

‘This is & moment when patriotic passions
are around, and it seems indicated that we
should do whatever the Presldent asks.

It is very painful for those of us who dis-
agree with the policy. I felt it was wrong
in the beginning and have repeatedly stated
for 6§ months that I thought it was wrong,
and that we should continue to try to find
a peaceful solution; that we should take the
issue to the United Natlons, and seek a ceasa

_fire. It is, as I have sald, painful not to sup-

port the President, but I cannot do so in good
‘conscience under the blanket terms of this
resolution.

Mr. MorseE. As the Senator knows, last
night it was impossible for him, because of
& previous appointment, to be present when
I paid my high respects to him for his cour-
age, statestnanship, and leadership In this
matter for many months past. T sald last
night that the Senator from Alaska had put
the issue squarely.

Now, in a very few moments, the Senator
from Alaska has summarized succinctly the
major points of the address I have been
making on the floor of the Senate the last
hour and 15 minutes. I wish to formalize
those points before I come to the next ma-
Jor issue which I shall discuss in my speech.

What I have sald expresses my views as to
the power that would be granted to the
President in the resolution. It is what I
have called an undated declaration of war,
I summarize the points as follows:.

First, the unlimited language of the res-
olution would authorize acts of war without
specifying countries, places, or times. That
language cannot be reconciled with article I,
sectlon 8 of the Constitution. It amounts,
in fact as well as In law, to a predated
declaration of war.

Next, as I sald last night, we have armed
forces in South Vietnam, some 20,000, or
more, apparently, with the number increas~
ing by planeload after planeload.

Senators can bemoan and warn against
a land war in Asia, but the résolution would
jput the United States in the middle of the
Vietnam clvil war, which is basically a land
war.

Under the resolution Congress would give
to the President of the United States great
authority, without coming to the Congress
end obtaining approval by way of a declara-
tlon of war, to carry on a land war in South
Vietnam. The choice is left up to him.

As I said last night, the interesting thing
is that South Vietnam, with a population
of 15 million, and an armed force of 400,000
to 450,000 men, has been unable, through all
the years of the holocaust in South Vietnam,
to put down a Vietcong force of a maximum
of 35,000 men., The Pentagon and the State
Department, in testifylng before the com-
mittee, say the number probably does not
exceed 25,000. We have to have more than
20,000 American boys over there, to die in
whatever numbers they are killed, in an at-
tempt to win that war. And for whom?

Mr. President, the leaders of this Govern-
ment keep talking about freedom in South
Vietnam. There is not one lota of freedom in
South Vietnam, for the South Vietnamese
people, by and large, do not know what the
word means. I quoted, in a speech the day be-
fore yesterday, a letter I received from a Re-
publican Member of Congress, in full support
of the position I have taken on this fssue.
I paraphrase it, although the guotation is
already in the Recorp. He sald that the aver-
age man of North or South Vietnam would
not know what democracy looked like if he
met it on the main street of Saigon. The dif-
ference between their governments is (ke
the difference between tweedledum. and
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tweedledee, But both are interested in the
‘next kow! of rice.

That is why this Senator has been pleading
for years, in connection with foreign policy,
‘that the great need of the United States in
the field of foreign policy 1s to export eco-
nomic freedom, and to stop exporting mills
tary aid, for our military aid makes Com-
_raunists. Prepare the seedbeds of economic
freedoni. Unless the people are first eco-
‘country and we prepare for the growth of
freedom. Unléss the people are first eco~
nomically free, they cannot be politically
free; and, what is more important, they will
_never understand political freedom until
they are first economlcally free.

There Is, great danger now that Con-

_gress will glve to the President of the
Tnited States power to carry on whatever
type of war he wishes to wage in southeast
Asla, That is why I said, in answer to an
_argument that was made on the floor of
the Senate yésterday, apparently some col-
leagues are laboring under the illusion that
perhaps the resolution would reduce the
danger of fighting a land war In Asia. There
is not a word In the resolution that has
any bearing on the subject. To the contrary,
the broad, sweeping, sanction of power—note
my language, because it canont be done
legally—the broad, arbitrary, sweeping power
Oongress Is sanctioning for the President
would in no way stop him from sending as
many America boys as he wants to send into
Boyth Vietnam to make war.

the Senator from Alaska has sald over

end over again, and as I have joined him in
saying, all South Vietnam is not worth the
1ife of a single American boy; and the killing
of a single American boy in South Vietham is
an unjustified killing. It ought to stop. It
1s not going t0 stop until we turn our
warmaking policy into a peacekeeping policy.
It is not golng to stop until we Insist that
our alleged allies in SEATO come in with
a8 many divisions of peacekeeping units
as are necesgary to keep the belligerents apart
It is not going to stop until the United Na-
tions, under the procedures of international
taw, can comié In and keep the peace and set
up whatever controls aré needed, by way of

tulted Nations trusteeships if necessary,

o bring that war to an end.

“Thls result will not be achleved by uni-
1gteral military action, It makes me sad to
have to say it, but I am satisfied that history
will record this horrendous mistake of the
United Statés ii its false assumption in the
yéar 1064 that It could sipplant In South
Vietnam military control by Asiatics with
military cofitrol by the United States.

We could never win such a war. We might
awin military victory after military victory.
If we did riot stop the éscalation, we would
kill milijon$ of people, because the escala-
tlon, step by ‘stép, would lead to all-out
bombing of North Vietnam and Red Chinese
_clties, When we were throuigh, we should have
kitled mii and woh military victory

- ot SN v
“efter’ military victory, but we should still
have lost the war. o

The United States can never dominate

_and control Asia, with 800 million people
‘in Ching #loie, That kind of war would
create o hatred fof the United States and
for the white nidh generally that would per-
sist for centuries. Dominating Asia, after
destroying her cities and killing her milllons
by bombings—that is the danger that we are
walking into—would not make the white man
" gupreme in Asia, but only hated.

We know what the floods of human hig-
tory do, Eventually the white man will be
engulfed ih that Aslatic flcod and drowned.

I do not know why we should be so short-
pighted. T% is dificult to follow the processes
of international law. I suppose the saddest

. announcement that has been made recently
is that of the Secretary General of the United
- Nations, Mr. U Thant, from Burma, who is

not even a shadow of the great world states-
man who preceded him, Dag Frammarskjold.
He announced in Washington yesterday his
grave doubts as to whether the Becurity

- Council could help resolve the matter.

Mr. President, we will never know until
such procedures are tried. The Secretary
General should have been using his volce
and his Influence to persuade the Security
Council to carry out its obligations under
the charter. Not & word has been heard from
the Secretary General in regard to the power
and authority for the Generanl Assembly of
the United Nations.

The Secretary General knows the power
of the General Assembly if the Security
Council is incapacitated by a Russlan veto.
I repeat what I have sald for many months
past on the floor of the Senate. I wish to put
Russia on the spot. Let her exercise her veto,
if she dares. The rest of the world will be her
judge. We did not find her following that
‘course in the Middle East, or in Cyprus, or
in the Congo.

I was highly disappointed by what I con-
sidered to be the abdication of leadership
and responsibility on the part of the Secre-
tary Geeneral of the United Nations in the
unfortunate statement he made in Washing-
ton yesterday.

The next point I wish to make, by way of
summary, is that the fear expressed by some
Senators in this debate against involvement
in & land war means no more than the reser-
vation expressed in 1954, that we should
not become militarily involved in South Viet-
nam. We did not intend then to do any of
the things we are now doing {n South Viet-
nam. We did not intend then to do any of
pression of intention in 1954 came to naught.
This policy is sucking us into military in-
volvement deeper and deeper, and will con~
tinue to suck us in, under this resolution,
deeper and deeper.

Mr. President, you and I will be gone in
e few years; but I am satisfied that the end
of the road that we are traveling today will
be the engulfment and drowning in world
history of the influence of the white man
in Asia, if we follow this course of action.

I despair frequently at the fact that so
often people in positions of responsibility are
inclined to think only of the present, and not
a century hence. Yet, when we are dealing
with matters of foreign policy and the roots
of peace or war, we need to remember that
the seed we plant today, be it a seed of peace
or seed of war, s the seed that will finally
come to fruition in a blossoming plant, per-
haps a 100 years hence.

I say most respectfully and sadly that in
my judgment, in this resolution, we are
planting seeds not of peace, ‘but of war. Those
who will follow us in the years to come will
cry out in anguish and despalr in eriticlsm
over the mistake that was made in 1964 when
the joint resolution was passed.

Why do we do it? I do not know. We are
dealing here basically with a clvil war be-
tween conflicting forces in South Vietnam.

 So many in this debate have overlooked the
~ geographic problem. Let us not forget that

prior to the Geneva accord of 1954 North
Vietnam and South Vietnam were one peo-
ple. One could go Into North Vietnam to-
day, after he had been in Halgon, and think
that he was still in South Vietnam. He would
feel the same way if he first went to North
Vietnam and then to Salgon. They are the
same people. Unfortunately, as & result of the

. partition under the Geneva accord in 1964,

they were divided into two countries, North
Vietnam and South Vietham. ’
Many of the people in south Vietnam who
are involved in this clvil war have close rela=-
tives in North Vietnam. One reason why the
mititary dictator-puppet whom we are sup-
porting in South Vietnam, Khanh, is having
so much difficulty with the mass of the peo-
ple—and he is having & serious difficulty—
in his insistence that he raust stage a blood
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bath in North Vietnam. He will never get.the
support of the people, because & blood bath
would kill the relatives of hundreds of thou-
sands of people In South Vietnam; and vice
versa.

It 1s a tragedy that the Vietcongs try to
subvert South Vietnam, but that is a real-
ity. The solution is not the exercise of mili-
tary might. As a critic of De Gaulle on many
points, I say that the sad fact is that the
De Gaulle solution is far superior to the
‘American solution. The solution is a political
and economic solution, not a milltary solu-
tion. De Gaulle is right. We should go to the
conference table. We should not take
the American position that we will go to
the conference table only after we dominate
the battlefield.

Tf we ever establish that principle, we shall
have assassinated the rule of law as an in-
strumentality for settling disputes among na-
tions. If we ever take the position that we
must first dominate the battlefleld, that we
must be in control, that our orders must be
carried out, then going to a conference table
will mean only that the dominating author-
ity tells the others at the conference table

“what, in effect, Adlai Stevenson unfortunate-
1y said in the sad speech he made some weeks
ago before the Security Couneil—that, in
effect, we are going to do what we think is
necessary, and the others can like it or not.
When he did that, as I said, he extinguished
his lamp of world statesmanship.

We cannot follow the theory that under-
lies the present policy of our Government;
namely, that until we first dominate the
battlefield, we will not follow De Gaulle’s
suggestion to settle this dispute at the con-
ference table. De Gaulle is right. This prob-
lem will never be settled except by a political
and economic settlement. It can never be
settled by the imposition of the military
might of the United States upon Asia.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in de-
pbating the Angolan issue this week, we
did not plead ignorance. We tried to find
out the facts, both in regard to the com-
peting political consideration in Angola
and in regard to the amounts of money
potentially involved. We knew there was
money in this bill headed for Angola, if
the executive had had its way. To argue
that it was not specifically earmarked for
Angola and, therefore, we could not get
at it—as some did—while arguing that
there was, indeed, money in the Defense
appropriation bill that could be used for
Angola, was to admit either legislative
impotence or legislative complicity. I am
proud to say that such a position was un-
acceptable to a majority in the world'’s
most powerful legislative body.

In refusing to vote more money for
the covert funding of paramilitary ac-
tivities in Angola and environs, we have
rejected the road to another Vietnam.
We have only to listen to the global con-
frontation terms used to describe what
is at stake there. This is the rhetoric
that led us into Vietnam.

Further, we-have rejected insofar as
Angola is concerned the closed system
under which so many fateful foreign and
defense policy decisions have been made
by a few men in the executive branch and
even fewer men in Congress. This is an
important precedent. The Senate has in-
dicated today that it is fed up with “for-
eign policy by contingency fund.” As a
body, it insists upon being involved in de-
cisions to spend millions of dollars
ahroad covertly, after such funding has
been “authorized” by the 40 Committee
or some other secretive executive group.
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To sum up, Mr. President we have

sent some important messages toddy. We
have rejected a world view that sees
every foreign conflict in “United States
versus them,” Americans versus Russian
terras, We have tried to evaluate our An-
golan policy in the context of more rele-
vant political and geographical realities.

My colleague, JouN Tunney, has
performed historic and effectual work on
this vital matter, providing real leader-
ship. So have Senators CLARK, BROOKE,
KENNEDY, HUMPHREY, JAVITS, WEICKER,
PERCY, and others. It has been a reward-
ing experience to work with them.

I thank Bill Jackson, of my stafl, for
his able aid to me.

We have reminded the -executive
branch that Congress will play a large
role in determining the policies of this
country, as, indeed, the people want us
‘1o do—not to mention the constitutional
obligations placed upon the legislature.
And, very importantly, we have recog-
nized through five days of debate that
we have to improve the internal pro-
cedures of the Senate to insure that the
whole body can fully debate all issues of
grent conseq[uence to their nation’s se-
curity,

Mr. President, in trying to group the
complex historical and political context
of the current Angolan conflict, I asked
my staff to develop information briefs
for me. I want to especially thank Ms.
Emily Thurber for her work in this re-
gard; it was grounded in actual experi-
ence in Africp for many years.

To accbmplish all of these tasks, Mr.
President, a vigorous free press was in-
dispensable, I ask unanimous consent to
place in the RECORD an article by John
Averill in the Los Angeles Times, and
articles by David Binder and Sy Hersh in
the New York Times. v

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

[From the Los Angeles Times]

SENATE FOES OF ANGOLA AID OPTIMISTIC

(By John H. Averill)

WasHINGTON.—Senate critics of U.S. in-
volvement in Angola expressed cautious op-
timism Wednesday night that the Senate
will vote. to block further military aid to
anti-Soviet factions in the West African
nation, i )

“Y. think we have the votes to win as of
now,” said Sen. Alan Cranston (D-Calif.),
who has helped revive the Senate’s Vietnam
era antiwar coalliion into a bloc opposed to
furiher U.S. involvement in Angola.

Cranston expressed that outlook in an in-
terview after Ford Administration supporters
blocked until today a vote on an arms-cutoff
amendment,

The amendment, sponsored by Sen. John
V. Tunney (D-Calif.), would deny the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency funds to finance
military assistance to two Angolan factions
opposing a third faction that is strongly
supported by the Soviet Union and Cuba in
8 civil war. .

Tunney, Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey (D-
Minn,) and other critics of the Administra-
tion’s Angolan policy said it could lead to
anothér Vietnam-type commitment by the
United States. ) .

“In an emotional arm-waving speech

. Humphrey said that until recently the United
States was spending only $160 million a year
on all kinds of assistance to the entire con-
tinent of Africa.

“Then in one month, we are golng to put in
$60 million in Angola to chase the Russians
out,"” said Humphrey, a one-time staunch de-
fender of U.S. involvement in Vietnam.

A bettér way to counter the Russians, he
sald, would be to use trade leverage, such as
grain sales, to force them to withdraw from
Angola.

As g substitute for the Tunney E,mendment
Senate Minority Whip Robert P. Griffin (R.
Mich.) offered a proposal that would prohibit
the use of U.S. military or civilian forces in
Angola but would not affect CIA spending.

“Cuba has sent thousands of well-trained
soldiers to Angola,” Griffin said. He told the
Senate that those forces, armed with massive
supplies shipped in by Russia, have been
largely responsible for gains by the Soviet-
backed Angolan factioh.

“I agree that we ought to sla.m the door
and keep it closed on the use of any U.S.
military or civilian forces in Angola,” Griffin
argued. “But do you want to close the door
on CIA flexibility? Is there no way that we
can assist the majority of people in Angola
who are resisting Soviet imperialism?™

Sen. Dick Clark (D-Iowa) sald the Griffin
amendment did ‘asolutely nothing about
military assistance and CTA activities.”

At the White House, Dep. Press Secretary
William I. Greener sald the Ford Administra-
tlon has no intention of sending either mili-

- tary or civilian advisers to Angola.

“There are no U.S. government-sponsored
advisers in Angola,” he said under question-
ing. “Nor do we contemplate any form of
U.8, combat intervention there.”

Tunney introduced his amendment after
the Senate wrangled behind closed doors for
three hours about the extent of CTA involve-
ment in Angola, a former Portuguese colony.

Emerging from the closed session, Tunney,
Humphrey and others sald they were able
to learn very little about the extent of CIA
spending in Angola. The reason, they ex-
plained, was that Sen. John L. McClellan (D~
Ark.), chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee one of the very few people in
Congress who is privy to the CIA budget,
interpreted Senate rules as barring him from

.disclosing highly secret national security in-

formation.

Taking issue with McClellan’s rule inter-
pretation, Tunney told reporters:

“I feel the Senate has ah Inherent right in
closed session to obtain secret Information
which one or more sengtors may obtain as a
result of their position on a Senate commit~
tee.”

Tunney originally proposed cutting $33
million out of the Pentagon budget which
he said he had reason to belleve was ear-
marked for CIA operations in Angola. But he
dropped any dollar figure after Humphrey
safd he understood that there was $750 mil-
lion in the Pentagon budget that could be
tapped by the CIA.

Tunney offered his amendment as a rider
to & $112.3 billion defense appropriations bill,
Any Angolan amendment that the Senate

might adopt would have to be approved by

the House.

. [From the New York Times]

EARLY ANGOLA AID BY UNITED STATES
REPORTED

(By Seymour M. Hersh)

WASHINGTON, December 18.—The Ford Ad-
ministration’s initial authorization for sub-
stantial Central Intelligence Agency finan-
clal operations inside Angola came in Janu-
ary 1976, more than two months before the
first significant Soviet bulld-up, well-in-
formed officials report.

It could not be learned on what specific
basis the agency approval to deepen its clan-
destine involvement in Angola at that point,
but William E. Colby of Central Intelligence
told a secret Congressional hearing two
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months  ago that the January increase in
C.I.A. activity was needed to match mcxeas-
ed Soviet activity.

The Soviet Union has been involved in
Angola since 1956 but, according to well-
informed American intelligence officials, did
not substantially increase its support for
one of the liberation armies in Angola until
March and April of this year. At that time
at least two shiploads and two planeloads of
Soviet war matériel were sent.

Told of the Administration’s decision, of
January, 1975 a number of Government of-
ficials and lawmakers contended that it was
impossible without more Information to de-
termine whether the subsequent Soviet
build-up had been purely aggressive and
expansionist, as Secretary of State Henry A.
Kissinger and others have contended, or
whether it might have been in part a Soviet
response to the actlon by the United States.

$300,000 FOR ROBERTO

The Administration’s high-level intelli-
gence-review panel, known as the 40 Com-
mittee, discussed Angola at 1is January
meeting-—the first such discussion of the
African natlon since the mid-1960’s, officials
sald. They said the group agreed to permit-
the C.I.A. to provide $300,000 clandestinely
to Holden Roberto, the leader of one of
three factions now seeking control of
Angola.

At the time, Mr. Roberto, whose links with
the C.I.A. began in 1961, was on a $10,000-a-
year agency retainer for “intelligence col-
lection,” the officials said. Mr. Roberto leads
the National Front for the Liberatlon of
Angola, which also has been alded by Zalre
and China.

During the same 40 Committee meeting
in January, the officials said, the C.I.A. un-
successfully also sought authority to pro-
vide a $100,000 subsidy secretly to Jonas
Bavimbi, leader of the National Union for
the Total Independence of Angola.

At the time, the movements led by Mr.
Roberto and Mr. Savimbi—since merged—
were trylng to negotiate a settlement with
the Popular Movement for the Liberation of
Angola, a third liberation group, which has
been supported by arms and ald from the
Soviet Union since its formation in 1956.
Thoso talks falled.

There was a sharp division today among
Government officlals and some lawmakers
about the significance of the 40 Committee’s
decision in January to increase the funds
avallable to Mr. Roberto.

LINK TO MOBUTU SEEN

. Some officials belittled ity importance and
argued that the funds, which reportedly were
not meant for cirect milltary support, were
supplied merely to reassure Presldent Mobutu
Sese Beko of Zalre that the Ford Administra-
tion was not going to permit the Popular
Movement to win the Angolan civil war. Mr.
Mobutu, who is Mr. Roberto’s father-in-law,
;vas an early advocate of American interven-
lon, .

Many others, Including Senators and Rep-
resentatives who have -had access to secret
CJI.A. briefings on Angola, believe that dis-
closure of the January decision to increase
the American inyolvement ralses new ‘ques-
tlons about which nation—the United States
or the Soviet Union—initiated what inside
Angola.

“I think it's very important,” one well-
informed officlal acknowledged. “That money
gave him a lot of extra muscle. He'd been
sitting in Kinshasa for nearly 10 years and
all of a sudden he's got a lot of bread—he's
beginning to do things.”

Since the early 1960's, Mr. Roberto had
maintained his headquarters in Kinshasa,
the capital of Zaire,

The official’s point was that the CIA.
source of the revitalized flow of funds for the
Roberto movement would be quickly per-
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celved by the Popular Movement and its
Sovtet supporters.

The disclosure further contradicts the in-
sistence of Secretary Klssinger in Senate
testimony that is still secret that the State
Department's Bureau of African Affairs had,
in effect, withheld information about Angola
from him early this year. He suggested that
the bureau had done so in an effort to limit
the options available to the Ford Adminis-
tration.

In January Mr. Kissinger was Secretary
of State and also President Ford’s adviser on
national security. As adviser, he was chalir-
man of the 40 Committee when the decision
was made to increase greatly the CI.A. cash
subsidy to Mr. Roberto.

BEHIND THE DECISIONS

In an extensive recounting of Washing-
ton's Angola decision-making, well-informed
officials also made these points: ’

O.1.A. statistics as of early last month show
that the agency had pald $5.4 million to
ghip what was listed as 810 million in arms
to Angola between late July and October.
The high shipping costs were described by
many knowledgable officlals as evidence
that the agency had been systematically
1underestimating the value of the weapons
shipped thus far, in an effort to make the
United States role appear as minimal as
possible. .

‘The intelligence agency was explicitly au-
thorized by President Ford on July 27, 1975,
to begin a $500,000 information program in-
side Angola bs part of a 40 Committee de-
aiston to begin major shipments of United
States arms there.

The precise date of the 40 Committee’s
meeting in January, 1975, could not be
jearned, but January was a pivotal month in
Angola.

JOINT POLITICAL PACT

On Jan. 5, leaders of the three liberation
movements met in Kenya and signed a politi-
cal accord that was viewed as paving a way
for independence for the Portuguese terri-
tory. On Jan. 10 Portugal formally agreed to
grant Independence in Angola In the follow-
ing November. ‘

On Jan, 31 the three liberation movements
ggreed to share cabinets posts and power
equally with a Portuguese contingent until
the formal date of independence.

The three liberation movements further
agreed to prepare for and hold national elec-
4ions for g constituent assembly. Those elec-
tione were never held, however, as the coali-
tion dissolved over the next few monhts and
warfare broke out.

American officials were interviewed re-
peatedly by correspondents of The New York
Times Ih recént’ weeks, but none suggested
what Mr. Colby and other CI.A. officials have
gaid in recent secret briefings in Congress—
that Soviet buildups In Angola before this
year were in any way a factor in the subse-
quent United States decision to intervene
directly in July 1975 with shipments of arms
‘and aild. ) )

100 TONS OF ARMS

to have been landed by Soviet planes in
southern Angola and the Congo in March
and April. It was these shipments, American
officials have contended up to now, that led
to rapid military advances by the Popular
Movement and the subsequent decision by
Secretary Kissinger &nd President Ford to
intervene directly.

" Throughout the spring, & number of of-
ficials have seid, the C.LA. lobbied intensive-
iy for a larger Urnited States role in Angola,
justifying its agriient on increased Soviet
activities, Specifically, the C.I.A. was seeking
high-level approval to begin supplylng funds
directly to Mr. Savimbi.

'The matter was discussed at a 40 Com-
mittee meeting in June, officlals said, with

_ mo tesolution, although a full-scale National
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More than 100 tons of arms were reported

Security Council study of the lssues and the
various options was authorized.

It was at this point, State Department
sources sald, that opposition to further
United States involvement was repeatedly
raised by Nathantel Davis, then the Assist-
ant Secretary of State for African Affairs.

Mr. Davis, who resigned Iin protest over
the Administration’s policles on Angola, is
now Ambassador to Switzerland. He explicit-
1y argued in June that the deciston. by the
40 Committee to support both Mr. Roberto
and Mr. Savimbl would be perceived as an
escalation by the Soviet Unlon and lead, In
turn, to even more involvement by the Rus-
sians.

IN CONTROL OF LUANDA

Following the National Security Council
review, officlals said, the 40 Committee met
on July 17, 1975. By then the Popular Move-
ment, using the Soviet supplies shipped since
March, had seized firm control of Luanda,
Angola’s capital, and had won significant
victories elsewehre.

The Popular Movement wag claiming con-
trol of 11 of Angola’s 16 provinces.

The 40 Committee authorized the Iollow-
ing steps:

The direct shipment of arms to the forces
led by Mr. Savimbl and Mr. Roberto and the
replacement of arms that had been previous-
1y supplied and would continue to be sup-
plied by Zaire and Zambia, the two nelgh-
boring African nations that supported the
American intervention. It was agreed to per-
mit Zambia and Zaire to provide as much
non-American equipment as possible at first
in order to minimize the overt link with the
United States.

Exposure through informatton programs
and other means of the Sovlet arming of the
Popular Movement, with emphasis on the
possible embarrassment of African nations
relaying the Russian arms or in other ways
serving as conduits for such aid.

The use of an information program to
build the abilitles and integrity of the forces
controlled by Mr. Savimbi aad Mr. Roberto.

The dispatch of cash in two stages of
Angola, with $6 million to be expended In
Stage 1 and $8 million in Stage 2. The signi-
flcance of the two-tiered approach has not
been made clear by the sources.

FORD SUPPORTERS START FILIBUSEER FOR
ANGOLAN ATD

- (By David Binder)

WASHINGTON, December 18.—The Ford Ad--

ministration sought today to reach a com-
promise with the Senate that would allow
the United States to continue covert sup-
port operations in the Angolan civil war.

The move was initiated by Senator Robert
P, Griffin, Republican of Michigan, after John
L. McClellan, chairman of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, failed to induce Presi-
dent Ford to concur in g system that would
enable the Congress to play a larger role In
deciding on such secret operations.

On Senator Griffin's invitation, Secretary
ot State Henry A. Kissinger conferred with
about 25 leading Senators on an arrange-
ment that would end the present stalemate.
A filibuster is being conducted in the Senate
against an amendment that would immedi-
ately cut off funds for assistance to two An-
golan. factions.

NO MEETING OF MINDS

Emerging from the meeting, Mr. Kissinger
said that it had not been *“a meeting of
minds,” but that he was taking the Senate
leadership’s proposals to Mr. Ford.

Senator John Tunhey, a California Demo-
crat, who Is leading an attempt to cut off
all funds for Angola, said he Intended to push
for the cutoff tomorrow.

“Nothing 1s acceptable that won't result
in & cutoff of all funds for military aid to
Angola,” he sald. “I don't want to see more
money down this rathole.”
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The filibuster began about 2.P.M. when
Senator Mike Mansfleld, the Democratic ma-
jority leader, requested a vote on the cutoff
amendment submitted by Senator Tunney
and 12 others. :

Senator McClellan, the Arkansas Democrat
who has been managing the $112 billion de-
fense appropriations bill, slipped out and tele-
phoned President Ford, appealing for his ap-
proval of a procedure involving Congress in
the funding of covert operations.

The funds for the Angola operations have
come out of the defense appropriations, ac-
cording to officials of the Central Intelligence
Agency in testimony before a Senate com-

- mittee.

According to other Senators, Mr. McClellan
proposed that in future requests for covert
funds, the President should first seek the
approval of the Appropriations Cominittee
and, upon approval, the request would go di-
rectly to the full Senate.

Under the present system the Administra~
tion simply informs Senator MecClellan and
his minority colleague on the Appropriations
Committee, Senator Milton R. Young, Repub-
Hean of North Dakota, and they either ap-
prove or disapprove without any further alr-
ing 1n committee or in the Senate as a whole.

A White House spokesman, Willlam I.
Greener, sald President Ford had discussed
the proposal with Senate McClellan, but “no
arrangement could be reached.”

As the filibuster by conservative Senators
wore on, Mr. Kizsinger arrived at the office
of Hugh Scott, the Republican Minority
Leader from Pennsylvania, and agreed to
provide the leadership with more informa-
tion about the Angola situation, as well as
the Administration’s view on the covert op-
erations, on which $33 million has already
been spent. :

KISSINGER CONVEYS OFFER

After two hours of discussion, Mr, Kis-
singer promised to convey a refined’ com-
promise proposal to the President and to re-
turn tomorrow with a response. The com-
promise was described by a Senator as in-
volving a. coneurrence of the Senate in g $10
miilion increment for Angolan =aid, after
which the Administration would have to ob-
taln regular Senate approval of any further
funding. :

The Administration is seeking $28 million
i1 additional funds for the Front for the Na-
tional Liberation of Angola in the north and
the National Union For Total Independence
of Angola In the south. The two groups are
opposing the Popular Movement for - the
Liberation of Angola, which has the support
of the Soviet Union and has established a
government in Luanda, the capital of the
former Portuguese colony.

The total aid projected by the Administra-
tion for Angolan aid this year comes to $60
million. )

But, the Central Intelligence Agency’s con-
tingency funds for covert activity are said to
total only $50 million, of which two-thirds is
already exhausted, either through expendi-
{tures and commitments.

It is the belief of Senator Tunney and his
Senate allies that by amending the defense
appropriation to bar further covert expendi-
tures it can deny the C.I.A. the capacity to
continue Angola operations.

The Tunney forces showed their strength
early In the afternocon in defeating a sub-
stitute amendment by Senator Grifiin that
would have allowed the covert operations to
continue. The vote was 72 to 26.

This left the pro-Administration Senators
with the filibuster as their only weapon,
made more effective by the nearness of the
Christmas holidays and the desire of a num-
ber of Sensators to go home tomorrow or
Saturday.

Senator Tunney and some of his allies said
they were determined to force & resolution of
the issue, even if it meant staying In Wash-
ington. Several said they believe they had the
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80 votes needed to bring about cloture, end-
ing the filibuster and compelling a vote on
<the cutoff amendment.
4 It was this threat, according to Admints-
tration officials, that caused Secretary Kis-
pinger and the White House to agree to the
compromise attempt.

While the Senate prepared for its third day
of debate on the Angola issue, the House In~
ternational Relations Committee approved
an amendment to the foreign assistance bill
thst would require the Administration to
clear future Angola expenditures with the
Congress. ’

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIO
81—PROVIDING FOR A CONDI-
TIONAL ADJOURNMENT OF CON-
GRESS

© ‘Mr. GRIFF N. Mr. Presadery‘., I suggest
the absence of 4 quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFJCER. The

clerk will call thg roll. i
The second assistant le%(slative clerk
proceeded to call tbe roll.
Mr. ROBERT C\BYRD./Mr. President
I ask unanimous cgnsent ghat the order
for the quorum call ke res¢inded.

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER. Without
objection, it Is so ordé (

Mr. MANSFIELD.: President, I
withdraw my request proceed to the
consideration of the c ncurrent resolu-
tion.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous congent\that Mr. Prox-
mire may proceed fogr 3 minutes.

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

Under the order ¢f proce

re, the con-

current resolution;is laid aﬁide tempo-

rarily,
The Senator from Wiscons
nized,

is recog-

REAL ESTATH SETTLEMENY PRO-
- CEDURES ACT AMENDMENTS—
CONFERENCE REPORT ‘

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President,{ sub-
mit a report of the committee of copfer-
ence on 8, 2327, and ask for its immedi-
ate considergtion. g

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
"Hewms) . The report will be stated by title.

amendmepts of the House to the bill (S.
2327) to puspend sections 4, 6, and 7 of the
ate Settlement Procedures Act of
ving met, after full and free con-
te):once have agreed to recommend and do
plend to their respective Houses this

‘information required in
ing Act at or prior to the t

here being no objection, the Senate
progeeded to consider the report, as fol-
lIows)

ot EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE
nagers on the part of the House
nate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing tes of the two Houses on the
amendmenty of the Senate to the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 2327) en-
titled “An Ack to suspend sections 4, 6, and
7 of the ‘Real
Act of 1974,

The
and the

in the House amen
authorize the Federal
quire the disclosure of {11 or a part of the
e Truth-In-Lend-
e 8 written com-
mitment to make a real estate loan was is-
stled. The conference repory does not con-
tain the Sensate provision.

The conferees belleve thaty the advance

disclosure of truth-in-lending\information,
which has been provided as pageithree of the
RESPA statement, has been useful to con-
sumers. With the repeal of section\g of RES-
PA, there is doubt whether the Feijeral Re-

advance truth-in-lending disclosure in ¢on-
sumer real estate transactions has mgrit.
However, this question was not treated\in
hearings and neither of the banking commiy~
tees has had an opportunity to consider thi
deta:ls of such disclosure. The conferees be-
lieve that rather than include a truth-in-
lending provision in this Act, the appropriate
committees should consider the question

early in 1976, and recommend legislation a.:'

the earliest feasible time.

COMPLETION AND INSPECTION OF SETTLENIE?&T
FORM IN ADVANCE

The Senate bill contained a provision/not
in the House amendments which would re-
quire the settlement agent to complefe the
uniform settlement form one busingss day
prior to the day of settlement and make
it available for inspection by the Jorrower.
The conference report contains;/the Sen-

ate provision in amended form, e provi-
sion as revised makes clear that sthe obliga-
tlon of the settlement agent té make the
settlement form available prior fo settlement
is to be triggered by the rgquest of the
borrower and that the agent’ 3/s0le obligation
is ‘to make available only that information
which is known to him at the tire of disclo-
sure. The amended languagé also makes clear
that the information is oAaly required to be
made available sometime during the business
day immediately preceding the settlement
day.

WILLIAM BROXMIRE,

JOHN SPSRKMAN,

HARRISONX A. WILLIAMS,

Bos PACEWOOD,

memblers are asked to cooperate simi-

Wm RE{IDRED—UMMOOO4OO1 00018-1
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larly. The Senate is not in orler. The
Chair has plenty of time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. But Senatms
who have airline reservations do not
have plenty of time. I hope Mempers will
accede to the request of the CHair that
there be order in the Senate, 50 that we

~can get on with the business.,/

Mr. NELSON, Mr. Presidepit, I do not
believe that the Members /at the rear
of the Chamber have been/able to hear
the Chair. I wonder if thg Chair would
repeat the request.

The PRESIDING O],?’FICER If the
Senator would speak to/them personally,
the Chair would appretiate it.

Mr. NELSON. Members at the Repub-
lican cloakroom side Apparently have not
heard the request, Yack by the entrance
door and on my left. I wonder whether
the Chair would/speak a little louder
or ask them to, urn on their hearing
aids again.

The PRES
Senator from
ceed now.

Mr. PRO¥MIRE. The conference re-
port is on fhe Real Estate Settlements
Procedurey Act which we acted on a few
days ago.; There were two amendments
that we/passed. The first amendment,
the Hoyse agreed to, we receded in the
Senatef/on providing a modified 1-day
advar)i:e disclosure of setflement charges.
On the second amendment, the Senate
recefded in the truth-in-lending area. We
thigk we can work that out a little later
ory I think the conference report, as
agreed to, is one that is very close to the

ill as it passed the Senate. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The gues-
ion is on agreeing to the conference
rgport.
he conference report was agreed to.

ING OFFICER. The
isconsin may try to pro-

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
81APROVIDING FOR ADJOURN-
T OF CONGRESS

NSFIELD. Mr. President, I re-
new my yequest that the resolution on
adjournmgnt be laid before the Senate.
It is my ifention, if it is agreed to, to
hold it at the desk pending an appro-
priate time.

_The PRESIRING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the ciyrrent resolution.

The legislativy clerk read as follows:

Resolved by thé4 Senale (the House of
Representatives congurring), That when the
two Houses adjourn §n Friday, December 19,
1975, they shall stand\adjourned sine die or
until 12:00 noon on the second day after
their respective Membeks are notified to re-
assemble in accordance Wy

SEc. 2. The Speaker of
resentatives and the Presi
of the Senate shall notify
the House and the Senate, Xespectively, to
reassemble whenever, in theil opinion, the
public interest shall warrant it\or whenever
the majority leader of the Senkte and the
majority leader of the House, act\ng jointly,
or the minority leader of the Senak%e and the
minority leader oif the House, actinlg jolntly,
file a written request with the Secietary of
the Senate and the Clerk of .ne Houge that
the Congress reassemble for considerayjon of
legislation.

Sec. 3. During the adjournment of
Houses of Congress as provided in sectio:
the Secretary of the Senate and the Clérk
of the House, respectively be, and they herd-
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_ jeader, and me. This is a m
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cluding veto messages, from the President of
the United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And the date?

The legislative clerk read:

When the two Houses adjourn on ¥riday,
Ducember 19, 1975.

© Mr. MANS
agreed to Januaryl9.

Mr. CURTIS. 1 the Senator yleld
right there?

Mr, MANSFIELD.

Mr. CURTIS. What
any similar resolution i
Representatives? \

Mr. MANSFIELD. We ha\)e\?ot. recelv-
ed any. Hence, we are forcedto take ac-
tion. Pending action by the Hquse, 1t 1s
the leadership’s intention to hb@ it at
the desk. S

Mr. WEICKER. Will the Senatox"ﬁ:ld

D. Yesterday, ' we

the status of
the House of

for a question?
- Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.
R. The Senator sayg

Mr. WEICKE
this will be held at the desk pending an'\
appropriate time. Why is this not an \{

appropriste time?

. Mr. MANSFIELD. We want to make
sure that the Senate is not caught short
sgain, 8s it was my first year as the ma-
jority leader, when-the House passed an

. adjouirnment resolution, left the city in

s hurry, and left us with a pack of ex-
pensive legislation on our desks.

Mr., WEICKER. I tliank the Senator.

‘Mr. GRIFFIN. Would it not be true, I
ask the distinguished majority leader,
that if we were to pass this legislation
and send It over to the House, then we
could be in the situation that the ma-

ority leader has just described, because.

both Houses do have to pass that ad-
journment resolution?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct, but
if we passed it and went out, which we

“never do, then the House would have to
take what they were given, as we were

glven by the House some 16 years ago.
Mr, GRIFFIN. Earlier, when the ma-
jority leader presented the resoluton, I

‘put in a quorum call because I wanted to

gend for the minority leader and let him
know that the Senator was calling this
up. T he cannot come to the floor, I take
i from the statement of the maljority
leader that he would consult with the
minority ledder before he would take it
from the desk and consider it.
- My, MANSFIELD. Oh, yes, indeed.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tlon is on agreeing to the concurrent
resolution.
The concurrent resolution was agreed
to. '

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPEARANEE
- OF WITNESS :

Mr. MANSPTELD, Mr. Presidefit, I

send to the desk a resolution with the

‘goncurrence of the distinguishgd Sen-

stor from Pennsylvania, the Rgpublican
[ er which
wes Qiscussed at the Democratic confer-
ence on Thursday last and/which I be-
jieve was discussed likewifde by the Re-
publicans. I ask that it be read.
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by are, authorized to receive messages, in- -

The leglslative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 338) to authorize
James Estep, Senate Computer Center, and
Harold W. Needham, Superintendent, Sen-
ate Service Department, to appear as wit=
nesses in the case of Common Cause, et al. v.
Benjamin Bailar, et al.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr.- MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1
want at this time to bring to the atten-
tion of the Members of the Senate the
legal proceeding brought by Common
Cause to have the court declare the
franking statute unconstitutional on its
face ' because according to Common
Cause it disadvantages challengers to
jncumbents seeking reelection to Con-
gress, uses taxpayers’ dollars for a non-s
public purpose and discriminates against
other users of the mails.

For discovery and evidence purposes
in this case, Common Cause has sub-
enaed Senate records, including:
irst. The complaints with respect to
viclations of the frank received by the
Seleet Committee on Standards and

Condlct and their disposition, advisory’

opiniortg given by the committee and it5

staff—baoth written and oral—and inter- -

pretive mémorandums prepared for cfm-
mittee useh as well as testimony fcon-
cerning matders conducted by the’com-
mittee in exedutive session;  /
Second. Senate Computer Cepter rec-
ords including the User’s ide and
computer progratks which /show how
of franked mail
recipients are develppedy/ how those
names are categorize 1d the group-
ings into which the najfes can be sep-
arated, work orderzépr saddress labels

2]

and records which djsclosd, the number
of franked mail labtls prirded for the
use of each Senatdr, the cabezories of
names maintained on the Senate com-
puter by each Sénator, the numiber of
names in each gategory, the code'Jesig-
nation for each category; and ~,

Third. Setate Service Department
records of phe number of franked majl
pieces sent’by each Senator, work order
from eaclf Senator reflecting the number
of newsjetters printed and copies of all
newslefters printed.

Comimon Cause contends that the
1:‘?& is used for mass mail material that

ig political in nature and for particular
jlings that it says are targeted to
Zﬁecial ihterest groups very much like
ampaign literature is. Common Cause

/ has told the court that the Senate docu-

ments it seeks will show that what it has
discovered so far is a very widespread
practice.

A three-judge court found that the
documents were relevant to Common
Cause’s case, rejected the Senate and
House claims of privilege, and ordered
that the documents must be produced
with the identity of individual Senators
not disclosed as far as it is possible to
achieve this result without unduly ham-
pering the full and expeditious processing
of the lawsuit.

We have given consideration to the
alternative courses of action the Senate

L R

~o .
.

might take at this time with respgct to
these legal proceedings and the coart or-.
der granting the discovery sought by the
Common Cause subpenas. Bagtcally we
have three alternatives. One j5 to com-
ply with the demands of subpenas
pursuant to the court’s ordgér. A second
is a contempt proceeding against the
Senate documents and / estify as de-
manded. The third 1s/to attempt to
achieve a compromi with Common
Cause. In declding which alternative to
adopt we are guided by the following
considerations. 7

The facilities gf the Senaie Service
Department and/Senate Computer Cen-
ter are utilized/by the Senate, its Mem-
bers and compghittees for many types of
official busingss, including information
on the statds of legislation, internal ad-
ministratiye records, information re-
trieval syStems for individual Senate of-
fices, andl the printing and addressing of
questighnaires, newsletters, and reports
sent glat by Senators and Senate commit-
tees,

Th no case are Members of the Senate

oy Senate committees authorized to use
these Senate facilities for political or
fpersonal purposes and Members of the
Senate and Senate employees are sub-
ject to disciplinary proceedings with re~
spect to such unauthorized use of these
facilities. For these reasons, the Senate
originally asserted its constitutional
privileges with respect to the Senate rec~
ords subpenaed by the plaintiffs in this
litigation and also its objection to any
attempt to obtain such records by sub-
penas requiring that these documents
be produced by Senate employees con-
trary to the express order of the Senate
as set forth in Senate Resolutions 423
and 431, adopted by the Senate on Octo-
ber 9, 1974, and October 11, 1874, re-
spectively.

In administering the use of these and
other Senate facilities and services, the
primary criterion is the size of the popu-
lation of the State of the Member, al-
though under the rules, regulations, and
practices of the Senate Members from
smaller States may make a propo-tion-
ately greater use of such facilities than -
Members from larger States. A review of
records reflecting the use of these Senate
‘wnits indicates that 93 percent of the
Senate mailed less than two pieces of
mail under frank per voting age constit-
uent\ during the general election year
1974 According to the records of these
units. e seven Members of the Senate
who senb, out two or more mailings per
voting agesconstituent in 1974 were from
fall in the lowest popula-

Furthermord, 82 Members of the Sen-
ate sent out lesy than one piece of mail
per voting age ‘¥onstituent under . the
frank in 1974, according to these records.
In comparing 1974 election year mailings
to 1973 mailings, the Ayverage increase in
number of pieces of mal was 31.6 percent
for candidates and 60.4 dereent for non-
candidates, according to data computed
by the Senate computer. Thy Senate rec-
ords also show that of the Senators
mailing the largest volume of franked
mail, two were candidates for reglection
and defeated, and the mailingshof the

N\
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