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ATTORNEY AT LAW
waorroeeeoxxrxeg 1697 Ford Parkway wt
SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA SS10S @ WCA—
mz/?ﬂm 698—1268 ,le( ¢

May 29, 1976

Mr. Hamilton Jordan

National Chairman

Carter for President Committee
Washington, D, Ce

Dear Mr. Jordang

I think the time has come to tell the truth about Senator Frank Church, and
some of the problems we had with him, in years gone by, especially those of us
who were formerly active in the Young Democratic Party of Minnesota,

I enclose some newspaper clippings about a famous"flap"™ those of us involved
with civil rights had with the famous Senator. This is not meant to be vindictive,
but I thought that the Governor would want to know who he is dealing with,

I have long been a supporter of Senator Humphrey, and long ago urged him to
run for the Presidency, but when I got a flat "no go" in a letter to me last fall,
I ran and won as a precinct delegate for Governor Carter in our Spring caucuses.
Unfortunately there were not enough of usyunder the proportional rules now in
existence, to gain even one delegate on our national delegation,

If Governor Carter is our candidate, I hope that I may be of assistance to
him in any way I can,

Incidentally, I am on good terms with both "F;_-itz"Mondale and Senator Humphrey,
but have not been active in the party since being thrown out by the McCarthy "radicals"
in 1968, Maybe its time I got active again.

personal respect,
2 // Cose 11,
r/ - / ‘,//(_@.:MH: 4/('-{:/“4-‘
Gene H. Rosenblun, Esq.
ghr/nr
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_Gerald Ford's selection of Army Sec-
msry Howard H. (Bo) Callaway as
his presidential campaigan manager
4 prove a master stroke in Mr.
mds pre-convention strategy: fence
i 4p former California Gov. Ronald Rea-
gan and his conservative stalwarts so

. tightly that Reagan will abandon any
. hope of winning the nomination him-

.;But hevond that. selection of the ex-
- gberant, rich and extrovertish Georgia
eauservative, who had been under ac-
tive but secret consideration at least
.alpce May 27, reveals important de-
tails about Mr. Ford's developing poli
tical style and its healthy contrast to
Richard M. Nixon's.

‘ For example, the President himself
|das had a series of confidential talks
iwith longtime Republican tacticians,
much as Jack Mills, president of the
Tobacco Institute who will be a part
time campaign aide, Ohio National
Qommitteeman Ray C. Bliss and many
ltore. He is looking to old friends
*ﬁom his days in the House, including

stant Secretary of Defense Robert
Isworth, a former congressman from
sas, for major johs in his cam-
)lign organization and is leaning to-
t ward Richard Cheney as White House
son for the campaign.
L 'As top aide to White House Chief
wok Staff Donald Rumsfeld, Cheney’s
-designation as presidential go-bet-
ween with campaign chief Callaway
(would give Mr. Ford automatic con-
‘tact with all elements of the campaign.
ch personal, detailed involvement
iwas virtual heresy to Richard Nixon,
o seldom deigned to talk politics
th traditional politicians.

tightly held was Callaway’s se-
g
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?Ford S Campalgn Strategy

lection, revealed to Callaway himself
only on June 13, that Republican lead-
ers in Congress and the party’s high
command around the country, includ-
ing Georgia state chairman Mark Mat-
tingly, did not learn of it until the
formal White House announcement
last Wednesday.

Callaway’s name was first quietly
surfaced for White House considera-
tion by wily presidential intimate
Melvin R. Laird, now the highly-paid
“Senior Counsellor” on Reader Digest
magazine. Laird and Dean Burch,
chairman of the Ford Campaign Ad-
visory Committee, has culled the
names of scores of prominent Republi-
cans before settling on Callaway.

With Laird, Mr. Ford’s first choice
for 1976 campaign manager, out of the
running because of his Reader’'s Digest
job, Callaway's assets took on formid-
able proportions, with one obvious lia-
bility: his 1968 campaign for governor
(lost by an eyelash), which one White
House aide privately described as
“racist.”

But in the Republican southern
heartland of Ronald - Reagan, that
criticism is no liability. Indeed, Mat-

tingly told us that Callaway’s selection
would unquestionably help Mr. Ford
in Georgia if a primary challenge from
Reagan actually developed.

More important, Mississippi State
Chairman Clarke Reed, the most ac-
tive and vociferous critic of Mr. Ford
as insufficiently conservative, says
the President “couldn’t have done any
better,” than Callaway for campaign
chairman.

The “racist” charge against Calla-
way's 1966 gubernatorial campaign,
moreover, is viewed in the White
House as substantially outflanked by

B R R

et D

D N I 2 g

Callaway’s success in bulding an all-
voiuteer army with the highest black
percentage—22 per cent—since World
War 1.

The underlying Ford strategy, in try-
ing to convince Reagan and his con-
serative partisans that a race against
the President would be futile, has the
South as its focal point. Callaway, as
a southern organizer for Barry (;old-
water in the 1964 pre-convention
period and southern regional director
for Nixon in 1968, has outsanding
credentials among southern Repubh- {
can conservatlves. .

Thus, his selection as campaign
manager zives Mr. Ford another lever
in the South to go along with his
nomination of Dr. F. David Mathews,
president of the University of Ala-
hama, to he Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare.

Although some anti-Ford conserva-
tives describe this as “tossing the
South a couple of hones,” the hone-
tossing is having an indisputable im- .
pact. That was clear last Saturday In
Columbus, Ga., when Mr. Ford spent
a highly fruitful hour behind closed
doors with Georgia Republican lead-
ers.

The President told the Geormans,
that “my pholosophy is like yours,” 4
and the evidence he produced—his
successful vetoes of anti-recession
spending bills—drove his point home.

The danger in this pre-convention
strategy is obvious: that the President
will succeed in fencing in Reagan,
thus winning the nomination battle
hands down—but risking the election
war when conservative Republicans
will comprise a minor slice of the
total vote.

@ 1975, Pleld Enternrises. Ine.

ot Kials i

s ————— g



*

»

o

L R B e A

v/

AS

g
i !\

Saturday, june 21.1975 THE WASHINGTON POST

Ford Campaign Unit
Now Formal Entity

By Jules

Witcover

Washington Pos: 3taf! Writer

In the increasingly popular

' game of getting into the presi-

dential election swim one toe
at a time rather than jumping;
in with both feet, President;
Ford yesterday authorized
“the President Ford Commit.|
tee” to raise and spend money
to further his still-undeclared
bid for a full four-year term
next year.

Dean Burch, already ap-
pointed temporary chairman
of the committee, personally
registered the group at the
Federal Election Commission,
as required by the new cam-
paign reform law. Burch said
the President would make a

formal announcement of can-,

didacy soon. but this step cer-
tainly indicated his intentions
clearly.

Burch submitted a letter
from the President that said:
“T hereby authorize the Presi-
dent Ford Committee to solicit
and receive contributions an

d mittee is David Packard, for-

challengers. However. he said, :
“I'm inclined to think that the
President’s strength has
grown in just the last few .
weeks, enou h at least to lead.
any challenger to reconsider.”

The registration is required _
of any political committee .
which expects to raise more
than $1,000 for a candidate. §
Burch said the statutory limit~
on contributions of $1,000 '
from any individual to any
one candidate and on expendi- °
tures assured that the 19'76i
election would be “an entirely
new ball game.”

The registration listed
Burch as chairman, but the
White House already has an--
nounced that Secretary of the ..
Army Howard H. (Bo) Callaway -
will leave the Pentagon next’
month and take over from
Burch.

Listed as treasurer and f%
nance chairman of the com-

ik
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to incur expenses and to make | Mer under secrerary of de-

expenditures to further my
nomination for the office of
President of the United
States.”

In an obvious reference to
the Watergate scandal that
grew out of the previous Re-
publican President's re-elce-
tion campaign in 1972, Burch
said he was convinced that
Mr. Ford “is committed to the
most  straight-up campaign
that has ever been run by an
incumbent President.”

He said he thought the Pres-
ident would be nominated. but
that former Gov. Ronald

fense. Other members of the
organizing committee are Rob-
ert Douglass, a close associate .
of Vice President Rockefeller;
former Nixon White House ad-
viser Bryce Harlow; Richard L.
Herman, former Republican
national committeeman from
Nebraska; former Scretary of
Defense- Melvin R. Laird;
Leon W. Parma. an executive .
of Teledyne. Inc.. of San Di-
ego. and former Gov. \Villiam
W. Scranton of Pennsyivania.
The registration listed the .
Rizgs National Bank at Du-
pont Circle as the committee's
depository, and said the eam- ¥
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Reagan of California was “the ! paign headquarters will be it‘»'
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most crediblé” of the patential

|

1200 18th St. NW, Suite 916.% 3.
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‘CIA PROBE BOOSTS SEN:“CHUP:

Centinued from First Page

o give the coming hearings a biz buildup. The effort failed.

Church coyly told reporters that the first dav or two
would deal with "a very important subject that has not
Yet come to light." But word began to leak out from Ad-
ministration sources that he was referring to the CIA's re-
tention of bacterial poisons, and Church was forced to
provide details.

Subsequent hearings will deal with alleged abuses
against U.S. citizens by the CIA, the FBI, the Internal
Revenue Service and other intelligence agencies. The
committee's findings on the CIA's alleged involvement in

cans on the committee ha
evidence to clear these officis

Lacking presidential direct:
behaving like a rogue eleph
suggested at that time.

It was Church's early inter
questionable CIA activities i
seeking—and obtaining—the
muttee. Senate Majority Leade

appointed him to the joblast J -

Following 1972 disclosures
government and the Internatic
Corp., Church—as a member (

COPY CARTER | 1gRagy

plots to assassinate foreign leaders will be made public in
a report.

Church i8 not known as a tough-skinned, hard-nosed in-
vestigator. On the contrary, during his 18 years in the
Senate, he has been regarded by some as a bit soft, some-
"'t erudite and more eager for compromise than con-
iro~tation.

iz¢ is cautious and deliberate. When he speaks, he
knc ~s how his sentences will end. In briefing reporters
after dozens of closed hearings by his CIA committee,
Church has been precise in his remarks, yet reluctant to
give sensitive details.

Sen. Frank Church tions Committee—investigate. dn

CIA in Chile. He did so as chairm~- ~f ¢&~ -
on multinational corporations, the
investigating international payoff:

The subcommittee—acting on
syndicated columnist Jack Anders - —
offered the CIA $1 muillion to pr-
Allende from gaining power in Ct » ~—
ings in that country.

"CIA turned down the money b * =~
to do the work,” Church said. His & ~—
first to obtain testimony from a C .« .~
covert operations.

Church believes "a very pervasi :

AP of:oto

Churétﬁo Be in
Spotlight at CIA
Ypen Hearings

His patience has paid off in obtaining CIA records. Al-

BY ROB® 2T L. JACKSON though the White House and CIA at first resisted giving  the United States. Among the sympe~— -
Tie s Sta warieer , Church the top-secret material he wanted, Church spent  tempt for the law" by some large corpor

N—When open Sen-  Weeks working out a careful agreement for handling dif- ~ government agencies alike.
on the Central Intel- fe,:ent files. ) ) . "Big corporations are showing contempt fi
y start Tuesday, the "We thmlg we have it all," he said, referring to records  with payoffs and bribery abroad and illegal
“m to know a lot more  that deal with the CIA's alleged involvement in foreign  conmtributions at home as thqugh regard for th
s-looking liberal Demo- assassination plots. In an interview, he acknowledged that -
-ank Church. there were gaps in the written record but said that this e —
Ao was tne nation's Wwas "not because anything was withheld but because the
tor when Idano first evidence simply doesn't exist in some cases."

electe at age 32 in 1936, has  No date has been set for release of the assassination re-

nough work these days. po'rt. . e . |
@ being chairman of the  "It's like writing "War and Peace,'" Church said. refer-
ng investgation into the Tring to the length of the report. "_We l}a\{e reviewed a
‘her intellizence-gatherine  vast number of documents, including National Security
e i< chawman of a foreign Council files, and have taken 8,000 pages of testimony
subcommittee that is prob- from over 100 witnesses.”
dence of internaticnal bribery
.vment of illegal U.S. campaign
Jputions by some major defense
ractlors and ¢l companies.

more *

As to why the committee felt it necessary to disclose

any CIA involvement in assassination plots, Church said:

"It's an aberration, really, from the traditional American
oractice in the world and our historic principles. It fell to
1s to do this job because the Rockefeller commission
vould not treat it." This was a reference to the Commis-
ion on CIA Activities Within the United States, a group
1eaded by Vice President Rockefeller.

Church said the report would address such questions as
how did it happen and who ordered it.”

"Some of the conclusions we reach will have general ap-
lication to the rest of the CIA investigation," he added.
They will deal with the command and control of the CIA."

Church said in July that the panel had found no direct -
Ivolvement by former Presidents Dwight D. Eisenhower
nd John F. Kennedy or former Atty. Gen. Robert F. [i
‘ennedy in plotting fareign assassinations. Sorme Republi- 1

ittee's seven-month IN- T AR
v 3o far has been

n closed hearings. When he finally

vas ready to go public. Church tried

Church had begurn quictly 10 orgi-
s1ze a drive for the Democratic pres-
«iential nommauon last January. His
cunsequent appomniment 10 read the
Senate's speciai commitlec on intel-
ligence acuvities forced rim 10 call
off those plans—at least temporanl}- :

Some helieve the CIA hearings and
their wide televison exposure W“l
boost him to national prominence. [j
that should happen. he may rekindie
his presidential campaign when the
nanel's work concludes by next
spring.

-
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SEN. CHURCH'S ROLE IN CIA PROBE

Conlinued from 6th Page
tries. It was the old Uncle Sucker business."

"I began to look more critically at military aid and other
aid programs—how we often wound up arming both sides
t a conflict and getting blamed by both," he said.

Church recalled the early 1960s. when the United States
chiefly assisted the South Vietnamese with American ad-
visers anc: limited aid.

"T wer.. along with it, believing that we were assisting
the Diem government to prevent the Communists from
taking over," he said.

‘But “hurch said he became "increasingly cynical when
Wwe bezan sending in our own people in large numbers."

In Februarv, 1965, he broke with the Johnson adminis-
tration in a speech that called for a negotiated settlement
in Vietnam.

A furious President L$ndon B. Johnson zeroed in on
Church's remark that he (Church) agreed with columnist
‘Walter Lippmann on Vietnam. Jehnson told reporters he
had advised Church: "The next rime vou want a dam n
Idaho, you go to Walter Lippmann for it."

Church said that Mr. Johnsor “ad never told him this,
*Hut he probably wished that he had said it."

Continuing his opposition to U.S. involvement in South-
east Asia, Church was coauthor with former Sen. John
Sherman Cocper (R-Ky.) in 1970 of the landmark legisla-
tion that came to be known as the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. It prohibited the use of funds for introducing com-
bat troops into Cambodia and Laos.

The first statutory limit of its type ever imposed by
Congress, the Cooper-Church legislation was followed by
additional restrictions on the President's war-making pow-
ersin 1971 and 1973.

Church's familiarity with foreign affairs has undoubted-
ly been an asset in his CIA investigation. Aside from in-
vestigating U.S. links to the murders of foreign leaders.
his committee has sought documents and testimony about
CIA covert operations abroad.

Activities abroad, however, are not likely to be dis-
closed in the public hearings. Church and other committee
members have said they do not want to impair the effec-
tiveness of the CIA but only to show where reforms and
improvements are needed.

Whether Church decides to seek his party's nomination
for President will largely depend on how well the com-
mittee does its work and how the public perceives its ef-

forts.
"This investigation," Church sayvs. "could be a minefield.”

yp——




By LOUISE SWEENEY

Christian Science Monitor

..WASHINGTON D. C.—There
were nine or ten farmers gath-
- ered- in a hot room-in Shoshone
. Cpunty Idaho. back in the sum-
‘- ragr of 56, listening to a young
' Dsmocratic lawyer who was
. 2 radning like a deer for the Unit-
ed St,ates Senate.

-j S r}‘he lawyer, Frank Church,
v(as talking and swigging great
ps of water as he unrolled a
; leng. campaign speech designed
- for @ major rally.
KFinally, one great big farmer
at, the back of the room said,
“Yqung man. I want to tell you
soﬁethmg I'm gonna vote for
®u, but you're the only wind-
~fMill I ever saw that ran entirely
- bn,water.”
gl
- ! After the meeting someone
asked Frank Church why he had
given a whole speech to just a
handful of people.

“Why unload the whole bale of
hay, Frank?"”

His answer: "Because I'm out
»te make converts—if I tell it to
afen, they'll tell it to ten more.”

.~ That attitude, which at 32

—made him one of the youngest

omen ever to win a Senate seat,
,may be an asset again during
'another important summer in
Frank Church’s life.

. - This is the summer when ten
2 million people may tell it to an-
< bther ten million as Sen. Frank

:C'hurch chairman of the Senate
‘VSBlect Committee on Intellig-
bnce chairs televised hearings
on_the domestic role of the Cen-
| &) Intelligence Agency.
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hie?:“m:en of controversial TV

ne [285 have a way of becom-
‘fau:“"us as Senators Estes
- ‘er and "d Sam J. Ervin Jr.

proved, so before the next elec-
tion Frank Church’'s name may
be as familiar as John Wayne's.

But Senator Church is not now
a candidate for the presidency,
although his long-time cam-
paign manager Carl Burke ad-
mits, “He was prepared to put
his foot in the water last Janu-
ary (when he was asked to chair
the intelligence committee) and
then pulled out because he knew
that maintaining a political pos-
ture when running a serious
type of investigation would be a
disaster.”

When he is asked what the
U.S. most needs in a president
and whether he would be willing
to give it, he answers:

“I think the country (he sighs)
needs to have its confidence re-
stored in political leadership.
Any man who can do this,
whoever he may be. that man
we need for president.”

Is he ruling himself out? *No,
I'm not ruling one way or anoth-
er. That's the bedrock require-
ment in the aftermath of Water-
gate and a whole decade of dis-
illusionment.”

Although he's not in the run-
ning now, the liberal weekly,
“The Village Voice,” profiled,
him as “the hottest liberal dark
horse.” He pushes the levers of
power in several important Sen-
ate committees, appears almost
often on camera to answer
questions about CIA assassina-
tion charges or hearings on the
scandals of multinational corpo-
rations.

Senator Church looks different
off camera. On camera, answer-
ing volatile questions, he is for-
mal, guarded, his eyes hooded,

)

FRANK CHURCH . .

almost scholarly, with a certain
heaviness of manner and ap-
pearance which are deceptlve.
In person he is trim, ebullient,
tall (six feet) with a tan face
that grins easily, brown eyes,
Indian black hair with some fea-
tures of gray in it, and a
warmth that the camera some-
how doesn’t catch.

The one constant, off camera
or on, is the voice, a soft bari-
tone that falls in measured cad-
ences like lines from Tennyson,
with no slang.

Frank Church’s Capitol office,
a long room decked with senato-
rial brown leather furniture and
an oil portrait of one of his he-
roes, the legendary orator Sen.
William Borah, *“the Lion of Ida-
ho,” is hidden away at one end
of a maze of marble corridors.
One of the precautions he takes
as chairman of the intelligence
committee is to have it swept
regularly for ‘“bugs.”
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, S&eks Converts

Railroader
Builds Own
Railroad

GREENPORT,
(AP)—Frank Fig
working on thg
road—his o
road—when
building a
home for




" UNFUNDED WELFARE PLANS

&

y. SACRAMENTO (UPDh —™Gov
ri- Edmund G. Brown Jr. charged
1y Friday that the Ford adminis-
18 tration 1s forcing California to

encourage more people to join
welfare programs without pro-
by viding the money to finance

e them.

’he So. here we are in a position
js- f of the state of California basi-
«ch | cally being run by those bu-
ler reaucracies in Washington, he

pel declared. "They force us into
programs that we don't want to
get into. If we don’t, they
est reaten to cut off the money.”
tu- The governor told a news con-
bly ference he complained to newly
the appointed Health. Education
' and Welfare Secretary F. David
Mathews and would discuss the
» is issue with President Ford next
month in Sacramento, “if the
President cares to listen.™

gse

k it Brown's criticism was similar
gre- to former Gov. Ronald Reagan’s
‘esi- heavy attacks on the federal

of Wwelfare bureaucracy and his

.
[ %
willing to pav.” Brown declared.

At his third formal meeting
with reporters in the theater-
like Capitol news conterence
room, the Democratic chief ex-
ecutive also discussed:

TAXES — He said he now
could think of no-circumstances
under which he would sign a bill
increasing the gasoline tax from
seven to nine cents a gallon.
“I'm very reluctant to see any
new taxes and I'm doing every-
thing I can to prevent that.” he
said.

SCHOOLS — He suggested
California could come close to
complying with the require-
ments of the Serrano education
finance decision if over the next

.six to eight years the state

pumped equalization aid into
poor school districts and at the
same time limited the spending
of wealthier districts.

PRES NT — He insisted
1N he was not a candidate

for the Democratic presidential
nomination next vear, but said
to “offer a Sherman-like state-
ment is a little sillyv.” Repubii-
can William T. Sherman said in
1885 that if he was nominated,
he wouldn’t accept and if elect-
ed. wouldn't serve.

Brown Lambasts
U.S. Bureaucrac)

#an Jusre Hrercury
Sat., Aug. 16, 1975

Convention —

Kicked Off
By Chavez

FRESNO (UPIl) — [I'nired
Farm Workers Union lead:r
Cesar Chavez and bhetween 590
and 600 delegates to the UFW 5
2nd Constitutional Conven' on
concentrated on getting the for- 3.
malities out of the wayv dur:ng P
the opening session Fridayv =o
more important matters could
be taken up today.

Chavez, looking trim and fit
after completing all but the last
leg of his 1,000-mile march
through California to recruit
new members and inform farm
workers about the state's new
Agricultual Labor Relations
Act. welcomed the delegates in
a brief address Friday morning
to open the convention.

Chavez was greeted with a
standing ovation that turned
into a singing, slogan-shouting
cheer.

After his brief talk. Chavez
turned the convention over tc
other members of the union ex
ecutive committee for the usua
reports and seating of officia
delegations.

the Jealous defense of states’ rights.
rynt “Evervwhere we look in this
federal government. we¢ find
d of they are forcing us to do things
this. that we don't have the tax base
" to do and for which they are un-
t he '
get-
of a
d be
The
i.
—
el

CarLifornia
FurRniture Saties

“YOUR MONEY’'S WORTH'' SHOP and COMPARE




‘A socmloglst 5
whites’ flight to the suburbs

Knight News Service

WASHINGTON Sociologist
James Coleman, one of the na-
tion’s leading ers on school
integration policy, is easing away
from his recent contention that
school desegregation has become
a major reason for white flight
from the cities.

Coleman is the University of
Chicago scholar whose 1966 segre-
gation research report became a
rationale for many subsequent
court-ordered integration pro-
grams.

Earlier this year, he drew crit-
icism from colleagues and civil
rights advocates when he said
new research showed forced inte-
gration® of single school districts
to be self-defeating because it
drove whites out.

But at a meeting of academi-

cians in Washington Friday, Cole-

man presented a new draft repo
of his 08city study. and it con

tained some significant new quali-

fiers. Among them:

® The effect of school desegre-
gation on white exodus was sub-
stantial in some of the cities he
studied, but it also was short-
term. After the first year of a
significant change in the racial
mix of schools in a given district,
the rate of white emigration
usually went back to its previous
level.

® Desegregation is “considera-
bly less” a factor in white fligh
than other ongoing social an
economic forces.

S, F, EX‘W.‘-'/

® There is no way to determine
from Coleman's study what differ-
ences there are — if any — in the
way white families react to reduc-
tions in school segregation that
come by court order or deliberate
policy, compared to those that
come by such natural forces as
changed residential patterns.

That last point is important
because of the political .use to
which Coleman's findings and in-
terpretations have been put since
he began talking about them in
April.

Anti-busing forces quickly
seized on his remark that “court-
induced school desegregation had
served only to swell the white

odus from the big cities.”

ut academic colleagues have
argued that he has no specific
facts to back up his claim, since
none of the cities he studied were
under court orders during the
1968-73 period the research cov-
ered.

In seeming reaction to some of
that criticism, Coleman would
make no comments on court poli-
cy Friday, nor would he discuss
his own ideas on what judicial and
administrative approaches might
relieve the problems he discussed.

In fact, some of his remarks
suggested that he considerad the
issue of desegregation to be al-
most moot in the long rumn, at
least in some northern cities
whose school systems are fast
becoming all-black.

loo at
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As long as that trend contin-
ues, and as long as there are
white suburban havens to move
to, white populations in those cit-
ies will continue to de¢line, he
said.

“The absolute proportion of
blacks in center city schools and
the differential between (the pro-
portion of) blacks in the center
ciy and the surrounding area
have a strong effect on whites,
quite apart from desegregation.”
Coleman said.

Gary Orfield, who is attached
to the Brookings Institution,
where the meeting occurred, said
that an argument against court-
ordered integration based on Cole-
man's figures was a weak one.

Orfield argued that a family
that would move because of a
more integrated school system
probably is alreadyon its way out
of town anyway.

“A family that leaves Detroit
next fall when the school integra-
tion plan |is implemented,” he
said. “will also be aware of the
city’s income tax, its 1967 riot, the
extremely high level of violent
crime, the cut-backs in the police
force, the city’s black mayor, the
massive housing abandonment in
the city, the recent loss of more
than a fifth of the city’s job base,
its severe current economic Crisis
and other factors.
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~ Nuclear Plant Initiative S

BY RON ROACH

SACRAMENTO
AP —California’s new
Energy Commission
won't take sides on the
proposed Nuclear Safe-
guards [nitiative. but in-
dividual commissioners
sayv thev won't duck the
issue

To date. 1t s 1-0
among commissioners
in favor of the intitia-
tive.

The four other com-
missoners haven't taken
public stands vet on
what may be the most
important socio-eco-
nomic decision facing
Californians.

They sayv Californians
should lay emotions
Jaside and take a cool.
hard look at the facts in
the initiative proposal
on next June's presiden-
tial primary ballot.

The intiative would
set standards for nucle-
ar power plants which
critics say are so tough
they would prohibit any
new plants and would
phase out operation ot
existing muiti-million-
dollar plaats

Richard Maullin.
chairman of the Energy
Resources Conservation
and Development Com-
mission said a commis-
sinn stand would be
pcwerful fuel for either
side s campaign.

And. Maullin said.
‘Certainilyv a decision by
voters 1o approve or re-
ject will be taken as a
signal for the rest of the
nation.”

Only commissioner
Ronald Doctor takes a
stand. ““Strictly as an in-
dividual. I am in favor
of the initiative.”

the election. ['ll make
my views known public-
v~

Morett1 said the impli-
cations pro and con
must be set before the
public which must try to
make a decision based
on logic rather than
emotions. because there
are emotions on both
sides of the issue.”

Al Pasternak said he
was undecided.

Richard Tuttle said he

wouldn't hesitate to
speak out once he has
totally analyzed all
data.

But they all have feel-
ings on the impact of
passage or failure of the
initiative.

Maullin said he hopes
all the facts will be
brought out by oppo-
nents and proponents
and by hearings in Octo-
ber conducted by assermn-
blvman Charles Warren.
D-Los Agneles.

[f thev dont.” "I might

‘change my position and

say something. which
might affect the elec-
tion.” Maullin said
Which
didn't say

wav. Maullin
“Being a political sci-
entist bv profession.”
said Maullin. former
Rand Corp. researcher.
‘I know it won't be until
next April when the
broad public becomes
aware ot the battle
Right now there are
special interest groups.”

Doctor. a nuclear en-
gineer. explained his
positon:

1 believe the initita-
tive goes to the heart of
some very serious prob-
lems that have arisen.
problems of such mag-

etti i1s the F
,{uﬂ( n the nitude and overwhelm-
< - ~.~. INg importence.
% e
S W;..n"'\'.' K re

wastes on future gener-
ations. as a burden to be
borne without knowing
how those generations
can handle them?”

Doctor listed two ma-
Jor areas of concern:

SAFETY—" To my
way of thinking. at least
from the evidence ['ve
seen so far. there has
been insufficient experi-
mental work to provide
assurances that are nec-
essary. Perhaps there is

MAICO

292-1486
SAN JOSE HEARING AID CENTER
2-A So. FIRST ST, IN EL PASEO CT,
OFRCE 5. 9305 PIL. AT by el

experimental work that
['m not aware of. If so.
1t should be brought to
the attention of all.”

WASTE — "How to dis-
pase of or manage the
longlived radioactive
waste” It seems to be a
basic philosophical
problem Soctial and gov-
ernmental institutions
have never lasted as
long as those wastes are
going to be around.”

Pasternak. a chemical
engineer. said the prob-

‘the initia G
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1 DAY ONLY
PROPERTY APPRAISING

FOR
TODAY'S CONSUMER
A SEMINAR

by Norris X. Porter, M.R.A.

S.J. Hyat? House, Sept. 4

Call 244-2544 for Res.

Fee . . . $35.00
Sponsored by
APPRAISAL TRAINING SERYVICES
OF CALIFORNIA
$4) Romberg Dr., Sunnyvale
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How a noncandidate can run for présidency # §

+ ‘ Gg 0 , E
\Church plays a ‘waiting game’ :
o N By Godfrey Sperling Jr. :
P L f correspondent of The Christian Science Monitor &
X \ Washington =

Sen. Frank Church is what might be called a ‘*biding-his-
time’’ candidate. making all the motions toward entering the
race without actually gettingin yet.

What the Senator’s intentions are — he told a group of
reporters over breakfast — is to jump into the race in late
February or early March, after the first primaries are over in
New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Florida. Mr. Church
considers these early contests ‘‘inconclusive."”

After them he thinks that “‘most’’ of the candidates will
have exhausted much of their funds and will have to either
drop out or cut back on campaigning.

Already, he says, a Church campaign committee has half
the contribution commitments in the 20 states that are
necessary for qualifying a candidate for matching federal
funds.

The Church ‘‘undeclared candidacy’’ status draws attention
to an oddity in the bidding for the Democratic nomination:
that beyond the large field of 11 declared candidates (Bayh,
Wallace, Jackson, Bentsen, Harris, Byrd, Shapp, Sanford,
Udall, Shriver. and Carter) several other noncandfdates wait
in the wings.

Foremost is Hubert Humphrey, who says he will not enter
the primaries but is willing to be the draft choice of a
brokered convention.

There are also other former presidential candidates —
Edmund Muskie and George McGovern. They would take the
nomination if it began to move in their direction.

Those who are playing this ‘‘noncandidate’’ game feel that
all of the 31 primaries may turn out to be a waste of time —
and that the convention will have to turn elsewhere.

Thus, they believe that their noncandidacies may well turn
out to be the best strategy for capturing the nomination.

There are other Democratic **hopefuls.” those who think
that **lightening just might strike."”

-
By R Norman Matheny staff pnotographer

On that list — one top Democratic leader has said — *‘is just Sen At hie. )
aboyt every Democratic Senator and alot of Democratsin the - Church — a “blding-his-time’ candidate
House, too.”

One who would definitely take the nomination from a  problem of raising sufficient funds to carry him through the
convention draft is Sen. Walter Mondale, of Minnesota who  many primaries.
recently dropped his official candidacy because he said he Vance Hartke is interested in the nomination. So is William
didn’t want the hardships of a campaign — including the = Proxmire. So is Adlai Stevenson. And there are many more.
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is Lips Say

By JERRY GREENE

" Washington, Feb. 3—Under the

1stomary form of analysis and
Interpretation as applied in the na-
tion’s capital, Sen. Frank Church’s
fuzzy denial of the fact in a tele-
vized interview means that he will
definitely be a candidate for the
Democratic presidential nomina-
tion.

This has to be bad news for Sen.
Henry Jalkson (D-Wash.), who intends
to announce his own candidacy in a
hulk of
the Church support lies in the ultra-
1i%eral wing of the party, a segment
JI(‘kﬂ.Oll h.m- been pursuing with surpris-
iRy vigor in recent weeks.

Chitrrh,” the " stdl-youthful-at>50° Tdaho
Demograt_and outspoken anti-Viet_war
Ter — @ . v -

e mm -

critic now starting his fourth term in
the Senate, has heen a sort of lay-back
sleeper in the party’'s presidential aweep-
stakes. Hardly anybody knew he had
the White House in mind before yester-
day’s rejection; speculation had focused
on Jackson, on declared candidate Rep.
Mo Udall (D-Ariz.); ex-Goy, Jimmy Car-

APITOL )\
(;'TU FF-— -

er of Georgia; former Sen. Fred Har-
ris (D-Okla.) and Sens. Lloyd Bentsen
(Tex.), Robert Byrd (W. Va.) and Birch
Bayh (Ind.), and 40 others.

Church was heing Interviewed on
television hecause he is the newly named
chairman of the Senate special committee
that will be prehing the €IA- spy ‘dystem,
the FRI, and any and all other

AT G

gence activities for the next aix months.
Somebody said there had been talkabout
a presidential candidacy.

“Let's scotch that right now,” Church
replied, before proceeding to un-scotch
it. He admitted that some “people” had
discussed the subject with him, then gone
away to solicit support. The senator
had told them he “would weign the mat-
ter.” But then came the appointment
as CIA committee chairman; he notified
the “people” that “there would be no
further activity on my behalf, through-
out the life of the investigation.”

The operative words, of course, are
“throughout the life of the investiga-
tion.” That will be before the end of
this year—and during the intervening
months it is doubtful that any other
senator or would-be candidate will have
a crack at anything like as much tele-
vision and press exposure.

Church has a hot property on his

~dande, d-titljating ismme

‘with @pies ; |, drive when the, qomypetitien, hag bur

No, No but There's Yes, Yes in His Eyes

toward a fascinating probe, and he has
assured “public hearings whenever we
can.” He has a very liberal Democratie
majority on his committee and a coople
of liberal Republicans, one of whom,
Sen. Richard Schweiker (R-Pa.), made
at least one of those several White
House enemies lists during the Nixon
administration.

There isn’t anything else around the
Washington acene to compete with the
Church committee for air time and head-
lines except the economy and taxes, nei-
ther of which is particularly photogenic
or sexy.

So Church ean lie doggo so far as
presidentinl pretensions are concerned,
while getting more national attention
and recognition than all of the nther
condidates combined, and come out with
a resounding report at year's end, just
at the proper time for a presidential

announcement. He can thus begin Viiz

itself out a year too soon.

£ng secrets, all of the ITactors going
- e ~

e - e e s




Church aims
at CIA plots,
White House

Senator hopes hearings
will enhance candidacy
By Harry Kelly

Chicago Tribune Press Service &

WASHINGTON—""The report will
make some clear findings. of wrongdo-
ings and failures of proper command
and control. of inexcusable actions . . .
in a whole series of assassinations and
assassination attempts that extend
through three administrations.” -

Sen. Frank Church [D., Idaho}
Jowered his voice. He leans closer,
if he is talking about something
bad he doesnt want to be overheard.
Now amd then voices break in from
the other offices where they are worried
about more mundane things, like press
releases, making coffee, finding car
keys, and solving constitutents’ prob-
lems.

group from his Select Senate Intelli-
gence Committee that is drawing up the
final report on CIA involvement in as-
sassination plots. He is late, so he sits
in the straight-backed chair like a Jock-
ey waiting for the gate to open.

“HE HAS SO many balls in the air
that I don’t see how he does it,”” an aide

says.

Still in the air is the weighty question:
Can the intelligence hearings, with their
press and TV coverage, turm Frank
Church into a presidential candidate?

At 51, Church has a smooth, young,
full face and sad, very serious, brown
eyes. The eyes of the boy orator who
grew up to face death and barely won.
The eyes of a boy wonder elected to the
Senate at 32 who sees the leaves begin-
ning to fall.

Now he seems to be everywhere. Turn
on the news, he isthere. Pick

up the paper, be is on page one.

ARy Ly

Church is late to a meeting with the '

CuAs0  TR(Runt

" CONEH T Chaliiine oL Senste |
Intelligence Committes arings
into guéstionable or ttle gat activities by

the CIA, Natwnal
Federal Burégy of Inwi %
ternal Revenile Service, anduil. He.
chairman of the multmaﬁonal
mittge Grvestigntin E‘%
Stafes curporaﬁons abrosd. fs
member of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee which looked into the Ameri-
can role in the Egyptian-Israeli Sinai
agreement.

And he would like to be President.

In the back offices there is no ques-
tion among his aides that he will run.
They are already talking about who wiil
‘be his chief speechwriter. And he has
brought in a newsman from Idaho and a
public relations man to handle the
press.

Church himself talks as if it isn't a

wWel) ocv

sure thing. even though he admits peo-
ple have been urging him to let them

|

raise monev and form a committee for |

him before it is too late.

He walks along the long, dim hall. a |
tall broadchested figure, talking about |

the campaign while hurring to the sub-
committee meeting and apalogizing (or
having to hurry.

“I den't know where this thing [the
intelligence investigation] will bring me
out,” he says. “I don't know what the
shape of the party will be by then.
Maybe it will be too late. But I'm not
going to do anything, no matter what I
decide, until after this.”

TO CRITICS, Cburch has beeas using
the intelligence hearings as a forum to
gain exposure so he will be a househoid

“’c-ﬁnﬁnmc.au
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Column 1

Will probes carry
Sen. Church to top?

Continued from page one

word by the time he enters the contest
in January.

One Republican complains about the
committee's failure to hold public hear-
ings on the plot he feels would have
revealed the role of John and Robert
Kennedy in authorizing the CLA to plan
the assassination of Fidel Castro.

Because of this *‘picking and choosing,
instead of laying it all out,” the commit-
tee has appeared to be concentrating on
such quickie headline-grabbers as shell-
fish poisons, dart guns, and F'BI break-
ins, the Republican critic said.

80 FAR THE hearings have lacked
the oomph—and thus the TV coverage—
to turn Church into a Estes Kefauver or
Sam Ervin. Public television began by
covering the hearings live, but finally
gave up.

More than one obscure but talented
member of Congress has used televised
bearings to make his name a household
word. The most notable is Sen. Kefauver
[D.. Tenn.], who was propelled by a
Senate racketeering investigation into
contention for the 1952 and 1956 presi-
dential nominations. The most recent is
Sen. Howard Baker [R., Tenn.], rela-
tively unknown nationally until he be-
came ranking Republican on the Water-
gate Committee.

Despite the lack of television exposure
so far, Church feels the investigation is
the most important thing he has been
involved in, topping the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee’'s hearings on the
Viet Nam war, which, he said, ‘‘gave
legitimacy to the protests' against the
war.

Although he has a reputation for integ-
rity and honesty at at ime when both
are politically rare, he- grinds on the
nerves of some of his fellow Democrats,
including liberals.

“CHURCH IS another small-state poli-
tician,” a Democratic strategist says
‘**Another McGovern! Another
Goldwater! Who needs it? Church
couldn’t figure out national politics if
you gave him a roadmap."” . -

“Church is a loner,"” another Demo-

g AR LIS
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crat complains, applying another stand-
ard of big-city politics and finding him
wanting. *‘He smiles a lot, but I don’t
think _'ve ever heard him tell a joke. He
takes himself too seriously. Just like
McGovern does."

He has a reason for being serious.
While at Stanford Law School. Church
was diagnosed as having incurable can-
cer. Prognosis: death within six months. |
But he survived, cured. after X-rays |
that burned out the malignancy. 1

Ironically Church’s first job in govern- |
ment service was in the intelligence |
field—as a young Army officer in World ¢
War II whose daily duties included pro-
ducing-an intelligence esti ate of Japa{i
nese troop strength. ¢

Now in his fourth six-year term, he :
has a Senate reputation as a pragmatic
liberal, unusually articulate -and ever .
ready to compromise. 5

BORN JULY 25, 1924, in Boise, |
Church is the son of conservative Re-*
publican parents whose opposition bi
Roosevelt’'s New Deal obviously did not™
influence him. Church was impressed’
more by the liberal views of Chase A. !
Ciark, a Democratic governor of Idaho |
and U. S. District judge whose daugh- (
ter. Bethine, Church married in 1947. {

Now at this moment Church doesn't
seem interested in talking about politics.

Behind the glasses the brown eyves
sharpen only when he talks about the
report on assassinations, about the CIA.
and “the glimpses into this world of
mystery.”’ H

If the press thinks certain Presidents
will be nailed to the wall on the basis of
the evidence, well the press is going to
be disappointed . . . When you read it
there will be enough evidence there that
you will be able to make up your own
mind about what happened in these cas-
es...” ;

But, be adds, his voice low and quiet,
‘“‘you wouldn't as a juror make a finding
beyond a reasonable doubt that would
indict & man or put a man in prison or
hang him; because there are too many
gaps and contradictions in the evi-

- 20 OcCT \S\—lg
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By Paul G. Edwards
Washiagion Post Btaff Writer

BOISE, Idaho. May 7—Frank
‘hurch concluded three days of cam-
aigning throughout his Western home
ase today, presenting himself as the
i1st presidential hope for moderate-lib-
cal Democrats while in fact reflecting

moderateconservative viewpoint on
broad range of specific issues.

In three speeches and a dozen ques-
on-and-answer sessons with press and
1blic, the Idaho senator:

® Caled for a Supreme Court re-
ew of its busing decisions.

® Opposed federal gun controls in
y form.

® Supported the renewal of clearcut.
1g o° national forest timber.

€ 70k a permissive attitude to-
wrd proliferation of nuclear power
nt
» —.dvocated the right of states
ther than the federal government to
ofde fundamental domestic policy
estions whenever possible.
Iven in foreign policy, where oppo-
on to the war in Vietnam helped
-ture his liberal image, Church'’s an.
arg seemed simply to be the current
dodiment of the well-established
vinterventionist philosophy ex-
inded by such other heartland fig-
s as Robert Taft, J. W. Fulbright
Mike Mansfield.
‘hurch’'s moderate-conservative posi-
s are well documented by his 20-
rrecord in the Senate. But his ef-
to turn the Democratic primaries
an issues forum, and the unrelent-
specificity of his answers, may dis-
tert some of those Democrats
ind the country who are the object
is appeals.
is generally believed that in the
raska primary Church managed to
- Jimmy Carter, the front-runner
the Democratic nomination, by ral-
3 the liberal supporters of Hubert
{umphrey, Morris K. Udall, Ed-
{ M. Kennedy, Henry M. Jackson
Fred Harris.
‘ain and again on this campaign
g, Church called for backers of
e five to unite behind him Never,
awyer, did he appear to flinch at a
tlon that might produce an answer
18ive to the liberal wing of the
’o
& broad-brush way, his speeches

with the apparent contradictions
s beliefs by insisting that contra-

l‘lif_W'.\SHI_\'GTO.\' PO=T
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Liberal Church Stumps West

Waxing Conservative, Specilic

Tuesday. Mav 18. 1970
o
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* Delegate Totals »
DEMOCRATS:

Carter.. ..o 582 |
Jackson ....... ...l 201
Udall. ..o 192
Wallace ...........0.. il 138
Stevenson ..........eeveeenn.. 86
Humphrey...........coooenten 36
Church....ooiiviiiein ... 16
Harris o vneieiiiiieiinnenns 15 |
Walkér.......... et 2
McCormack .......coivnnnenn. 2
Bavh ...eiivninnnn.., 065000000 1

Il Brown .. ... ool 1
Uncommitted................ 318
Total chosentodate .........1,610
Needed to nominate........ 1,505
Oemocratic totals are based on com-
pleted delegate selection in New Hamp-

shire, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Flo-
nda, North and South Carolina, Cana@
Zone, Oklahoma, Wisconsin, N.Y., Ari-
20na, Alaska, Virgin Islands, Penn., Wyo-
ming, Lloulsiana, lllinois, Ceorgia, Indi-
ana, Maine, Nebraska, N.M. and partial se-
lection in Puerto Rico, lowa, Texas, Kan-
sas, Minnesota, Ala., D.C. and West Va.

REPUBLICANS:

l‘ Reagan........ viola slalelalele /Sy .. 481
Ford ... ... i, L0334
Uncommitted ................ 374
Total chosento date ......... 1,189
Needed to nominate........ 1,130

.

COP totals are based on completed dele-
gate selection in New Hampshire, Massa-
chusetts, Florida, Puerto Rico, D.C.,
North and South Carolina, Wisc..ind,
N.Y.. Cuam, \iss., Maine , Ariz., Penn.,
Ceorgia, Ala.,, Neb..\\'vo, West Virginia,
Virginlslands, Hawan and Okliahoma and

\ partial selection in !llinois,Minnesota,Texas,
Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri and Virginia.

Coming up todav: The Maryland pri-
mary with 53 Democratic delegates and
43 Republican delegates and the Michi-
gan primary with 133 Democratic dele-

gates and 84 Republican delegates.

-The Washington Post

dictions are inesfapable in a thought-
ful approach to the country’s prob-
lems.

“l am as conservative as Sam Ervin
in my views on the constitutional
rights of the individual,” he said. I
am as progressive as Teddy Roosevelt
in my view of the monopolistic powers
of huge corporations.I am as liberal as
Franklin Roosevelt in my belief that

AD

the federal government should provide
jobs and not welfare for the jobless. I
am as common-sensical as the Ameri-
can people in my belief that America
should not involve itself in futile for-
eign wars.”

In Montana. Chufch sometimes sub-
stituted the name of Majority Leader
Mansfield. the state’s retiring sesior
senator, for *“American people” when
describing his common-sense foreign
policy.

Churech is striving for victories in his
home state on May 25 and in Montana
on June 1 impressive enough to sus-
tain his late candidacy if he fafls to
win in Oregon, which also votes on
May 25.

Church is counting on victorles in
the West to attract national press at-
tention as he goes into the June 8
primaries in three states with big con-
vention delegations: California, Ohio
and New Jersev.

Despite the first wave of publicity
generated by his Nebraska victory, his
press following through the two states
last weekend was meager: Only one
television network. CBS, and two large
newspapers, The Los Angeles Times
and The Washington Post.

Although the sprawling mountain-
and-plains states offer a colorful set-
ting, Church'’s cerehral style sometimes
seemed to have a bleaching effect.

At the annual Bucking Horse Auc-
tion in Miles City, Mont.. on Saturday
he shook some hands and then sat
rather stiffly in the back of a pickup
truck while a lusty crowd of thousands
around him drank beer by the six-
pack and bet on horse races betweel
sales of rodeo brnncs.

He doffed his coat, but {n tie and
wing-tip shoes, he looked positively
Wilsonian in a setting that ealled for a
Teddy Roosevelt. At the 1960 auction,
Teddy Kennedy got national picture
publicity by riding a bronco as he cam-
paigned for his brother, the late Presi-
dent.

Church did much better at a packed
campaign headquarters in Billings ear-
lier Saturday. For almost 30 minutes
he was peppered with questions by
Montanans on everything from wheat |
sales abroad to federal aid for the arts.

The persistent inquiries seem to legi- |
timize his assessment of the Vebraskg |
campaign victory: “Proof that the pca
ple are hungry to talk about the is-
sues.”

e
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Eoreig(}l Relations—After F u-lbright

For more than four years, Sen. J. W.
Fulbright (D-Ark.), chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, strongly
opposed the Nixon-Kissinger foreign
palicy, especially as it related 1o
Southeast Asia, but today few in Wash-
ington mourn the coming retirement
of Fulbright more than the Secretary
of State.

Since Dr. Kissinger took over the
State Department last fall, he and the
Democratic senator from Arkansas,
who was defeated last month for re-
nomination, have not only worked to-
gelher harl“nonlously but have become
gaod personal friends. [t was made
possible by U.S. withdrawal from
Seuth Vietnam, the detente with Rus-

" gi#'and China and the administration’s

effort to establish peace inthe Mideast
through a new deal with the Arab na-
tlons, all of which have long been fa-
vaged by Fulbright.

it is no secret that in recent months
thé Secretary of State has privately as
well as publicly consulted Fulbright on
almost every administration move and,
fri*the process, has kept the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee as a
whole well informed on plans and op-
erations. It has been a remarkable and
constructive example of bipartisan for-
eign policy.

As an incidental result, Dr. Kis-
siqger knows he can now count on get-
ting a failr and sympathetic hearing
when, at his request, Fulbright and the
committee review for the second time
the Secretary’s role in the controver-
sial White House wiretapping case.

If there is a silver lining to Ful-
bright’s defeat, and the consequent
loss of perhaps the most experienced
and best-informed chairman in our
time, it is the legacy of bipartisan in-
dependence he will leave behind, and,
along with it, a renewed sense of com-
mittee responsibility and self-respect.

After a long period of being little
more than a rubber stamp for the

White House, the committee in recent
years has been standing up to both
Democratic and Republican Presidents
(notably L.yndon Johnson and Richard
Nixon), and, in the process, inspiring
the Senate to reassert its constitu-
tional role in the making of foreign 4
policy.

Sen. John Sparkman (D-Ala.), who
will become chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee in Janaury, is no
Fulbright. His tendency is to get along
with whatever administration is in
power, as exemplified by his support
of the Vietnamese war. lle will be sur-
rounded, however, by determined col-
lecagues. Sparkman says he doesn't be-
lieve in a ‘controlled committee.”
Moreover, as he adds, “You can’t con-
trol it anyway—there are a lot of
strong individuals on it.” '

The committee does Include some of
the most prominent senators of both
parties. On the Democratic side there
are two former presidential nominees
(Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota and
George McGovern of South Dakata)e,

f &
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and a former vice-presidential nominee
(Edmund Muskie of Maine). Just be-
hind Sparkman in seniority is Majority
lL.eader Mike Mansfield of Montana,
and behind him is the young and force-
ful Frank b Idaho.

Church seems destined to he chair-
man in the not-too-distance future, for
both Sparkman and Mansfield are in
their 70s and probably won't run again.
The other Democrats are all seasoned,
influential senators: Stuart Symington
of Missouri, Claiborne Pell of Rhode
Island and Gale McGee of Wyoming.

The Republicans (all moderates or
liberals) are headed by the venerable
George Aiken of Vermont, one of the
most respected men in the Senate. The
others in order of seniority are the in-
dependent Clifford Case of New Jer-
sey, Jacob Javits of New York (called
the most “intelligent” member of the
Senate), Minority lLeader Hugh Scott
of Pennsylvania, James Pearsun of
Kansas, presidential hopeful Charles
Percy of lllinois and Assistanl \irior
iy beader Robert Griffin of Mi.

CopPy

Critics of the committee have re-
cently argued that, as one wrote, it
“has lost power to the relatively ob-
scure, but more united, active and ag-
gressive House Foreign Affairs Com-
mitee.” The assessment is wide of the
mark. The reason the House group is
“relatively obscure” is that it deserves
to be. It does not compare in caliber or
performance with the Senate commit-
tee.

Where the House panel has been
united chiefly in merely doing the bid-
ding of the White House, the Senate
commitiee has been united, often
unanimously or near unanimously, in
the boldest kind of independent action,
such as successfully sponsoring the *
War Powers Act, which is designed, to
stop I'residents from plunging i
wars without consulting Congress.

Under Fulbright and former Re
lican Sen. John Sherman Cooperk
Kentucky, the committee repealed the
Tonkin Gulf Resolution, which Lyndan
Johnson used to legalize the Viet ;
ese war. It led the fight to force
withdrawal from Cambodia. It cra
down on military aid to military
tatorships. It encouraged the
prochement with China and Russia. ,

In addition, it has put so-called esi’
ecutive agreements as well as formal
ireaties under sharp scrutiny. And,
among other things, the creation of
two new subcommittees headed by
Sens. Church and Symington has ex-
tended the committee’s influence oyer
U.S. foreign bases and the rapid spread
of powerful multinational corporations
all over the world.

Walter Lippman once said that the
removal of Fulbright from public life
would be *“a national calamity.” When
he leaves next year, however, the loss
will be cushioned hy the fact that he
leaves a committee that gs likely to
carry on for some time in his unparti-
sun, independent tradition.’

1. f.oa Angeles Timed
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Frank Church: Spckesman for Detente

One of the things which most dismays
us partisans of virtue and progress n
international affairs is the way our
natural ponlitical spokesmen tend. to
fritter away their opportunities to
make a public case for the cause. The
quality of debate and, to an extent. the
quality of policy suffer accordingly.

This is particularly so on the eve of
the ret:rement of Sen. J. William Ful-
bright D-Ark.), who, at his peak, bril-
liantl* championed a liberal and hu-
mane nternational policy. No Hill fig-
ure .th a potential for similar stature
anc appeal is in sight. That means that
onzressional foreign policy debate
will continue to be dominated by Sen.
Henry Jackson (D-Wash.), a hardliner
who makes his case very well.

Now. some would say this doesn't
matter: that the national security de-
bate now under way is already over:
that no one is listening; that the “good
guys” have lost.

But this is almost surely wrong. It is
an insult to the democratic process
and a misreading of the political arith-
metic to conclude that there is no fur-
ther practical point to discussing the
great security issues of the day. That
is precisely why 2 powerful softline
voice is so vital, someone who will con-
ver( to public coin the expertise of the
detente-minded specialists in the fair
and effective way in which Scoop Jack-
son uses the stuff of the experts who
lean the other way.

This brings one. with some chagrin.
to Sen. Frank Church (D-Idaho), who
has a liberal outlook and is otherwise
politically presentable, who has a good
deal of seniority on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. and who in effeet of-
fered himself as Fulbr:ght's successor

in a Senate floor speech delivered las
Aug. 19—whiie the rast of us v~rz oif
on vacation.

“The Substance and Shadew nf De.
tente” rang all the right bells. for the
faithful, and with considerable elo-
quence and style. Church reaffirmed
his conviction that “we must think of
national security in broader than mili-
tary terms” and pleaded for “a break-
through to reason and sanity.”

Merely to warm the hearts of the
faithful, however, is too limited a goal
for someone trying to affect the course
of a public debate on a matter at once
so delicate in its details and so prone
to manipulation through symbols as
national security. Two other considera-
tions are relevant.

First, the legitimacy of the other
guy’s anxieties—the subject is, after
all, security — must be acknowledged.
Church here does not pass muster. He
passes over lightly. for instance. the
Soviet performance last fall in the Mid-
east war, as though by mentioning it
he had discharged any obligation to
measure it. The particular future-ori-
ented developments in Soviet mis-
silery which trouble his opponents in
debate, he simply ignores.

Church suggests—in truth, insult-
ingly—that his opponents are ‘“those
who actually prefer (his italics) the
cold war and the ever-present threat of
hot war.” He dismisses Defense Secre-
tary Schlesinger, his personal bete
noir, as a “warhawk” who “‘professes
great fear of an erosion of the nuclear
balance.”

As though this were not what much

of the argument is about, he simply as-

serts that the Soviet Union has passed

“remoseing a “revolutionary’ state to a
‘traditional” state with ‘conventional
ambiticns and conventional inhibi-
tions.” This judgment. he states wrong-
ly. 's one "to which our Soviet experts
now generally accede.” Secondly.
Church’'s homework is not up to speed.
Too many times. on the points on
which he is presumably most anxious
to sway serious peuple who haven’t yet
made up their minds, he yields to easy
phrases and skips over the tough issues.

He presents breathlessly as a new in-
sicht, one “lost to view in the arcane
wranglings of the military intellectu-
als.” the utterly well known and un-
contested fact that currently the
United States has more warheads than
does the Soviet Union. The worry is
over the future balance.

He actually seems to believe that the
virtual invulnerability of subs to an ad-
versary's first ’strike is “another simple
salient fact passed over by the Penta-
gon.” But what other strategic reason
is there for “the Pentagon” to put mis-
siles to sea?

At one point he works himself into
the impossible corner of stating that
land-based missiles are without politi-
cal value. There is more.

In tone and content, I think, Frank
Church falls short of the stands which
supporters of the international values
he believes in have every right to ex-
pect from someone so politically well
piaced as he. There is a wav to make a
reputation as a f{earless fighter among
liberals and there is a way to 30 be-
yond that to carry those others whose
support is vital to the success of his
own enterprise.
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“went abroad:

A portrait of the late Sen. William
E. Borah hangs over the mantle in
Sen. Frank Church’s Capitol Hill of-
fice. The relationship between these
two men (they never met) is the closest
thing to apostolic succession in Ameri-
can politics.

Borah, an Idaho Republican senator
from 1907 until his death in 1940, was
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee in the late '20s. He never
“One might become
merely confused by firsthand informa.
tion.” He was called an isolationist.

Church, an Idaho Democrat, will be
chairman of Foreign Relations some-
day soon. He, too, is called an isola-
tiopist but dissents, obliquely, by in-
zisting that Borah was just a non-
interventionist.

Borah voted for war in 1917, but
was the trumpet of the “irrecomcil-
ables” against the League of Nations
and W rld Court, and also opposed
repeal of the neutrality acts in the
late thirties. He was addicted to the
legalisms by which Americans, and
apenially American legislators, apply
¢te foreign affairs the nation’s evange-
He faith in litigation.

He was ardently for the Kellogg-
Briand pact which, you may remember,
outlawed war.

He dissented hard and often against
the use of Marines to promote the in.
terests of fruit companies and other
businesses in places like Nicaragua.
Such were the excesses of the imperial
presidencies of Calvin Collidge and

rs.

Today Church wants the U.S. “off
the mainland of Asia,” which means,
most importantly, out of Thailand and
Korea. He says that if we try to “hang
on” in Thailand, that will be proof
that we have not learned the lesson
of Vietnam, and that Secretary of
State Kissinger should depart.

He believes that it was a mistake
for U.S. forces to cross the 38th para-
llel in Korea, and that U.S. forces
should have been withdrawn from
Korea after the armistice. Today, he
says, Korea is irrelevant to our vita)
interests.

Leaving Thailand would involve
acknowledging (as Church sees it) that
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
Bon (SEATO) is a nullity. Leaving
Korea would involve acting on the pro-
ai;ions r nullifying our treaty with

t #
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There is a surface plausibility to
this much of Church’s argument: The
U.S. should not have troops in places
where the American public will not
countenance the use of American
troops. Today Thailand and Korea
may be such places.

Church may represent the public
mood today, as Borah certainly did in
1920. And Church, at 50, is a rising
star. Elected to the Senate in 1956
when he was a cherubic 32-year-old,
today only 15 senators (10 Democrats)
have more seniority, and their average
age is 70.

A senator who wants to specialize
in foreign affairs should represent a
state like Idaho: population 713,000
(42d), four cities over 25.000 and none
over 100,000, population density 8.5
per square mile (¢5th). His constituents
want water and reclamation projects:
they don’t want gun controls or inter-
ference with their methods of dis-
ciplining coyotes. His constituents do
not require him to spend every waking
moment wringing grants from the
government.

As ranking Demoecrat (behind chair-
man Henry Jackson) on the Interior
Committee, Church can look after the
interests of his state, two-thirds of
which is owned by the federal govern-

'An Apostle of Non-Interventionism

By Harry Neltchayan—The Washington Post

“Sen. Frank Church has a doctrine that is suited to the temper of the times.”

ment. On Foreign Relations, Church
ranks behind only Chairman John
Sparkman (D-Ala.), 75, and Mike Mans-
field (D-Mont.), 72.

In four elections to the Senate
Church has averaged 58 per cent of
the vote. Re-elected last vear, he now
has, as Borah had, a safe seat. That
can be, as it was for Borah in his
later years, an invitation to a frivel
ous, merely rhetorical, career.

This danger is especially acute for
a senator on Foreign Relations, which
under William Fulbright (D-Ark.) be-
came the Senate’s most publicized and
most ineffectual committee.

The committee has lacked a doctrine
and an energetic man to promote it.
Church, the apostle, has a doctrine that
is suited to the temper of the times and
the capabilities of his institution.

Committees and legislatures can
only control foreign policy by reducing
it to elementary impulses expressed in
simple declarations—yes. we declare
war; no, we will not fund bombing
after Aug. 15; the troops must be out
by June 30.

Non-interventionism is a doctrine of
withdrawal and abstinence. It can 5

declared. simply. It may not fit E
needs of the nation, but it fits the
capabilities of Congress, S

copy CARTER | IBRARY
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Church discounts importan.cé
of New Hampshire primary

By the Associated Press
Boise, Idaho
Sen. Frank Church (D) of Idaho, predicted
recently that no Democratic candidate will
come out of the New Hampshire primary as
the front-runner for the party's presidential
nomination.
Mr. Church told a Boise news conference he
believed the Massachusetts Democratic pri-
mary race will be more significant this year.
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February 10, 1976

Dear Friend:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting my
views on several subjects because of the fact that
I have been mentioned as a Democratic Presidential
Candidate.

I am sorry that I cannot give you a personal re-
sponse to your letter. The large volume of corres-
pondence I have received, combined with my limited
campaign staff, does not make that possible.

Enclosed is a brochure published by the Church
for President Committee which addresses itself to my
positions on many of the issues which face our country
today. I hope that this information will be helpful to
you.

As my campaign progresses additional material will
be printed addressing itself to issues in more detail

than this brief summary can hope to do. Please feel free

to write me later if you would like additional material.
With thanks for your intergs
incerely,
Frank Church

Enclosure
POSTAGE PAID
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FRANK CHURCH
a biographical sketch

Frank Church is no longer ahead
of his time. His time is nowvv.

There comes a moment in the career of such a man when
his leadership is so well honed by years of broad experience
that he is ready.

Now is that moment for Frank Church.

The gifted 32-year-old who brought his bright promise
to the Senate nearly 20 years ago has arrived. Today, he is
a respected senior senator. Today, he is a central figure in
the national government with a command of almost any
issue that could confront a President.

In this, the era of the accidental President, Democrats
must do better. They must offer the nation a candidate who
is prepared for the Presidency.

Frank Church is prepared.
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FRANIL CHURCH...is pre_.red for the Presidency

A > Frank Church is Chairman of the Senate
glng Committee on Aging. In that role he has
mobilized the compassionate nature of America around the
reversal of social insecurity for the aged. His knowledge of
senior problems is encyclopedic. His list of legislative
achievements is long. It was, for instance, the Church Com-
mittee on Aging which inserted a cost-of-living escalator
clause into the Social Security statute, making it the law that
payments to the aged must keep pace with inflation.

| 3% 223
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. Frank Church is a ranking member of
Vletnam the Foreign Relations Committce. He
was one of the earliest foreign policy experts in the land to
warn that foreign obsession would lead to domestic neglect.
He first spoke out aguinst the Vietnum War in 1964 at a
time when everyone assumed his courage would cost him
the next election. But, he won the election and persisted in
his opposition to that misbegotten war. He co-authored the
;Cooper-Church  Amendment, which prevented American
.ground forces from returning to Cambodia or entering Laos.
And he co-authored the Case-Church Amendment, which
finally forced an end to the bombing of Cambodia.

3 As a specialist in foreign affairs,
Mlddle EaSt he has been among the most per-
sistent—and effective—advocates for Americans of all creeds

who insist on the right of Isracl to exist as a free and inde-
pendent nation.

Frank Church is Chairman of the new
Ener gy Senate Subcommittee on Energy Research
and Water Resources. It was Frank
Church who forced an increase last
year in Administration requests for
development of non-nuclcar energy
alternatives. It is Frank Church who
says America’s appelite for energy
must be curbed to cope with the twin
threats of dwindling resources and
dependence on foreign sources of oil.
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: : As Chairman of the Scnate
MUltlnatIOI‘lal Subcommittee on Multinational
: Corporations, he has con-
COorporations ed the only indepth Con-
gressional investigation of the big oil companies and other
huge American corporations opcrating overseas. In the proc-
ess. he has acquired a comprchensive knowledge of oil

policy. Frank Church is the leading advocate of a scries of
initiatives to break up the Arab oil cartel. And Frunk Church

would create additional jobs by eliminating the special tax

breaks which cause American corporations to invest their
capital abroad rather than in the United States.

. Frank Church is the ranking
EnVlronment member of the Senate Interior
Committee. Americans anxious to save the last remnants of
our environment from the rude hand of overdevelopment
know Frank Church as a founding father of the modern
conservation movement. He was floor manager of the
Wilderness Act. He authored the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. Since long before it was safe or popular, Frank Church
has stood up to the powerful interests who would plunder
nature's legacy to future gencrations.

s Frank Church is a farm-state sen-
AngCUIture ator. No one can be elected four
times from a state like Idaho without knowing farm issues
backward and forward.

e Frank Church has an exemplary
Educatlon record of helping upgrade education
which can be succinctly stated: education has no better
fricnd in the Senate. Ask any teacher familiar with his career.

Frank Church is, by any yardstick, a friend
LabOr of labor. He has persistently supported in-
creases in the minimum wage and other measures designed
to benefit working people. He has enjoyed strong labor
support, while maintaining his right to disagree. Even when
he has differed with the unions, they have respected him for
his integrity and independence.

o Frank Church has heen in
Human nghts the thick of the fight,
throughout his career, to win a full measure of liherty and
opportunity for all citizens. He made his convictions plain
from the outsct. In 1957, upon arriving in the Scnate. he
played a major role in enacting the first civil rights bill.
Similarly, he has always strongly favored equality for
women. Civil liberties would be alive and thriving with
Frank Church in the White House.

During the past ycar, the two

Inteuigenge great causes of Frank Church’s
Communlty career — civil liberties and curb-

ing foreign policy excesses —
came together in the single most precarious and exacting
assignment of his years in the
Senate. Frank Church was
made Chairman of the Sen-
ate Intelligence Committee
charged with investigating and
cleansing the Internal Revenuc
Service, the FBI, the CIA and
a host of other secret and
powerful government agen-
cies. The reforms now under-
way are the proof of how well
Frank Church handled his
assignment.

. Frank Church has built
PUth Candor another public record—a life
of personal honesty and public candor. He has supported
virtually every legislative proposal for political disclosure.
Moreover, if he had his way, the law would require every
candidate for Congress, including incumbents, to disclose
their personal income and assets. Since 1964, Frank Church
has voluntarily published a complete accounting of his per-
sonal finances.
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FRANIK CHURCH
a look at the man

And what do the pcople of Idaho—the people who have
known him all his life—think of Frank Church?

They have elected him four times by landslide margins.

Frank Church is a native of Idaho, horn July 25, 1924,
in Boise, where his mother still lives. His pioneer grandfather
settled in Idaho City—the center of a gold rush—shortly after
the Civil War.

While still in high school, Church won a national oratorical
contest, and met the girl he would one day marry—Bcthine Clark. Bethine’s father, Chase
A. Clark, was governor of Idaho, so she shared Frank Church’s fascination with public
service. They were married June 21, 1947. They have two sons, Chase, born September
20, 1957, a University of Idaho freshman, and Forrest, born September 23, 1948. Forrest is
now a minister in Boston. His wife, Amy, is Dean of Students at Harvard Divinity School.

Bethine and Frank Church are widely recognized as one of the most happily married
couples in Washington. Bethine is as much a student of politics and government as her
husband.

“If candidates for First Lady were placed on the ballot,” he says, “she would strengthea

the ticket."”

The Churches were married after the Senator returned from I iz Niite, 0
World War II. He had enlisted, at the age of 18, as a private, "[ ‘lf’h ,l'_,_.h. v‘?
and was commissioned a lieutenant on his 20th birthday. As a l',,

military intelligence officer in the China-Burma-India Thea-
ter, he was awarded the bronze stur. He is a member of the
Infantry Hall of Fame at Fort Benning, Georgia.

Church left the Army in 1945 to enter Stanford University,
wherc he received his undergraduate degree. He excelled in
dcbating and was graduated Phi Beta Kappa. Upon completing
his law studies at Stanford, Church returned to Boise to begin
practice. Four yecars later, in 1956, at the age of 32, he

becume one of the youngest persons ever elected to the
U.S. Scnate.

h ‘
He was re-elected in 1962, 1968 E"i: E'Ed’]'.. "Y‘J[ﬁ"dg:t

and 1974. Today, at the age of 51, (ﬂ, # ﬂ {

he is one of the most respected fig- ° gty . :‘ b4 ‘3

ures in the national government. (7 /- \! it
The long years of seasoning that ). «3

prepare a natural leader for the
Presidency are over.

Frank Church is ready.
A copy of our report is filled with the Federal Elcction Commisslon and is available for
purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C. Paid for by the Church

for President Committee, Carl P. Burke, Chairman, William Landau, Treasurer. P.0. Box
2092, Washington, D.C. 20018,

February, 1976 &3
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SENATOR CHURCH

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on S8eptem-
ber 31—last Sunday—Parade i
carried a cover story on our colleague,
8enator Franx CHURCH. This article was
given nationwide circulation.

I found the article an accurate portrait
of a man who can only be described as a
leader, and I commend it to any of my
coileagues who missed {t¢.

To that end. Mr. President. T ask unan-
imous conscul that it be printed in the
Rezcorp,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed In the Recoap,
as follows:

SrnaTtoR Faarx CHURCHM

Ben. Prank Church, Democrat of Ia@aho,
would llke to ba elected President of the
United Btates next year. 50, too. would a
doaen other Democrats, declered asnd
undcclared.

At 81, however, Church seems more quall-
fled than most. He I3 honest, intelligent,

portant, uperlenee'd.
A boy wander of sorts. he was elected to the

Senate

and recnmmendations.”

~And by then.” adds his wife, Bethins, “it
may be too late.”

The tall, boyish-looking, full-cheeked S8en-
ator nods his bisck-haired head. “It dspenda
oD & lot of variables.” be explains. *1 think
by Pebruary we might have a bakers dozen
of announced Presidential candidates. If
nons of them bas developed suficient

to sep b ves from the
pack, it might still be possible for a late-
comer like myself to enter the race.

“Much dcpends on finsncinz,” he points
out. “A late entrant would be handicapped
in getti g the y funds in s
very short time. Clearly he couldn’t enter the
first primary |New Hampshire in PFebruary].
He'd have to organize a campaign and col-
lect money for the later primaries.”

Church suggests that if he decldes to run,
*“I would have to select a few of the later
primaries in the East and the West, which
would be falrly representational so that 12 I
did well in those, I could then come to the
convention, albeit with many fewer votes,
but with a case to be made thst I entered
representstional primaries late {n the cam-

but most im- Ppsign and & strang fonal
potential.”
POLITICAL PAMILY
(o ‘s wife i3 one of the most

US. Senate In 1958, at age 32, the ¥
8enator In the 85th Congress and then the
fAifth youngest in the Bistory of the Senate.

Prank Church ia into his fourth term, the
first Democratic Senator from Idaho to be so
honared, and he ranks 13th in senlority,
which mesns he has power, prestige and
precedence.

Boon he will become s nationwide TV
Celebrity s chairman of the US. Senate Se-
lect C on Intermit-
tently the with its re of
questionable and illegal behavior by the CTA
and PBL has made headlines and prime time.
But open TV hearings & la Watergate are
scheduled to get underway any day now if
they haven't already. And possibly TV will do
for Prank Church what it did for Sen. Sam
Ervin of North Carolina. It will boam him
into s d name. a p 1 celebrity,
& widely known personality.

UNAPVGEBMELS SIFUSUR

In sn Beld of “De: 1
Presidential candidetea, the TV exposure,
which under ordinary ecircumstances he
would never be sble to aftord, will un-
doubtedly set Church sstlde from the
It may very well launch the “Chuwrch-for-
President” campaign.

“I've thought about ths Presidency”™
Church frankly sdmits. “Which one of us in
the S8enate has not? But I'm now engaged in
an investigation that I can"t mix with Pres-
tdential poiitics. 80 I've deferred any eericus

ation of r for the Pr y
until that in 1s o

P y kno of all Congression-
al wives. Her father, the late Pederal Judge
Chase A. Clark, was or of Maho; her
unele was also a governor: her ¢ousin, the
late Worth Clark, served as a U.8. Senator.
8ays Mrs. Church: “Prank is not thinking
about the P y, he s ating
om the and his
other committee hearings. Ever since his
bout with eancer. he's becoss pretty much
of a fatalist. When he was 24 the doctors
g8ve him about six months to ltve.”

Prank Forrester Church wus dorn in Boise,
Idaho, on July 25th, 1924, into the conserva-
tive Republican family of Prank and Laura
Church, who owned a sporting goods store.

Wbhen young Church was in Boise Righ
Bchoot he won first prize in the American
Leglon's National Americanism Omtorical
Contest. It won him a 04000 scholarship to
any college of hts choice.

But 11ife In Palo Alto did nothing to relieve
the Dack pain. Pinally the doctors found the
cause: cancer of the testicles and abdomen.
They operated and discovered that the can.
cer had spresd to the lymph nodes. They
pronounced it incurable, predicting death
within six months.

“They were wrong,” Church says bappily.
““There was a Dr. Wood in S8an Francisco. At
that time he was one of the leading authori-
ties in cancer at the Stanford Medical School.
When he looked at the pathology report, the
blopsy analysts, he said that what I had was
& very rare type of cancer. frequently cone
fused with Incursble malignency, but that
in fact It was & type of cancer which was
highly responsive to X-ray treatment.

DR, WOOD'S TREATMERT
*“Dr. Wood iniisted that I be given the full
of X-ray tr and ip the end
that saved my life.”

Baye Mrx Church: “It was truly a miracle.
There he was 6 feet tall and dowa 10 a little
more than 80 pounds. The X-rays bxrned
1nto bim, turning him increasingly nauseous.
It was almost unbearable. I read to bim
aloud during the treatments trying to divert
his mind, trying to beat tbe nauses. tryiag
for him to hold on. He did, yes, he did, and
be beat It.”

Trim, athletic, in good health, Church says,
“Whenever I go out to Walter Reed or the
Natlonal Institutes of Health for my yearly
physical, they tell me I'm fucky to be allve.
I tell them I'm lucky to have bad Bethine,
It was her determination which pulled me
through.*

Like most men wno have cheated death,
Prank Church belleves pamiovately in the
nowness of life. “Right now,” he declares,
“what I want most is to do a creditable job
in this present intelligence Investigation
that I'm heading, because I think that'e per-
hape the most imporiant service I can rean-
der in my wbole carcer in the Senate.”

CIa MURSER PLOYE

Of all the sins and crimes the CIA has been
eccuaed of. Chureh cays. ““The most shocking
1s that the agency was involved !n murd
plots and P gainst
govermments with wbich we were not

In 1942 he chose d U y at
Palo Alto, Cal., thep after one term quit at
18 to enlist as a private in the US. Army.
He was sent as an officer candidate to Pt
Benning and later shipped overseas to the
CBI (Chins-Burma-India) theater as & mili-
tarydntelligence officer. After the war Church
rturned to Stanford where he made Phi
Béla Kappa. earned his BA.. then married
Jean Bethine Clark. and decided to enter
Harvard Law School.

MEDICAL DISORDER

At Harvard he came down with excruciat-
ing back palns. At first,” says his wite, “we
1t was the climate or that Frank

When will Church end bis fin-
ishr the ® of the
community through their silter?

“November may bring us to the close of
public hearings." he estimates. “And pas-
aidly by February we will complete the re-

€

Waa studying too hard. The pain Rept gettrng
t diag

g
st war. These particular attempta were di-
rected ag small whoee lead
could pever have becn a real threat to e
TUnited States.

~1 think that when the committee makes
1t8 report. tt will be clear that ia these cases
there was no possible fustification. no urgent
Dational Interest that had to be protected.

“We must make certain In the future that
emasxination never agaln becomes an in-
strument of American foreign policy.”

Church belleves that i1t was a suggested
instrument during four sdministrations—
Eisenhower's. Kennedy's, Jabnson's, and Nix-
on's—and that “there i3 evidence which
tends to show that the CIA may have been
behaving like a rogue elephant on a rampage.

Worse. and the doctors LY
‘We decided to go back to Stanford where it
WAs warmer, and Prank could study at -
ford Law.~ 78t B

I am not in favor of abolirbing the
agency,” he states. “but it needs to be re-
structured. The laws ‘uwrnlnq the agency
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more etrictly drawa, The ¢ontrol
of be tigbtened. Onde
thing that is elear r the present investi-
of the sdministrations,
from nnmy'rmh Nizon's, there bas
been such lomwnam of control over the
agency that it's always been possidis for the

'lmmtmmtuwn'.'ﬂlh-ﬂ
%0 be more carend that tbe Premdent,
through his policy makers, has stricter coo-
trol over the agency. Also it may be possible

%0 extabiinh @ joing alang tbe lines
of the Joint OCumanittes on Atomic Energy,

o8 lang &8s we make certain that the commit-
o0 s fully empowered to deat with intelll-
gens® ageacies.

“By thet I mean it must have the author-
1ty te detarmine the money they should bave,
It must have full authority to know et all
times what 18 heppening, to know the full
scope of ann sctions. It must be advised

then the irmt thing you must realiss is that
it's not Inteligeoce. That s & ethod of 6D~
oealed Interference in the affairs of others
in order to manipulate them.”

Church sb2 Dends the subcommitics la-

ss Inlernational T.hphom and T.Icmph
(which offered the CIA a million dollares to
interfere in Chie), Exzon, Northrop. and
Lockheed which for years have regularly been
bribing government sfficlals cversens. “What
you have got.” he expialvs. “ia the Ameri-
can intalligence community and the Amer-
fcan big-business community taking part n
the internal affairs of foreign ecuntries. We
would not tolerata it iIf it were done to us.
That's the double standard we lve with all
the time.”
PUALICTXIFU 4 MENACE

‘What Church hopes to do in the weeks to
come in his open tslevised hearings I8 “to
demonstrate the dangers that are fmplicit tn
the spreading uss of lllegal methods of swr-

o Tently of deciss that
are msde ln this fieid 60 that the cammittes

1) improper mall openings, and vari-
ous other ways of spying on the Amerian
people.

I supp " he offers, “that Oeorge Orwell

C -3 whether the CIA sbouwd
or should Dot parteke In covert operstions.
“As regards eovert activities,” bhe says, *I
think the agency is probably most proud of
the support it gave to the coustituting of
@smocratio goveraments in Western Europe
in the periocd following World War II. Now
that kind of covert activity at lesst conforms
0 our traditional values. I'm not epealing
of the methods that are used. I'm speaking
of the objectives. The wurst example of
oovert CIA activity that I can think of was
our Intervention in Chlle whers we under-
took t0 depase a goverrmment that bed been
lawfully electad hy the Chblleana.

“What we've come to call covert operations
has relatively little to do with collecting iD-
tslligence. They are clandestine efforta to
maneuver things, to control events abroad.

“M we were to put the CIA Deck exclu-
dvely in the bhusiness of operating an intalli-
gvncs agency and confine it to gathering the
tnformation we need for our own defense and
to conduct an Informed foreign policy, We
would ind. and the sgeacy ltself would to-
day sdmit. that 95 per cent or 98 per cent
of the information that is gatbered comes
from elther overt sources or through the
technicsal facilities that are avalladie to the
agency, The old cloak-and-dsgger work
which is connected romantically with the

would have ealled it Blg Brother govern-
ment io this country. The ssd truth s that
the methods first adopted by law enforce-
ment and Intelligence agencies 1ike the PBI
and CIA have spread to other departments
of the gavernment. And if thia ian’t expoied
and checked, then it could continue to grow
into the beglnnings of a police state in this
country. -

“I want to dmmatize the dangera so that
there will be public aupport for
the changes in the law that must come to
prevent this from spreading further.

“George Williama. one of the much be-
loved professors of theclogy at Harvard Di-
vinisy School, said to me one time something
that I have slways remembered, °‘Choose
your enemy very carefully, for you will grow
to be more litke him.' After World War IT the
Boviet Union became our perceived enemy
and we undertook to contest with the Rus-
etans everything in the world.

“OUR OWN WORST INEMTY™

“To justity latl thelr thods we
sald we had to treat fire with fire. And 1D the
process, of course. we've becume more llke
them. In a free society that can go only so
far. We become our own worst enemy if we
bring down a free society In the very name of
defending it.”

esplonsge methods of the past tor
’nclous lttle.”
to the 8 . the 1 11
ageucies obnln the least amount of infar-
matioa from undercover agents in CommQ-
nist countries. .

A REAL JOB TO DO
*1 have 20 odjections whatever,” he mAin-
taing “to the utiMzation of whatever means
there are at our disp to

meaning friends who told bim he was com-
In the end be was
proved r m.

Mwn Be s Pragmatie and willing to
eompromise—"1ve always had the pragmstic
view that you ought 80 legialate, and to leg~
fwiate YOU have to rethain in the realm of the
poesihlie”—Chureh ls Tecognized hy mowt of
Rhis colleagues as & man of integrity.

“Frankly,” say® one veteran Senator, "I'm
Dot interested In what sort of image Church
projects. Bome members around here think
he’d be better off if he stopped playing Mr.
Clean or Mr. Nice Ouy or Mr. Orator. I'm
Dot interested In that. What |nterests me la
the kind of work a Benator puts out. Church
does good work. He does his homework. He
works hard and long. I don‘t care about his
style. I care about his substance. He's got
plenty of that. One day hell wind up suc-
mdlu[ John apulurun as head of the For-
eigu R and I p: heUt
do as good 8 )nb as Btll angnt [ V]. B

Bays snother Senator: “Personally [ Uke
Church. He's pleasant, Intelligent, hard not
t0 Uke. but if you ask dum wbhat time it is,
you face the very real danger of getting an
answer on the history of watchmaking.”

A NIWSMAN'S vTEW

A journalist who's covered Church for
years claims the Idaho Scnator ia “suspect
because he never dcnounces anyoue &3 a
‘stupid son-of-a-bitch,” he doesn't tell ofi-
color stories, he drinks hardly at all, and has
& political braintruster in his wife the likes
of which few other Senators have. Bethine
Church is the ideal campalgner. Whither he
goest. ahe goest, a politically supportive spark
plug.”

Prank Church {s aware of his Boy Scout
imege and laughs at It. “They kecp calling
me an Eagle Scout,” he says. “The truth i1
that I mever got beyond Boy Scout Second
Class.”

“They also keep calling him the American
Legion orator who uses words pommously.™
says his wife. “But he's not one bit pomnpous.
I think Frank likes words. I think he's a
Jefersonian-type man. All the time ae was
in China during the war he wrote letters to
me and they began, ‘Darling Bethine’ and
ended with ‘Love., Prosty.' In betw¢en they
contained wonderful accounts of what was
actually happening in China at that time.
Prank is not pompous, h¢ has the best sense
©of humor and laughs at himself more than
anyone [‘ve ever known.

“Just because he comes through as being
very careful and on these intel
hearj doesn’'t mean he’s that way about

The Senator, having been a och y ora-
tor. is. of course. a loquacious man. He has
been accused of being overserious, a Boy
8cout. wo sincere, self-rightecus, snd &
goody-goody who's intoxicated with the
sound of his own volce.

_ When Church became one ‘of the first

PP the Viet war, an
angry Lyndon Johnson began referring to
bim as Frank “Sunday School” Church. Later,

mfer about s and
their Intentions and elplbmlle- That’s in-
telligence work. I think most of it will eome
from our technical “ptbllltles. but even f
Ul Y. I have

no ebjection oo them l( they are confined to

plectic John Birchers In Idaho aalled
h.lm a “Commie-Symp,” tried by petition to
remove bim {rom office by chargiog treason.
C L d that the P did pot have
the right to order American troops into com-
bat in Vietnam without Congremianal con-
sent. sure in his mind that the American in-

that purpras. But when it comes to Ip
lating eventa abread :hwnnaethna.

t in Vi was a tragic mistake,
Church refused to be swayed then by well-

himself at ail.”

Church s serious about matters of prin-
ciple. And he believes that the people's
right to privacy and freedom has becn vio-
lated on occnsion by the CIA, the PBI, the
IRS, the Post Ofce. the Secret Service and
other government agenciea.

“I'm pretty reiazed about most things,” he
concedes. “But when it comes to the grow-
ing tof in this coun-
try, when it comes to Big Brother govern-
ment prying Into every facet of our lives—
I'm not relaxed about that. I'm alarmed.”

If in that process, the public becomes
grateful to Frank Church and catapults him
into the top echelon of contenders for the
Democratic Presidential nominatinn—that
would not be half-bad. Ford versus Church
would provide the nation with a very real
ideological cholce,

Com——
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Senate

SENATOR CHURCH: A DISTIN-
GUISHED CAREER

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, last Sunday,
the Washington Post Potomac magazine
and the Washington Star both featured
stories about the career of the distin-
guished senior Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) .

Mpyra MacPherson, the author of the
Potomac article, and Norman Kempster,
who wrote the Star plece, have both
pointed out what all of us who serve with
Senator CHURCH know full well. I have
known Frank Church for 20 years and
greatly admire him and hold him in the
highest personal esteem. He approaches
his tasks with meticulous and firm re-
solve. He is conscientious and indepen-
dent. And, I might add, he would male
an excellent President.

I commend these articles to the at-
tention of my colleagues, and I ask unan-
imous consent that the Potomac cover
story and the Washington Star feature

article be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

[From: the Washington Star, June 15, 1975}

TIHE POLITICAL SPOTLIGHT SWINGS Towary
FraNK CIIURCRH

(By Norman Kempster)

“*Senator Church and I are good firfends,”
Henry A. Kissinger said, oozing mock good
will. “He calls mc ‘Henry’ and I call him
‘Cooper’.”

The line, delivered as after dinner repartee
at one of those black tie events that simu-
late bipartisan fun, was intended to be the
ultimate put-down: Arter almost two de-
cades in the Senate, Frank Church was little
more than second billing on the Cooper-
Church amendment that restricted U.S. mili-
tary activity in Indochina.

There is some truth to tiat. Althouzh hc
has been at the center of legislative battles
on emotional issues ranging from sccial sec-
urity to Vietnam to giant oil companies,
Church has not become & household word.
A recent Gallup poll showed that only ahout
one out of four Aniericans had ever heard ol
him.
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“Prenk’s elwaye had that prodiem ef the

Amsrican lagioa orator. It hurws hire m his

political efforts. Boroe feel he enjevs wards

more than the cuitiocal thought. I Aink the

charge ls unfelr—but that peroeption 1s The

ons thing that keeps Mim ome cut below
Bess."”

Another handicap is that Ohureh has been
around a long timé without ever moving
solldly into center stage. He is a mywtary to
aome. He was alrlly dismissed by ooe HIL
observer who sald, “Oh, he's been huugry
for the Vice Presidency or the Prealdency
for years and just never got it of the
ground.” Still, 1t is the Year of the Question
Mark for Democratic presidential candidates
aod almoat anyone can be—and b—unalng.
Ohurch recently joked after five Domocrats
hed d their al y. “they are all
tied (pause)—for fifth place.”

In & tlme of dlsguat with politiclans, In s
time when people are frightened about the
econacmy and their own future, could & pub-
110 used to aabdre-rattling Presidents rally be-
‘dind a Oentlsman Candidate? Could another
Mr. Nice Guy be offered up by the Demo-
crats 80 soon after 1972's Mr. Nice Ouy de-
bacle? Benator Cary Eart (D-Colo.) who
beiped manage QGeorge McGovern's defeat,
thought & minute. “Have the people had
it with a ‘good guy?' First, this town s not
‘people.’ If you mean around the ocountry,
th is no. The 13, good guys
seldom get a chance to be known in the

shange. Even if be eannot harness todays
ssntinents epough to get his presidential
fiyer of the ground, Church can be a force
in Congress to apply pressure against the
edministration’s edberence to what Chureh
calls our “fatally flawed forelgn policy.” If be
atay® {n the Senate, Church will be chairman
of the Porelgn Relations Committee esoon,
and, if stroug enough, could becoms more a
policymaker and leas s critic. Church laughs
at suddenly being on the popular siGe and
wryly ponders where bave all the old hawks
gOoDe. “There was a time when the sky was
dark with them lnd the doves didn‘t dare,
come out.”

A looer from tho West, Church sdmits that
Se has never it In Washington. “I've been
Dere 18 years and bave no feeling of belong-
1ng to this city. I feel lonesome in this town.”
But there ssems to be no deep hunger to
belong. He often uses the phrase, “I am re-
lazed.” Hs (s relazed about the Premidency,
relazed about his current heavy work loed,
Talaxed at a party.

Reporters used to the quick and snappy
answere, ask Church questions at their own
peril. He insiste on giving the whole answer,
with all the circumlocutions. Aak him for
his vision of Americs's future forelgn policy,
for example, and Church first takes you hack,
2f not to the Stone Age, then, at lesst to the
begilonings of our “falling” Aslan policy.
“Any policy would have to be set at rectify-
ing our mistakes. We saw the Vietnamase as
pswns on & great global chess board, be!

? 4 they seld get & ch
to emerge out of this eink hole. Church s
not & member of a clique. He's decent and
independent. He does not stab people in the
back. He's not scrembling up other peoples
becks.”

Ben. Oaylord Neleon (D-Wis.) eays, “It
Ohuich head the driving desire of those other
guys de would have been out there more.
1 think it's good he isn't so all consumed
with wanting the prestige.” It may be
an endorsement Church would like to keep
in a closet, but 1972's loser is in his cor-
ner. “I'd be comfortable with Frank as Presi-
dent.” says Benator George McQovern. With
a laugh, he adds, “I'd sleep better at night.
I think Church is better than any of these
guUY® in the running now. I think he's got
a better chance than Udall, Harris, S8antord,
Carter, Bentsen: maybe not Jackson,

“But I'm afrmid there is some truth that
be may sufter from the too-nice-a-guy image.
1 went through that period of belng ‘fust
too nice,’ 'too timid, ‘not & dynamic leader.*
But there have been great Presidents who
were quiet, restrained people. Who? Well,
Thomas Jefferson for one. I think Prank
Church s capable of writing things as elo-
quent as Jefferson or Lincoln. He's very
effective on everything he's ever done.”

But Jeflerson was, after all, pre-TV. Today,
the candidate who stirs great loves and hates
gets that all-important media . Even
a former staffer feels, “I don't think Church
1s charismatic enough to be a very gvod
candidate, but I think he'd be & helluva good
President.” But those who have seen mild-

Church ch in front of sa
audience and bring them to thelr feet, feel
the laugh may be on those who indulge in
the conventional Washington sneer,

8tudents cheer nolslly when he calls ball-
ing out compsnies with public money,
“wocialism for the rich and free enterprise
for the poor.” To be sure. his razzie-dazziers
are largely to Jewlsh groups predisposed to
cheer Church these days; they give him
standing ovatiocs in M'ami, New York,
as he shouts his objections to our
administration’s “appeasement” policy (o
Baudl Arabia: “Indeed the only signal that
cmes through loud and clear 18 ‘give them
what they want—American law and Ameri-
can custom be damned!’ " Church explains
be s *“blitzed” with invitations from pro-
Israell groups who need to be “reassured
with respect to American foreign pollcy,”
but cyaics see this as a conscious attempt to
sypbon off 8coop Jackson's wealthy Jewish
‘\:oumtuency.'

Ths P talk

Jose. Olrl Burke, a Bolse lawyer and friend
since the eighth grade, quit his firm to man-
age Church’s camnalgn, had corraled wenithy
backers in Culifornia and New York and
before
cburcb haited Burke because of the CIA
wcommtttee work. But Burke still has bis
treck shoes on. And Prank Mankiewics. an
advisor to Robert Kennedy and Qeorge
AlcGovern, sounds like he's looking for an-
other lsader—and a job. Manklewicz urged
Church %o run. “If he gets all the way in,
T feel beTl Craw off most of the supoort for
other liberals. He co-authored every im-
partant ‘restriction’ on American policy in
Indochina. The reason we're Dot still ARhting
and alaughtering over there is mainly be-
<auss of Church.” Who knows. Manktcwica
Jmight even he able to heln Church with his
004 guy probiem. He once kidded McOovern
that the way 8o change his Clark Xent image
was t0 “get & rumor epread that someane at
@ cocktall party mede s remark dido’t
lixe, and you gave him a quick karate chop
that broke his arm.”

- Prank Chorch 34 wbere be wanted to be
ever stoce de was 14 and first dreamed of
becaxning s senator. And, for the first time,
in & post-Vietnam foreign poliCy reamem-
ment, Cburch, the top-ranking dove, is jn &
position t0 be an Infuential spokeaman for

push by prime movers as part of an inter-

acy. The Viet-
nameseo saw It as an indigenous war, & con.
tinulng struggle for national independence.”
Any futore UB. help in Asia “should be
given at arms length,” just as Russla and
Culna helped the North Vietnamese. Troops
should be cleared out of Thalland and, less
quickly, Korea.

“This 18 an sdeolute necemmity If we are
DOt t0 repeat the mistakes of Vietnam. There
%8 DO reeson, na purpose for US. air Dases
4n that part of the world, except to serve as
@ apringLoard for another Asian war.”

Chumh doea not label himselfl an fsola-

ventionist, as soms are
quick to ull him, but ut.her an appour ot
Inter He is
“amazd” when asked how he cen be & dove
on Asis and s hawk an lsrael.

“Theve is so little cmparison! In Indo-
chioa, we hlundered iInto a civll war among
the people of a region of no strategic impor-
tance to the United States. The leaders wo
supported lacked the cepacity to enlist the
support of thelir people. Contrast this dedba-
cle with the lsraell experiance—e democracy
that has asked for the means t0 defend itseif
egainst outalde forces—and has never called
on American troops to fight for It. That's the
‘biggest contrust. It is incoaceivable to aban-
don lsrael. If the Russian-equipped Syrian
and Egypitan armies sbovld ever overrun Is-
rael uu Soviet Union would be placed in a

of pr in this gtra-
u‘le part of the world—obviously this would
be » severe setback to the Uatted States and
euch principal allies as Western Europe and
Japan who depend 30 totally on the Middle
East for fuel aupplies.”

Church is among those who eee cur fu-
ture threat as an economic oce. “I think
that the impect of OPEC (O Producing Ex-
porting Courtries) cartela is far move dam-
aging than anything we have withemwd in
Oambodia, Vietnam, Lace.”

The Aliddle East oll situation is murky,
complex and fraught with violently divisive
political points of view. Church says mo ex~

He laughs st the nicknames and eriti-
clams of the Eaxle Baocut style. Hes beard
them all before. Including the latest: that be
Sook the chalr hip of the on
intelligence operations 10 get Dational ex-
posure—-televised hearings begin In a few
weeks. "I think thie committes ia so very
important; I sought {8, but I've never seen it
ea any other than a political mine 8eld.”
While liberale write warning letters that the
coqumittee “‘better not be a whitewash,”
there are just as many others who rememe.
ber when the cu lnd PBI were, as Church
says, * and all
kinde of pr."” Church plnm lo strip away the
“pational security™ exzcuse and says “our
major purpose will be 10 alert the American
people to the ever present danger of ‘big
brother government’ prying into every facet
of their lives. This is a more insidious dan-
ger to freedom than anything. We're exam-
ining the CIA, PFBI. mllitary intelligence,
IRS, Post Office, Bacret Bervice.” After mounths
of interviews and etudying secret fles,
Church s “shocked™ at the extent of such
governmsnt susrvelllancs.

One day y. Church prop d out
of his office—a place 60 debugged as & secu-
rity measure that even CIA director Wiliam
B. Colby felt his secret conversatione there
were safe—into a Washington bright with
sunlight, not a fitting background for a day's
worth of talx on modern day plague and

Pr wWEH. P y testi-
fied In a Dr. Strangelove voice defore the
subcommittee on Arou Control, Interna-
tional Organizations and Becurity Agree-
ments of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. He warned that elow-down, If not a
reversal of the U.8. and the US.SR. strategio
arms race, was vital in order to halt our
“race to oblivion.” Back In 1060, when
Church was championing Kennedy, be once
turned to poetry to criticize what be called
Preatdent Eisenhower's “refusal to consider
the missile gap” hetween Russla and the
United States: "Now we lay us down to
sleep/with Ixe'a smug team the watch to
keep/If we die before we wake/Well the
bed was soft—and we slept too late.”

But the exceszes of 15 years ago are not
the perceptions of today. Church. wbo has
voted for all disar
ily presches, 1 wonder, Dr Pnnonky. Y we
are not really kidding ourselves as to whecther
these (past) ag were ngful at
ann?”

Church catches the end of an Iauertor
committee meeting then hurries to the
Israell embassy in his decade-old yellow
Mustang, driven by an aide. At a “Happy
Birthday for Israel” reception Church siiles
on George Meany, talks fishing with the Brit-
ish ambassador, kibitzes with & member of
the Knesset, clasps Arthur Goldberg, who
says, I just want to say there is no one
better qualified than Frenk Church for presi-
dent.” People eagerly praise Church for bis
Arab boycott stand. Church says many tunes
th-t he released a list of 1.500 American

'\ and organizat! boycotted by
Baudl Arabia for their links with Israel, “'so
we could fight back and put a stop to {t."

The talk is, again, of war. Salgon is about
to fall and Church is asked about Ford's view
that the rest of the world would see us as
having “bugged out” of Vietnam. “What's the
matter with us to be #0 on the defensive?
It is the inevitable end of a mistaken policy,”
he says with a tinge of impstience. “Amer-
icans are too sophisticated to huy that view.
They see it all on TV; they see soldlers push-
ing aside old women and children to get on
planes.” Abba Eban jokes about Ford, “most
gloes over thelr fallures. he glosses

orbitant ol prices sre bnngm‘
= and the dep

ency of Europe on Mideast oll has “uuder-
mioced our whole Western alliance.” On the
other hand, Grerald Parske, Asalstant 8ecre-
tary of the Treasury, feels this 18 more rhet-
oric than reality. “We have to face the fact
the price of oll was too low for too long.”
Church counters, “How can anyone say I am

ng the p when ol prices
slone are equivalent w a 850 billlon added
tax oo the American eoanomy slone? If
prices are determined by s free market, al-
right, but we dor‘t have a free market.”
Church feels present Amertcan palicy only
gives us increased prices and favors a tougher
holding back policy with such oountries
as Ssudl Arabia and Iran. *“They've come
to belleve they can hring any action against
us, ratse prices, and atill get everything they
want. Well, many favors can be withheld.
‘They beed our technology and weapon §ys-
tems gvery bit as much as we need their oll.”
Admainistration k feel such actions
would be “prectpltous,” Church says all he
warrts Is a policy of “reciproaity.”

‘The argument that Arab.countries pro-
wide only about 11 per cent of our total aup-
ply trom oll producing countries is of little
import to Church's assertive paaition. Saudi
Arabla, sixth smong our suppliers. ia aloag
with Iran in a vital “pivotal role,” he says.
“It doesn't matter how much oil we get from
Saudi Arabis—these two countries are the
architects of OPEC and without their leader-
ship OPEC would begin to erack.”

As the “'boy senator,” Church was deaaribed
as having & “darzling™ amlle. Today, the
face \s Oeshier, the balr, which stul h{ll on
the forehead, is beginning to grey, he wears
glassew to read. But the smile etill daxxles
and the look Is stil]l earnest.

over his successes " Church laughs and looks
as If he might be filing away that line as
he glides out, shaking hands, acting the
candidate.

In his Capitol hideaway omce, Church sita
on the floor and eats a cludb sandwich from
& coffee table as advisors brief him on a
closed CIA session with Clark Clifford. After
three hours with Clifford, Church reveals no
nuggets to disappointed reporters. A quick
change to black tie in the Senate gym and
Church is mingling at the White. House
phbotographbers’ hanquet. A drum-rolling pres-
entation of colora Quilets the cbhatter.
Church, “that Com-symp”™ to his John Birch
enemies, is the only one at his tadble who
places hand over hesrt. At dinner’s end,
Church Gucks into 8 New York Tumes party
for one quick drink. But it is clear he wants
to leave: a foew minutes later be is on his
way home.

Prank and Bethine Church are consistently
termed one of political Washington’'s most
bappy coupies—even by those who work with
them, often the moat cynicsl examiners of
the public “Dappy couple” mesk worn by un-
happy political teams. An interview with
them sounds dangerously llke a parody of
those Modern Screen stories about tolly-
wood's rare phenomenon. the long-standing
happily wed duo. “I find it 80 hard to talk
about our marrisge except positively,” Beth-
ine says with a giggle. "It comes off a littie
like those sunsets they paint on caleadara™
Bhe sces the job as a Joint career but lsughs
at the phrase. “When I say °‘this is my career’
it alwzys comnas out wrong. It just sounds
80 icky. I feel Itke ‘Mrs. Ooody Two Shoes’ for
the next Al hours when I say sometbing llke
that"”
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That all 6oudd chande soon. Frank
3s shuttliag between the chsirmanahips of
Swo buu-vmumy commitices—the gpecial
’.Dll tnvestigating the CIA and a Poreign

tee into over-
un bribery by such American corponuom
Norlhrop Avhtlou

m of th bheaded
Vice Fresident Nolwn Roeloull.r to com-
Pplete tte ged CIA )
ment in political murdm in foreign coun-
triee put & new epotiight on Church and his
select tntelligence committee.

White House officials who had hoped the
Rockefeller investigation wouki preempt, or
at lesst blunt, any sort of Inveatigation by
Onngres found themselves obliged to tell
roporters they are confident that the Church
oammittes will 811 in the blanks left by the
Rockefeller commission. R

Church s going about his investigation
with a seriouspem that is almost oppres-
stve. His commitiee has been the most leak-

in memory and he talks with furrowed
brow and half-closed eyea about his deter-
mination to “avold jumping t0 judgment on
a matter of this gravity™.

Bormme members of a House committes
'hleh is presparing for its own CIA probe
have complained privately that Church s
just too solicitous of the sensitivities of the
agency. They say tbey are afraid that the
commitiee may be too wlilling to give the
CIA the benefit of the doubt. .

On the other hand, sources close to the
[ {’ P concern that the
Houss investigation may turn into a circus.

Whatever the current outlook, the CIA
lnqulr! could be the issue that converts

into & y. And with
Iho De tie pr p -uu .

of p and am
libersis m beginning to talk of church
as & posalble nominee.

“If (8en. Edward M. Kennedy really means
he won't run, Church very well could be
the guy,” remarked an aide to & lberal
Democretic senator.

Church bas done nothing publicly to en-

ags such But ome source
who knows him 'Oll sald sald that although
bhe once had no presidential ambitions, he
Dow wants to run.

Church answers qucstions about his presi-
dentlal chances while insisting that he fs
DOt Dow a candidate.

“I bave deferred any zerlous

P e e s
The same subd gated the
big inter 1 ot bl

they could,” Bethine recells. “They were just
golag to close him up. They sald it wus all
over; that he ocouldn't make It,” ebe eays.

Church to charge of Jan. 14, 197¢—in the
midst of the Arab ofl boyocott and agaipet
1he backgruund of llnes of motarists
at filling stations—that USB. energy policy
hsd been shaped for 30 years by & escvet
agreement with the oil Srms,

Cburch first registered bhis to
Vietnam policy in 1963 wban be objocud ¢’
continued aid to the Ngo Dinb Diem regitme,
His opposition was sporadlo for & Ume. He
voted for the Qulf of Tonkin in

y knocking on a wood end
table. “But they had miaread the report. It
was re-read by & man who looked llke God—
the cancer was very receptive to x-rey.”

The cure was almost worse than the ini-
tial pain. *“The x-rays just burned bim up—
18 took bhim to the edge of death,” his wife
says. Por several weeks he sufiered the dally
agony of nausea folluwing z-ray treatments.
Church, six fest, was down to a barely sur-
viving 80 pounds. During the treatmenta.

1964 but ahortly after that he became &
firm and fulltime foe of U S. invoivement in
Indochina.

His opposition won him the ecorn of Preal-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson and some politicians
predicted that it would cost him his S8enate
seat from staunchly “bawk™ Idaho.

Perhape fortunately for Church, he did
not face reelection untll 1968 when doubts
about the war were much stronger than they
bad deen two or four years eariler. But even
in 1968, Church'e position on the war was
not sbared by o ml)orlty of his constituents.

Church's 3 (] hie
eral for such a eonmntlvo state. But he
hss been re-elected three times since he
won the seat In 1956 in bis first bid for
statewlide offce.

80 far, at least, Church has avoided the
1tfall that led to the defeat of such Senate
gures as J. Willlam Fullhright of Arkaneas

and Thomas W. Kuchel of California—he
has not forgotten to keep in touch with the
folks back home. Aldes say telephone cails
from Idaho sre answered before calls from
the White House.

C s paig bls
ties t0 Jdaho. The 60-year-old Benator is
described in bhis officlal blography as “a Da-
tive Idahoan from ploueer stock.”

He was married In 1947 to Bethine Clark,
daughter of the late Chase Clark, a former
governor of the state.

The marriage is described by friends as an
“excellent partnership, personal and politi-
cal.” One Church aide. referring to Mrs.
Church’s taste for politics, called her “Ida-
bo's third senator.”

Mrs. Church says she vowed as & girl to
stay away from politiclans because of the

recalls, “I'd start to resd sloud and
just read madly to distract him. Sometimes
if I was very histrionic I could get him over
the hump of nausea.” Bhe remembers reading
and re-resding The Turn of the Scrvew,
Church remembers Mr. Roberts. Now round-
faced and jowly, Church on TV looka heavier
than his 173 pounds; in person he is slim and
athletic. "I never would have made it with-
ouat Bethine,” Church says. “She was just so
determined I would get well.”

That ilinesa forever shaped Church's at-
titude on life. “I had previously tended to
be more cautlous—but having 30 cloee &
brush with death at 23, I felt afterwards that
1ife itself is such an chanCey proposition that
the only way to live it is by taking great
chances, I watched my maiden aunt, Eva,
whom I loved dearly, carefully putting money
aside, walting for the day when she could
retire on her very modest income—and then
ahe died three montha before retirement. A}l
her plans, those books she had on travellng.
all those things she ever wnnted to do—all
snuffed out overnight .

Church acquired the outlook that taking
& chance and trying was more important
than winning or losing. After graduating
from Stanfcrd law schoul and practicing in
Bolse, Idaho. for a fcw years, Church, a
moan never bcfore elected to any office, de-
cided to run for the US. Senate. He be-
came the boy wonder. the youngest cenator
in 1956 at the age of 32. Now. 18 years later
he 1s T | for the Pr y. He has
cslled off his camp followers and money scek-
ers while he chaira. the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence Operations, but he has
left the door open to resume that quest In
nu fall. It ts, neediess to say, a very chancey
But, while a "Church-for-Presi-

erratic home life that ls often an
tional hazard. But she came to realise thn
nothing Lnterests her quite as much as gove

of runnlng for president until this CIA in-
is d,” Church said as
he toyed with his (old wire-rimmed glasees.
"'l'ho two just can't be mixed. I ean't mu
In p 121 politica
on the '

“When it 1s completed & will be time
epough to make a new assenament,” he said.

Well, just maybe it wili be t!me enough.
Church satd he hopes to complete the CIA
inveatigation by the end of this year. In the
past, thé beginning of an election year oftet
was plenty early enough for a candidate to
enter the presidential lists. But with the new
campaign flnance law, most politicians be-
lteve that a candidate must begin to raise
money this year if he hopes to make a cred-
tble ruce next year.

Tom Dine, who served as Church’s staff
alde on foreign affalrs and 1z now a fellow
at the Kennedy Institute of Politics at Har-
vard, 8s8id Church has concentrated on legis-
lative matters for most of his 18 years in
the Senate rather than making & name for
Bimself in

“I think he sées himrelf ss a Dational
legislator,” Dine said. “I don’t think he sees
himself as a national political leader.”

Beated in an arm chailr in an office deco-
rated with a print of a painting from Pablo
Plcamo's “hlue pericd” and with photographs
of bhimself and some of his political lcons
like John P. Kennedy and Adlal Btevenson,
Church agreed that he tries to limit humself
40 & few important issues.

*“2've thought about the way o be effective
in the Benate,” he sald. 1 do belleve that
it takes a degree of specialization.”

But while some lawmakers may apecialize
in the esoteric, Church has concentrated on
some of the “gut” issues of the past few
Jears:

He was a vigorous eritic of the Vietnam
war. After years of talking agalnst US. in-
volvement, Church sponsored with Sen. John
@herman Cooper, R-Ky., the Cooper-Church
amendments which first probibited UBS.
truops from bolng unt to Laos and Thailand
and later imp d restr on
the President's dllcnnon in fghting the
war.

As chatrman of a eubcommittee on the
problema of the aging. Church battled with
former President Richard M. Nixon over ln-
creases In Bocial Security benefits. Church
wanted s bigger boost than Nixon was wiiling
to sccept. The White House accused Church
of playing politics. Church accused Nizon of
falling o care for the elderly.

‘e ttee on
tions conducted a sometimes sensa-
tional series of bearings Into the activities
of the Internatiooal Telephoue and Tele-
gmaph Corp., in Chile. His committce ewtab-
llabed & link between ITT and the CIA in
eflarts to the ¢ of left-

t and politics.

“You dread the year before a campaign, but
it's like the old prize fighter, when you hear
the bell, you come out.” she sald.

Mrs. Church sald she and her husband
have msde special efforts to maintain a nor-
mal family iife in spite of the pressuree of
politica.

Chburch ducked out early from the CIA
committee’s questioning of former CIA DI-
rector Richard Helms Friday to attend grad-

les for hia y ger son, Chase,
at Mt. Whitman high school in Bethesda. An
aide sald Church ed the gred
%0 be & “comumand performance.”

The Churches also have another son, For-
rest, 26.

Mrs. Church refers often to the senator's
“sonse of humor.” But to an outsider, the
public Frank Church comes across as a man
who 1s serlous to a fault, often sounding like
the college debater he was at Stanford Unli-
versity.

One of Church’s proudest hoasts about the
way the CIA Investigation has gone so far
has been the way the committee has avolded
news “leaks.”

“It was confidently predicted at the time
this committee was created that it would be
a esleve through wbich state secrets would
pour,” Church recalied. “It haan‘t happened.
The leaks that have occurred have come from
sources other than the Senate committee.”

The committee’s secrecy rules even bar
some members of the stafl from accesms (o
some information.

An aide to one of the Republican members
of the panel remarked, “They know who had
access to what Information. There wus even
talk of on the ( )
floor if anything leaked.”

Despite the eforta to prevent leaks, Church
promised that all ofthe committee's Andings
ultunately will be made public.

“The committee fecls that those facts
ahould not be divulged pleceneal.” he eaaid

{From the Washington Post, June 13, 1978]
RUuNSTNG BLOWLY FUoa Prmamewy
(By Myrs MacPherson)

Twenty-eeven Years ago, when Senator
Frank Church was at Harvard Law 8chool,
he began to suffer from terrible lower back
pains. His wife Bethine thought he was sim-
ply etudying too hard and urged him to slow
down. but the paln persisted through a bit-
ter cold winter. So the Churches returned to
Stanford University, where Church hod grad-
usted Phi Beta Kappa. But the change to &
new Jaw school and a new climate made Lft-
tle difference to Church who couldn’t fight
e pain for which doctors could find no reason.

Then they found Frank Church bad can-
cer. Rsdical surgery was recommended énd
doctors operated for hours, removing the af-
fected ares as well as glonds in the groin and
abdormen snd iymph nodes all the way up to
tbe kidney. “They decided they had cut all

dcnt" question elicits little wild enthusiasm
on the Hill, memories of George McQOovern'a
“712 primarles, keep people from laughing.
Church 15 an enomsly: The f6rst Idaho
Democratic senator ever to win even a second
term, he 1s now in his fourth term.

And the times may be conspiring to vawlt
to the forefront the Churchian view of a
cautious America: a country with a dimin-
ished sense of Yankee scidiers-Yankee dol-
lars omnipotence.

nu rating the p and
minuses of Church, ususly start with the
good newa. He is bright. one of the brightest
in the Sena.e. At 50, he is. incredibly, an
elder statesman who has worked with five
administrations snd ts in a top-ranking posi-
tion of power on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. At an age when many men
are just g their torial career,
Church ranks 16th in seniority and the aver-
ngn age of those 13 senators sentor to bim is

Hh voting record is steady; one of the firat
doves on the Vietnam war, one of the first to
champlon civil rights. He stuck his neck out
on controversial conservationist leglstation
and supported such causes as aid to the aging
before it became popular. He exposed ques-
tionable international dealings of mulitina-
tlonal corporations and he is now Investigat-
Ing high-and low-level gover~ment snying.

His minuses boll down mainly to the fact
that be 1s from a small state; & question of
bow much depth is really there behind the
brightness and to matter of style. or the
lack of it. At 16, Church won an American
Legion national oratory contest and some de-
tractors aay he's been suffering from it ever
eince. Talking to Church in the shower
would be no different than talking to him on
the Senate floar, they suspect. He comes off
decent and amart but a bit too studied, self-
righteous, prissy even, and sincere. 8in-
cerity—the earnest, obvious, serious va-
riety—Ils something you can't have too little
of in Waeshingten, where drawina-room
cyaniclsm 18 pcised, and 30 Pranch Church
used to be called Prank “Sunday School.”
Today, with his elevated statue, he gets
called Prank “Cathedral.” Frienda pray for
an occasional undeleted cxnletive or a stut-
ter. One colieague once joked. “sometimes
he seems like a cross between an Eagle Boout
and an old msid.” A top Senate liberal Demo-
crat who has obierved Church for 12 years
admires hia work but says. “He's a seif-im-
portant, pretentious ass: he postures like o
Uttle peacock—and loves the sound of his
own volce.”

Staff and friends wish Church’'s private
humor would emcrge more often and have
taken to writing quips for him When he
recently attended a meeting of Oray Pantbers
(senior citisens) he noted that their motto
s “Out of the rocking chairs and into ac-
tion.” At an aide’s suggestion. Church joked,
"l‘hlt might not be a had motto for Con-
gress.”” The Gray Panthers laughed and the
Press wTOte it Up.

A close friend and Lliberal senator said.
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says Beth i the grestest infiu-
muhhmo.'lht.nvmolnlm’no-
sures. Probebdly one reason we have a happy
marrisge 1o that she understands all of poll-
tica” Bhe says, “If souwone were goilng to
Timbuktu tamarrow I'd say, ‘T've juat got to
got my toothbrush and the chilldren, I'm »
seat-of-the-pants type person.” Church sees
this as AD !mportant plus. “I think the ma-
Jority of wives are very much oriented towsrd
the nest. Politics 18 an Lnseoure profession.
‘The pecple who chooss it sre driven 0 it—
that’s Dot trus of thelr wivea.”
‘The Prank and Bethine tesm is 80 hooed
that one reporter recalled & dlaconoertingly
pertor *“I bad this chille
ln. feeling that I was watching two actors,
although I ltke them both.” Cburch desribes
their technique as “Bethine usually intro-
duces me and then we answer quastions.

oratio coavention. He was 35. He studied and
studied his spewecd. When Do one was looking,
be practiced at the podium. He got nations!
publicity before the speech. It turned out to
be a flag waver that included such lipes as
“only an K and red ted Amer-
ica csa raise a etandard around wbhlch the
KTeat fraternity of the free can rally.” Many
oonventioneers went to sleep. A long-time
friend reculls, *“That was a marvelous oppor-
tunity to break into the national scene, and,
frankly, he blew it with superficlal onwfy
You don't get a chance to blow too many
chances. Maybe he's got another with this
CIA business.” Todsy, Church rolls his eyes
and shaked his head about that speech. With
a Jaugh be says disarmingly “All I ean say in
my defense i»—I didn't know any better.”

- OB the Benate fioor It was another story,
a8 Chureh grew to be eflective. In 10632, al-
h flcln( a lﬂﬂ re-election fight, Church

After, abe and I 8!
the gowd.”
Ona formsr aide sald, “ooraaionally we had

the wilderness
blll. Much of hll n-olectlon opposition was
from h

to tell Bethine there are only two
from Idaho—and she isn’t one of them.”
Whean an alde recently diacouregud a reporter
from 10g Church for a day,
Bethine was quietly put out. Promptly the
Dext marning the alde called the reporter
Deck and bastlly set up a day with Prank
Cnureh. )

(For yeara, & macho political joke -went
that Church was run by two women—Bethine
and Verda Barnes, his long-time aa. Church
was one of the few senators who ever ap-
pointed a woman to that position and Miss
Barnes, like all of his etaff, past and present,
pralses him. “I have never known him to say
@ petty thing and he has the best disposition
of any person I have ever xnown.”)

When Church first ran for ofice, Bethine
drove the car for him and, to counter his
shyness about meeting people, would ac-
tually push him out the door. HEis Jow-
budget campmigns rely on as much exposure
as possible and by the end of a campalgn,
the callus !n the wedge between his finger
and thumbd on his shaking band s hard and
brown. Once, Bethine whispered that
Church was pressing his thumb too hard
when he ahook hands with the elderly. He
forgot to heed her and “all of a sudden I
felt this pressure on my thumb,”™ he recalls.
*“l looked down and there was Bethine
calmly lifing my thumb up in the middle
of a handshake!™

“Best friehds” in high school, Prank and
Bethine carried on a correspondence courte
ahip when he was in World War II and mar-
rled when he returned to Boise. Church
eserved in the Burma-China-Indla theater as
an intelligence officer. The biggest problem
on the Burma road was not always the Japa-
nese but Chinese robbers who swooped down
on American troops, But the time Church
felt hle life in real danger was, strangely,
the evening of the Japanese surrencer.
When his plane landed In Nanking the
Amaricans faced row upon row of crack

units in perfect for Church
thought for an “this ts in-
sanity. Who says they're going to give up to
us?” But the emperor’s word had come
through and all was peaceful.

In Idaho, Bethine is well known in her
own right 88 a member of a strong politi-
cs! famlly. Het father was a U.8. District
judge and a former governor. Next to his
wife, Church credits his litberal father-in-
law with having the strongest political In-
filuence on his life; Chux s own father was

more of a counter force. A “stunch

ts opposing the
blil. “How doss Prank manipulate?” asks
McOovern. “He really doesn’t. On the wilder-
ness hill, for example, he was en extraor-
dinarlly able floor manaver. He did it by
shamatng people into standing for the future
of this country—despite all the special In-
terest claims.”

McGovern and Church tied for third
plece—after Morse and Gruening—in their
dove stance; Church's first ant{-administra-
tion policy speech came in January, 1884. He
teamed up with McGovern on the Benate
floor in early 1963, tncurring Lyndon John-
son’s wrath as well as that of hawkish Idaho

voters. In 1067, John Birch

He was the only guUY who prumed on. All that
sbout Helms’' meeting with ITT's Geneen.
none of that would have come out if we
hedn't premaed Helms and crew. The State
Department ang everyone was urging him to
atnp and he just blasted them all to got where
w9 did. The net pius 15 we expaned aa beues
things that hed previously been sacrosanct.”
In a few weeks the subcommities will have
another go at some 10 to 12 companies. plan-
ning. as B Week xine says. “a
long, hot summer for U.8. companies that
have accepted bribery aa an ordinary—and
necessary—oost of doing buainess abroad.”

Bethine's father gave her some advice on
how to run a political life. ‘“He told me.
‘Now look, your mother traveled with me
You'll just bave to go with Prank. Other-
wise, youll never know what makes him
happy or ead or tired.’ That helped. I'm
such a worrier that had I thought I was
not doing the best by Chase and Porrest.
1'd juat have been a wreck. As it s, [ warried
enough about all of them.”

In esrlier days, the Churches allowrd
polttics to encroach on theilr private tim~:
weekend embawmy dinners, Idaho when!
growers’ receptions, staff phone cally at
night. *“The kids didn't complain, but pretty
soon we were apending less and lexs tiwme

together,” recalis Church. They recimed What
politios were interfering and creating a dis-
tance between Prank and their younger son.
Chase, now 18. (Forros:, the oider, Is mar-
ried and has just been ordalned as a rever-
end Zollowing graduauon froin Harvard Di-
vinity 8cbool). Chase was Luning out of bat
achoal work. The Churches “worked thing?

who muttered that the “pinkos” and "punkl

got bim elected, tried to recall Church for
treason. The kooky plan, labelled illegal,
backfired and got Church more support than
before.

In 1968. Church's Opponent hemmered
away at his civil' rights, antipoverty and
other domestic legialation, his dove stance
and support of the nuclear test ban treaty.
His 1974 opponent did the same and was
aided by John Birch pamphliets that
smeared Church. More than 86% of the votes
went to Church. That sounds close for some
states but for Idaho, one atsfler said, “any
Democratic victory over 51% is considered
a landslide.” Church won the first time with
59%. 55% In 1962 snd a whopping 6!1% in
1968, Church wins by goling dellberately
parochial back home, stressing hils ability
to best represent Idaho's interests. In a
gun-toting state, where practically everyone
i3 a hunter, he avolds one suicidal posi-
tlon—he vociferousiy fights gun reglstration
legislation.

Church's multi 1 b
findings were conaldered jmportant net
plusses in detailing such areas as the involve-
ment of global corp with
policy and developing the CIA Unk in cnu-.
But Church has been criticleed as writing a
roport less sascrtive and aggresaive than his
more flashy hearings; some on the Hill
wonder If Church ts in it for the publicity
rather than for afecting legislation aud
policy.

For example, & Church-Hart bill for a fed-
eral government agency to &ct as the sole
purchasing sgent for all United States oll
lmporu hes been knocked as unsophistl-

and imp ble by some 1n
tho Admu:m.nunn nnd cxpecnb!y. tho ol

can” and owner of a sporting goods stare,
Church's father never forgave himself for
voting for Prankiin Roosevelt in 1932. In
self-defense, Church went to the library to
get an view of D

wound up in their coruer.

When Church came to the Senate it was
widely rumored thst he was a mlllionnaire,
thanks to having maearried into mining mil-
lona. Bethine laughs and aays. I wish it were
true. When we were first marvried, one mine
was paying some dividends. But dad was the
kind who bdelleved you can’t take it with you
60 he spent It. He alzo grub-staked every mis-
begotten mine in the West. When he died we
got a drawerful of IOUs.” When Church first
came to Washington there were many breath-
lesaly cute newspaper articles about how he

looked even younger than his 32 years. He
bad to wear brown suils to distingulsh him-
self from the pages, who wore blue. One day a
Wanan eams up to two young men standing
by an elevator in the Capitol. “I understand
thet ons of you boy pages gets mistaken for
Beaator Prank Church.” One of the “boys™
answered, “Yes ma'am.” He was Church,
Altbough old hands snickered at his un-
controlied joy at belng e senator, Church
moved ahesd fast. He astounded Jimmy Hof-
fa, appearing before the labor rackets inves-
committee, when he scolded, “We
don't need you, Mr. Hoffs. to come up here
and moralize on what's right and wrong.”
But the first time he prezided over a ses-
sion of the Foreign

the pom ot Och ‘rhe mv:mmznt would
purchase oil under a eecret hidding system

d o sider his needs.” They got &
abin in nearby Emmiisburg and, wheu poe-
alble, retreat there. The boys rode Honcas.
and Church taught them how (o skeet shoot.
But, mastly, acys Bethine, it is where thcy
can be together as a family—"before It getr
%0 the point that you forget what that's Lke."’

The trips to the cabin are less frequent
these days. Church once expressed double
about the rigors of & presidential campaign
and that he was "reasonably freightened '
Dy the ezperience of bis fricnd McGovern.
“You sce the tremendous time and eflort
there's prodbebly a tremendous ego trip in-
volved in such a race—but it puts your nar-
riage under the eeverest posalble struin.
When Ed (Muakie) decided not Lo run with
McGovern, it was because Jane really bac
had enough.” (Church himse:! was asailabic
tn ‘72 but the only person who asked hbu
waa Jimniy the Oreek. who jave L:m {avcr-
able odds as & ruvaing matc.) Church ocuu-
tioued, “I think for pcopie tu want ine
presidency so badly that they will pursue 1!
for years in the hustings, Feyuires not only
eicpiant glands, but als0 a terpole loner
necd for wbat they contider Litiulaie recop-
nition in polivics.”

‘Today, that tune is somewhat changed
Church says, “Bethine and the bojs haive
always teocn very pclitical; they'd el at
bome with 1t.” One reason Church R
changed his mind is, Guite simply that he
Wwus asked. ~This ls the firsi time since 106€
that people have asked me to run. That time
I was facing a Wugh Senate fight and couldn t
eansider 12."

Church thirks the charicmia (actor side-
tracks important issues and Bethine dis-
gustedly feels the personality parsde con-
tributes to “Potomac myopia. You lose track

. of what people sre thinking. I think thi

public relations thing has gone too far. )
don"t know how it gets undone, but I thirk
people would have more confideunce in ut
U we could stop the teadmi.

and would then resell to private
John Lichtbiau, exzecutive ‘director of the
Petroleum Industry Reasarch Poundation—
an independent consulting firm working with
both industry and government agencles—
argues, “What is to prevent OPEC from turn-
ing the tables and submitting a collective bid
above the prevalling world market price? Our
only options would then be to accept the did
or do without OFPEC oll. They know we can‘t
accept the aecomd choice.” Church says “I
don't think that view is realistic at all. There
1S no indication they would respond this way.
That would be ltke imposing a new embargo
and that would put an end to all the largesse
they're now getting. There's just tod0 much to
l0se on their part as well.” He added caustl-
cally, “This hil toucbed a raw nerve—oll
companlies don't want any interference in
their marriage with OPEC. Well, they don’t
have to worry. I've oaly got 15 senatory will-
ing to put their names on it for fear of of-
fending oil compenies. I bardly think it will
€0 anywhere.”

Church bristles at any inference that his
hearings p “puf at at Jeglala-
tlon. “After the ITT hearings we passed &
bill to make it a crime for a company to of-
fer money to the CIA.” (it is now pending in
the House.) A “major leglalative achleve-
ment” was a bill to phase out government
insurance of private business Investments

broad "after the subcommittee looked into

Church (eaned back in the chnlmun- bhigh-
beoked ewivel chailr, trying to look confident,
<and %oppled over on his head. Righting him-
self and the chalr. he calmly otmerved. “Tho

OPIC (Overseas Priwate Investment Corp.)
and found It was belng subsidized by the
taxpayers.”

And Jerome Levenson. chief counsel fqr the

junior senator from Idaho is not

$0 presiding over thls lofty committee.”
Church’s blg moment came In 1060 when

he was the keyoote apeaker at the Demo-

b ttee argues, “Church knew they
weren’t going to do a damn thing on Helms
or Kissinger, but he pushed it. The rest of
the committee just wanted it all to go away.

I: ian°t just terrible for a politician’s pei-
sonal life, it is terrible for our goveramer:t.
Eventually you're dolng more p.r. than work."”

Asked why he would want to be President,
Church says “IThat office still remains the
ETeat one; there is a tremendoua opportunity
that comes to no ace else, to change thincs
for the better.” But Church says he wouidn t
mind staying {n the Senate, either. He may
well have to. Given the complexities of this

'S carppaign, particularly the new re-
strictlons on financing, Church will have w0
do & 10t of “pr.” to make up for his side-
tracked campaign. He ahrugs and says that's
the chance bell have to take.

Bethine marvels that "Frank relazes
faster than anyone I've ever met.” With a
drosd smile Church saye “in fact I can relax
a lot faster than I can rev up.”

Statements like that will cause Church's
amp followers to lose more thao a lttle
sleep. But Church—e man who tbought at
the age of-33 that be had no future—aan
afford to be a Iittle philosophical at the age
of 60. s

*“] am,” Cburch says, “just .wmny raazed
about what the future will briog.”
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Frank Church

“’Unequaled Accomplishments For The Elderly’’

“As Chairman of the Senate Committee on Aging, Senator
Frank Church has been the leading voice in Congress on
behalf of aged and aging Americans.”

--The National Council of Senior Citizens
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Senate

SENATOR FRANK CHURCH: A
DISTINGUISHED RECORD OF
ACHIEVEMENT ON BEHALF OF
OLDER AMERICANS

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
Senate Committee on Aging was created
in 1961 to be a focal point and advocate
in the Congress on behalf of aged and
aging Americans.

Today the Committee on Aging has 23
members—making it the second largest
committee in the Senate just after the
Appropriations Comunittee.

The Committee on Aging is superbly
served by its chairman, Senator FrRaNk
CHURCH.

As the former chairman and now the
ranking majority member of the com-
mittée, I have been impressed by his

leadership, his fundamental grasp of the
issues, his innate decency, and his legis-
lative skills.

He became chairman of the commit-
tee in 1971. During that time, he has been
in the forefront in advancing legislation
on behalf of older Americans, including:-

Enactment of the 20-percent social se-
curity increase in 1972, the largest dollar
raise by far in the history of the program.

Establishment of a cost-of-living ad-

justment mechanism to make social se-
curity benefits inflation-proof for the
elderly.
Enactment of a two-step, 11-percent
social security raise in 1974.
Approval of amendments to strengthen
the Age Discrimination in Employment
[ ]




Act.
Recently the National Council of Sen-
{or Citizens compiled a listing of some of

8enator CHURCH'S major legislative’

achievements for the elderly.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this summary, entitled ‘“Sena-
tor Frank Church: A Distinguished Rec-
ord of Achievement”—be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SENATOR FRANK CHURCH: A DISTINGUISHED
RECORD OF ACHIEVEMENT

As Chairman of the Senate Comnmittee on
Aging, Senator Frank Church has been the
leading voice in Congress on behalf of aged
and aging Americans. He has consistently
been in the forefront on everyday issues of
direct concern to the elderly. And, his legis-
lative accomplishments in the field of aging
have been unequaled by any other Member of
Congress. Among his major achievements—
either as the sponsor or cosponsor of legisla-
tion:

Enactment of a 20-percent Social Security
increase in 1972, which enabled more than
1 million Americans to escape from poverty.

Creation of a new cost-of-l1iving adjustment
mechanism to protect Social Security bene-
ficiaries from the harsh impact of inflation.

Increased Social Security benefits in 1973
for more than 3 million aged widows, who
represent one of the most economically dis-
advantaged groups in our society.

Extension of Medicare coverage to 1.7 mil-
lion disabled Social Security beneficlaries
under age 65.

Establishment of a national hot meals pro-
gram for persons 60 and over in conveniently
located centers. Nearly 240,000 older Ameri-
cans now receive meals under the Title VII
nutrition program for the glderly.

Enactment of a new national senior citizens
corps to build upon the enormously success-
ful Mainstream pilot projects, such as Senior
Aldes. Nearly 13,700 low-income persons 55
or older participate in this jobs program.

Passage of the Older Americans Compre-
hensive Services Amendments of 1973 to (a)
provide new and improved community serv-
ices for elderly persons; (b) strengthen the
Administration on Aging; (c) establish model
programs to come to grips with the practical
problems and challenges of aged and aging
Americans, including services for the handi-
capped, preretirement counseling, and con-
tinuing education; and (d) creation of a
transportation program to help the immobile
elderly.
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Enactment of a two-step, 11.percent Social
Security increase in 1974. Senator Church
personally led the fight for the interim %
percent 8oclal Security hike by winning the
support of 57 cosponsors in tha Senate,

Allowing States greater flexibility in pro-
viding social services for foromwr and po-
tential aged public assistance recipients.

Exempting the value of maintenance and
support furnished by private, nonprofit re-
tirement homes in determining eligibility
for Supplemental Security Income bcnefits.
Thus, the subsidized portion of a recipient’'s
maintenance in a nonprofit home for the
aged will no longer be considered as un-
earned income and will not reduce or elimi-
nate the individual's 8SI payments.

Blocking the Administration’s proposed &

percent ceiling for the 1975 Social Security
cost-of-1iving adjustment—thus allowing
older Americans to receive the full 8 per-
cent increase as authorized by law,

Creation of a nationwide community edu-
cation program to provide recreational, edu-
cational, and a variety of other community
services for the young and old alike.

Establishment of a model program to make
home health services more readily .available
to provide alternatives to unnecessary and
more costly forms of institutionalization.

On other fronts, Senator Church s also
working for the enactment of additional im-
portant legislation, including:

Establishment of an independent, non-
political Soclal Security Administration out-
side the Department of FEEW; prohibition
of the maliling, of political announcements
with Social Security checks; and.the separa-
tion of the Soclal Security trust funds from
the unified budget.

Coverage of essential out-of-hospital pre-
scription drugs under Medicare.

Protecting older Americans from higher
hospital costs by freezing the Medicare hos-
pital deductible at-the 1975 level.

Extension and expansion of the Older
Americans Act to enable more elderly per-
sons to continue to live independently in
their own homes.

An older Americans Home Repair and
Winterization Act. .

Extension and expansion of the Older
American Community Service Employment
Act to provide new job opportunities for
elderly persons.

Extension of the cost-of-living adjust-
ment mechanism to persons receiving Social
Becurity benefits.

Authorization of two Social Security cost-
of-living adjustments a year during periods
of accelerated inflation.
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United States

An address by Senator Frank Church on
the growing lawlessness in the United
States.

“That sense of community -- of the duty each
citisen owed to his fellow citizenx -- seems 1o be
evaporating., .
A social cannibalism is emerging in its place.
We are beginning to feed on each other. We ure
taking rather than giving.
Selfishness is displacing scruples about the
common good.”

-- Senator Frank Church
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Senate

AMERICANS AND THE LAW

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) has drawn our attention in a
recent speech to a growing lawlessness
abroad in the land. As he points out, this
Is not simply the conventional lawless-
ness of garden-variety criminals, but
worse, the growing lawlessness of those
who traditionally set the lawful example.
Some of our most prominent corporate
and governmental leaders have strayed
from the ethical habits of this Nation in
recent years. And perhaps worst of all,
some of our law enforcement agcncies
have not been true to the law.

Mr. President. this is a speech that

spotlights a growing weakness at the top

of our society, which fosters a general
disrespect for the law at every level. It
is worth wider attention, and I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an excerpt from this remarkable
address.

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

EXCERPT FROM A SPCLECH BY SENATOR

CHURCH

Of late, the seems to have lost much of its
traditional respect, and not just hecause of
the growth in conventionsal crimes. Ordinary
criminals have never respected the law. We
geem to have come to tiie disquieting point




today where citizens who are normally law
ablding have taken to bending the law and
even to breaking it.

That sensé of community—of the duty
each citizen owed to his fellow citizens—
soems to be evaporating. A social cannibaiism
is emerging in its place. We are beginning to
feed on each other. We are taking rather than
giving. Selfishness is displacing escruples
about the common good.

This feeds a spreading anarchy which takes
on different forms. It reaches into the work-
shops of our land.

1n frustration over the exorbitant price of
bread, the longshoremen refuse to load wheat
sold to Russia. Their refusal has nothing to
do with wages or working conditions. But
rather with their opposition to the sale. The
law 18 disregarded. By refusing to load the
grain, the union displaces the government
and usurps for itself the right to determine
trade policies.

Lacking a law which requires binding ar-
bitration, a New York teachers union defies
a court order against a strike, rather than
taking an appeal to a higher court. What do
those teachers now tell the children who find
given laws personally inconvenient. ’

And this audience remembers well that the
polioe in San Francisco recently staged an 1il-
legal strike and ignored court orders, while
packing pistols on the picket llne. If the
police can defy public order, then the army
is next. No soclety can long endure strikes
against the public health or safety.

We must insist that the government pro-
vide mechanisms for settling grievances of
public employees, and public employees must
—in turn—work through legal channels to
accomplish their economic goals. Otherwise
essential public services will collapse. And
the very fabric of our society will start to
unravel.

But, lest there be any thought that public
employees are alone in flaunting the law, we
have only to look to the boardrooms of our
largest corporations. For the past two years,
as a matter of fact, I have been peering into
those boardrooms, as part of the inquiry
being conducted by my Subcommittee on
Multinational Corporations. This is what we
have found:

ITT secretly offering the CIA a million
dollars to prevent Allende, lawfully elected by
the people of Chile, from becoming President.
Like the longshoremen refusing to load
wheat, this glant corporation sought to usurp
for itself the right to determine the course
of American foreign policy.

Exxon parceling out 27 million dollars in
illegal political contributions in Italy in re-
twn for economic favors from the govern-
ment.

Gulf Oll doling out four million dollars in
illegal corporate contributions in Korea.

Northrop paying en agent 450 thousand
dollars for the purpose of bribing Saudi
Arablan generals.

United Fruit slipping the President of Hon-
duras 1.2 million dollars to lower the export
tax on bananas.

Lockheed admitting illegal payments to
government officials in countries around the
globe . . . in Europe, in Asia, in the Middle
East and in the Far East, amounting in the
aggregate to many millions of dollars.

All of this wrong-doing is acknowledged
by stralght-faced executives who 8say they
bad to break the law in order to get the
business. The excuse, after all, is written
plainly in the adage, “When in Rome. . . ."”

But the excuse 1s hollow. The bad habits
of Rome were brought home to America.

The roster of companies that made illegal
corporate contributions to the Nixon cam-
palgn in 1972 include many of the com-
panies which have turned to bribery abroad.
If we condone bribery of foreign officials
we will sow the seeds of corruption in our
own land.*

Perhaps the most depressing aspect of this
corporate lawlessness is that it 18 authorized
at the highest executive levels. These cor-
rupt practices are not aberrations engineered
by underlings. They are company policy.
Contempt for the law has come to preside
in the boardrooms of some of the largest
companies. Unless we support the moral
and honest among our business leaders we
are in danger of sinking into a quagmire of
corporate lawlessness.

My work on the foreign relations commit-
tee has revealed another very disturbing area
of the executive branch’s disregard for the
law:

The Export Administration Act of 1969 de-
clares it to be the *policy of the United
States to oppose restrictive trade practices or
boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign coun-
tries.” It also requires that the Department of
Commerce be notifiled of any requests for
compliance with such boycotts.

Yet, the Department of Commerce distrib-
utes, through the American business com-
munity, a notice from the Government of
Iraq, detailing intentions to buy 3,550 pre-
fabricated buildings. The bid specifications
disseminated by the Department included a
requirement that would force any U.S. irm
bidding on the project to support an eco-
nomic boycott of Israel, a direct violation of
official government policy.

And at whose request was the Commerce
Department distributing these Iraqui bid
specifications? ) .

None other than our own State Depart-
ment! '

In justification of this outrageous breach
of law, the Secretary of Commerce urges that
a refusal to distribute such specifications
would deny U.S. irms “prompt access to busi-
ness opportunities in the Arab markets . . .”

On on September 19, the Secretary of De-
fense informed the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee that the Defense Department
plans to sell one and a half billion dollars of
military planning, design and construction
work to Saudi Arabla under the foreign mili-
tary sales act.

Hearings I chaired ‘have revealed United
States Government compliance with Saudi
discriminatory boycott and visa regulations
on such construction proiects in the past.

Yesterday Senator Clifford Case and I in-
formed Secretary Schlesinger by letter that
we would fight this billion and a half sale
unless we receive assurances of complete ad-
herence to the principles of equal oppor-
tunity and non-discrimination in all aspects
of the sale and construction.

What 18 missing in the Administration’s
position on the boycott and visa restrictions
is a decent respect for the basic principles on
which the republic was founded. Our prin-
ciples—not theirst

The situation we now face is not without
historical precedent. On December 17, 1911,
President Taft abrogated a lucrative trade
agreement with Cearist Russia which was
shortly to go into effect because the latter
refused visas to American Jews. In May 1885,
the United States was informed by the Aus-
trian government that Mr. Anthony Relley
would be unacceptable as envoy extraordi-
naire and Minister Plenipotentiary in Vienna,
“The position of a foreign envoy wedded to
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a Jewess by civil marriage would be untenable
and even impossible in Vienna."”

Then Becretary of State Bayard replied in
these terms: :

“It is not within the power of the Presi-
dent nor of the Congress, nor of any judicial
tribunal in the United States, to take or even
hear testimony, or in-any mode to inquire
into or decide upon the religious bellef of
any official, and the proposition to allow this
to be done by any foreign government |is
necessarily and a fortiori inadmissable.

“To suffer an infraction of this essential
principle would lead to a disfranchisement of
our citizens because of their religious bellef,
and thus impair or destroy the most impor-
tant end which our constitution of Govern-
ment was intended to secure.”

Would that we had today a President and
Secretary cf Commerce equally sensitive to
the “most important end which our consti-
tution of Government was intended to se-
cure.”

But it is not only members of the corpn-
rate leadership which seck to evade the law.

Government leaders as well invent specious .

rationalizations to -evade the clear intent
of the Congress.

I would like to think that the high fever
point of our nhational affliction of disre-
garding the law came a year ago, with the
resignation of Richard Nixon, when proof of
his unlawful conduct finally forced him out
of office, a step ahead of tmpeachment. The
lesson of that painful ordeal is that, if we
are to restore respect for the law to a posi-
tion of primacy in our society, we will have
to begin at the top.

Within the Federal Government, the place
to start is with the keepers of the law—
those agencies charged with law enforce-
ment and secret intelligence activities. If
they won't respect the law, who will?

The investigation of these agencies—the
FBI and the CIA—by the S8enate Committee
I chair came about as a result of widespread
charges of unlawful conduct and wrong-
doing. We know now that the CIA has toyed
with murder abroad—in league with the
Mafla, no less! The FBI has admitted to a
whole series of infractions, unrelated to law
enforcement, but directed instead toward
the harassment of law-abiding citizens.

. Justice Louis Brandeis once wrote:

*Decency, security and liberty alike de-
mand that government officials shall be sub-
jected to the same rules of conduct that are
commands to the citizens. In a government
of laws, existence of the government will be
imperiled if it fails to observe the law scru-
pulously. Our government is the potent, the
omnipresent teacher. For good or 1ll, it
teaches the whole people by its example.”

Happlly, such wisdom is not the sole prov-
ince of learned jurists, A few days ago, a
chicken farmer up in Pennsylvania ap-
proached me to ask if it were true that the
CIA had worked with the Mafia. When I told
him, ‘““Yes,” it was true, he looked down at
the ground, pushed at the dirt with his foot,
and said:

“Senator, how will I ever teach my kids
to grow up honest, when the government,
itself, goes partners with the underworld?"

It 18 with such matters that the Senate
Intelligence Committee must deal. The scope
of our inquiry ranges far beyond attempted
assassinations abroad. Indeed, the whole sor-
did subject of murder plots formed no part
of the Committee's original mission. It was
dropped in our laps when the Rockefeller
Commission ducked it, and President Ford
passed it on to us to deal with. Since then,

the Committee has taken over eight thou-
sand pages of testimony, interrogated nearly
8 hundred witnesses, examined a vast array
of documents, and compiled a record on the
assassination issue alone that compares in
size to the entire investigation of the S8enate
Watergate Committee.

All of this work has been conducted in
executive sessions, behind closed doors. But
the Committee intends to publish soon a full
and detalled report of its findings. Doubt-~
lessly, public hearings on such a subject,
telecast to every corner of the globe, would
have played to an unprecedented audience.
The political box office, however, would have
been far exceeded by the political damage
that such a proceeding would inflict upon the
United States. Hence the Committee chose

closed hearings, to be followed by a full dis-
closure in the form of a printed report.

Now, as the Committee goes into open
hearings, we will focus on unlawful conduct
by the CIA and the FBI . . . as directed
against law-abiding American citizens. To
what degree have these agencies, established
to spy on foreign governments and fend oft

‘ foreign spies, turned their techniques inward

to spy on the American people instead?

That is a vital question, not only for what
it tells us about our government today, but
for what it portends for the future.

I don’'t know whether Big Brother Govern-
ment waits for us, as we enter the third cen-
tury of our Republic. Big Brother may still
be the Afctional figment of an Orwellian
imagination, but the electronic hardware to
sustain his rule exists in the American Gov-
ernment today. It has already been invented.
It has been bulilt. And it is in use.

In the need to know what foreign gov-
ernments—some of them potential enemies—
are doing, our own governmenti has projected
an awesome technology that enables us, not
only to spy from the sky, but also to monitor
the messages that course through the air. We
have in place and functioning the capablility
to eavesdrop on messages between ships at
sea, between planes in the air, and mlilitary
units in the field. We possess an amazing ca-
pacity to intercept messages of every kind,
whether governmental or commercial, mili-
tary or civilian, public or private, wherever
they are transmitted through the
atmosphere.

The issue is how to keep that capacity
outward-reaching in the service of our legiti-
ate national security needs. For if it were
ever turned around, no American would have
any privacy left, such is the government's
potential for monitoring any telephone con-
versation, any telegram, any unguarded con-
versation. There would, in short, be no
place left to hide.

If an American President ever aspired to
dictatorship, the existing technology of the
Federal intelligence agencies could place in
his hands the means to impose near absolute
surveillance. The most careful eflorts to com-
bine together in resistance, no matter how
discreetly undertaken, would be within the
reach of the tyrant to know. Such is the
sweep of this technology.

That is why the Senate authorized this
investigation, why I accepted its Chairman-
ship, and why this has been the most dis-
turbing assignment of my career. It 18 now
more apparent than ever to me that the
agencies which control this technology must
always operate strictly within the law, and
under the close and continuing supervision
of the Logislative, as well as the Executive
Branch of our government.

I know first-hand the wartime worth of




intelligence-gathering, because I served with
the Mlilitary Intelligence as a young Army of-
ficer in World War II. Now, as a senior mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Committee, I am
fully aware of the great value of good intelli-
gence in times of peace. Without i{t, an in-
formeq foreign policy could not be con-
ducted; without it, nuclear arms controls
could not be policed; without it, the United
States would be left groping in a dangerous
world.

But the maintenance of such agencies
poses a dilemma for a free society. They must
function in the most delicate of all realms:
mandated to malntain security without im-
pairing freedom. If they engage in wrong-
dong, it 18 not a casual matter that can be
safely swept under the rug. If the charges
raised in the press, which gave rise to the in-
vestigation, should prove largely true, then
it 13 urgent that we learn in time. If they
prove largely false, then the investigation will
sere to redeem the reputation of prestigi-

ous agencies which find their honor in up-
bholding the law.

But even if the lawkeepers commence agaiu
to set a sound example for upholding the law,
we must pull ourselves together es a people
and reestablish a general respect for the law
at every level. We must begin to assert a self-
discipline which recognizes that everybody
can't have everything at the expense of every-
one else.

If we fail to restore a proper regard for the
common good within the framework of the
law, then creeping anarchy will gradually re-
place the rule of law altogether. In its wake
will surely come the repressive measures that
a frightened people will then find preferable.
There can be no successful preservation of

liberty outside the law.

The foremost example of lawful conduct
must come from the top. But a proper regard
for the law must be regenerated through-
out—in the treatment of one citizen by an-
other, in the self-discipline exercised by our
great unions and {n the lofty centers of cor-
porate power.

Indeed, there is some hope on that score.
Certain unions (n financially-beleaguered
New York City have agreed to wage freezes
during the current flscal emergency. Police
and firemen in other cities, recognizing their
duty to protect life and property, have urged
the adjudication of their grievances in lieu
of striking. And many American corporations
have sacrificed business at home and abroad,
rather than adopt dishonest methods.

But much sturdier political leadership is
needed if a decent regard for the general wel-
fare is to pe regained. It will not come from
the politicians who practice and encourage
a double-standard, who reject lawbreaking
from one quarter with a malled fist, while
accepting it from another with a welcoming
hand. These politiclans offer us no solutions,
because they are part of the problem.

Adlal Stevenson, as civilized a man as ever
sought the Presidency, tried to tell us: “As
citizens of this democracy,” he said, “you are
the rulers and the ruled, the law-givers and
the law-abiding—the beginning and the
end.”

I know Adlal Stevenson would agree that,
if we don't regaln our respect for the law
and for each other, then our generation will
be, in this our 200th year, not merely the

end of a great beginning, but the beginning
of the end.
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Clockwise, Church ls shown
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SWAMPLAND OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

—report of the chairman
of the senate intelligence
committee




What if there’s nothing left for her?

The need to provide for one’s children
is one of the most deeply felt emotions
of mankind. When we look at our
children we can’t help wondering if
there will be enough of the world’s
scarce resources left for them when they
grow up—enough oil to provide heat, as
well as fertilizer for food, enough energy
to produce clothing and means of
transport. Or will they be left desolate in
aworld we have depleted of all the
fundamental resources?

Our diminishing resources are being
spent at an incredible rate, and it is hard
to imagine any incentive that would
cause politicians who are elected today
to make politically difficult decisions
whose payoff will come tomorrow.

Present political programs make no
allowance for the fact that, at current
consumption rates, the world’s supply
of non-renewable resources will be gone
in a century or less. What is needed is a
group which can speak out on these
questions, can find solutions for the
technological problems involved, and
can command worldwide respect and the
ear of governments.

There is such a group in existence:
Pugwash.

Pugwash is a movement which began
in 1957 when a small group of scientists
from East and West broke through the
wall of suspicion that separated their
nations. Basing their rapport on the
objective language of science and their
professional respect for one another,
they formed ‘‘Pugwash,’’ named after

the small town in Nova Scotia where
their first meeting was held. These
world-famous scientists, many of them
Nobel prize winners, have been meeting
regularly since that year to solve the
problems of nuclear war, weapons pro-
liferation, over-population and hunger.
They have worked with the objective
tool of scientific knowledge and com-
municated their findings and accords to
their governments. Their calm and lucid
proceedings have been reported back to

meetings. | enclose $

02130.

Name

O Please enroll me as a Friend of
Pugwash and send me summaries
of its major meetings. | enclose
$100 as my 1975-76 contribution.

O Please enroll me as an associate
member of Friends of Pugwash and
send me digests of its important

Make Cheque payable to BAS Pug-
wash and mail to the Academy of Arts
and Sciences, 165 Allandale St.,
Jamaica Plain Station, Boston, Mass.,
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Address

VISUAL AIDS DIVISION

City

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60614

State

Zip Code
All contributions are tax deductible

governments and have been responsible
for significant breakthroughs in areas
where governments have found it
traditionally difficult to act.

Pugwash is giving serious consider-
ation to the issues that revolve around
the depletion of our diminishing
resources. If you care about this issue, if
providing for our children is a matter of
deep concern to you, you can make a
real and important contribution by
helping Pugwash.

Because Pugwash itself is in danger.
Dependent as it is on private donations,
its financial base has always been
insecure. Now it faces disaster. Inflation
and the drying up of grants have taken
their toll and this situation cannot
continue. Pugwash may be the best hope
we have. Pugwash needs your support
now—now when its work is most
urgent.

You can help by becoming a Friend of
Pugwash. As a Friend you will be kept
up to date on Pugwash meetings and
publications. Your contribution, of
course, will be fully tax-deductible.

A $100 donation enrolls you as a
Friend of Pugwash. Students and those
unable to contribute $100 can enroll as
associate members for $30. Please don’t
delay. Fill out the coupon or send your
check with the information required.



swampland

of American

foreign
policy

The Chairman of the
Senate Intelligence
Committee finds

in the excesses

of the CIA the
symptoms of an
illusion of American
omnipotence which
has entrapped

and enthralled the
nation’s presidents

Frank Church

Two hundred years ago, at the
founding of this nation, Thomas
Paine observed that “Not a place
upon earth might be so happy as
America. Her situation is remote
from all the wrangling world.”’ 1 still
believe America remains the best
place on Earth, but it has long since
ceased to be ‘‘remote from all the
wrangling world.”

On the contrary, even our internal
economy now depends on events far
beyond our shores. The energy cri-
sis, which exposed our vulnerable
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dependence upon foreign oil, made
the point vividly.

It is also tragic but true that our
own people can no longer be made
safe from savage destruction hurled
down upon them from the most
hidden and remote regions on Earth.
Soviet submarines silently traverse
the ocean floors carrying transcon-
tinental missiles with the capacity to
strike at our heartland. The nuclear
arms race threatens to continue its
deadly spiral toward Armageddon.

In this dangerous setting, it is im-
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perative for the United States to
maintain a strong and effective intel-
ligence service. On this proposition
we can ill-afford to be of two minds.

Frank Church, a Democrat from
Idaho, is chairman of the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence Activities,
which was formed on January 27, 1975,
to examine the intelligence activities,
both domestic and foreign, of the CIA,
FBI, IRS, and the U.S. Postal Service as
well as other government agencies. The
Committee will be dismissed on Febru-
ary 29, 1976.

Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 7



We have no choice other than to
gather, analyze, and assess—to the
best of our abilities—vital informa-
tion on the intent and prowess of
foreign adversaries, present or po-
tential.

Without an adequate intelligence-
gathering apparatus, we would be
unableto gauge with confidence our
defense requirements; unable to
conduct an informed foreign policy;
unable to control, through satellite
surveillance, a runaway nuclear
arms race. “The winds and waves
are always on the side of the ablest
navigators,” wrote Gibbon. Those
nations without a skillful intelli-
gence service must navigate beneath
a clouded sky.

With this truth in mind, the United
States established, by the National
Security Act of 1947, a Central Intel-
ligence Agency to collect and evalu-
ate intelligence, and provide for its
proper dissemination within the
government. The CIA was to be a
clearing house for other U.S. intelli-
gence agencies, including those of
the State Department and the vari-
ous military services. It was to be an
independent, civilian intelligence
agency whose duty it was, in the
words of Allen Dulles, CIA Director
from 1953-1961:

To weigh facts, and to draw conclusions
from those facts, without having either
the facts or the conclusions warped by
the inevitable and even proper prejudic-

es of the men whose duty it is to deter-
mine policy and who, having once de-
termined a policy, are too likely to be
blind to any facts which might tend to
prove the policy to be faulty.

“The Central Intelligence Agency,”
concluded Dulles, ‘‘should have
nothing to do with policy.” In this
way, neither the President nor the
Congress would be left with any of
the frequently self-interested intelli-
gence assessments afforded by the
Pentagon and the State Department,
to rely upon.

In its efforts to get at the hard facts,
the CIA has performed unevenly. It
has had its successes and its failures.
The CIA has detected the important
new Soviet weapons systems early
on; but it has often over-estimated
the growth of the Russian ICBM
forces. The CIA has successfully
monitored Soviet adherence to arms
control agreements, and given us the
confidence to take steps toward fur-
ther limitations; but it has been un-
able to predict the imminence of
several international conflicts, such
as the 1973 Arab-Israeli War. In a
word, though it deserves passing
marks for its intelligence work, the
CIA has certainly not been infallible.

While one may debate the quality
of the agency’s performance, there
has never been any question about
the propriety and necessity of its
evolvement in the process of gather-
ing and evaluating foreign intelli-

The Senate Select Committee on
Intelligence Activities, charged with
investigating the intelligence agencies of
the United States government. It came
into being early in 1975 and will submit its
final report later this month.

gence. Nor have serious questions
been raised about the means used to
acquire such information, whether
from overt sources, technical devic-
es, or by clandestine methods.

What has become controversial is
quite unrelated to intelligence, but
has to do instead with the so-called
covert operations of the CIA, those
secret efforts to manipulate events
within foreign countries in ways pre-
sumed to serve the interests of the
United States. Nowhere are such
activities vouchsafed in the statutory
language which created the Agency
in 1947. “No indication was given
in the statute that the CIA would
become a vehicle for foreign politi-
cal action or clandestine political
warfare,” notes Harry Howe Ran-
som, a scholar who has written
widely and thought deeply about the
problems of intelligence in modern
society. Ransom concludes that
““probably no other organization of
the federal government has taken
such liberties in interpreting its le-
gally assigned functions as has the
CIA.”

The legal basis for this political .

action arm of the CIA is very much




open to question. Certainly the leg-
islative history of the 1947 Act fails
to indicate that Congress anticipated
the CIA would ever engage in covert
political warfare abroad.

The CIA points to a catch-all
phrase contained in the 1947 Act as
a rationalization for its operational
prerogatives. A clause in the statute
permits the Agency ‘“‘to perform
such other functions and duties re-
lated to intelligence affecting the
national security as the National Se-
curity Council may, from time to
time, direct.”” These wvague ana
seemingly innocuous words have
been seized upon as the green light
for CIA intervention around the
world.

Malignant Plots

Moreover, these interventions into
the political affairs of foreign coun-
tries soon came to overshadow the
Agency’s original purpose of gather-
ing and evaluating information. Just
consider how far afield we strayed.
For example:

® We deposed the government of
Guatemala when its leftist leanings
displeased us;

® We attempted to ignite a civil
war against Sukarno in Indonesia;

® We intervened to restore the
Shah to his throne in Iran, after
Mossadegh broke the monopoly grip
of British Petroleum over Iranian oil;

® We attempted to launch a
counter-revolution in Cuba through
the abortive landing of an army of
exiles at the Bay of Pigs;

® We even conducted a secret
war in Laos, paying Meo tribesmen
and Thai mercenaries to- do our
fighting there.

All these engagements were initi-
ated without the knowledge or con-
sent or Congress. No country was
too small, no foreign leader too tri-
fling, to escape our attention.

® We sent a deadly toxin to the
Congo with the purpose of injecting
Lumumba with a fatal disease;

® We armed local dissidents in
the Dominican Republic, knowing
their purpose to be the assassination
of Trujillo;

® We participated in a military
coup overturning the very govern-
ment we were pledged to defend in
South Vietnam; and when Premier

Diem resisted, he and his brother
were murdered by the very generals
to whom we gave money and sup-
port;

® We attempted for years to as-
sassinate Fidel Castro and other
Cuban leaders. The various plots
spanned three Administrations, and
involved an extended collaboration
between the CIA and the Mafia.

Whatever led the United States to
such extremes? Assassination is
nothing less than an act of war, and
our targets were leaders of small,
weak countries that could not possi-
bly threaten the United States. Only
once did Castro become an accesso-
ry to a threat, by permitting the
Soviets to install missiles on Cuban
soil within range of the United
States. And this was the one time
when the CIA called off all attempts
against his life.

The roots of these malignant plots
grew out of the obsessions of the
Cold War. When the CIA succeeded
the Office eof Strategic Services of
World War Il, Stalin replaced Hitler
as the Devil Incarnate. Wartime
methods were routinely adopted for
peacetime use.

In those myopic years, the world
was seen as up for grabs between
the United States and the Soviet

Union. Castro’s Cuba raised the
specter of a Soviet outpost at Ameri-
ca’s doorstep. Events in the Domini-
can Republic appeared to offer an
additional opportunity for the Sovi-
ets and their allies. The Congo, freed
from Belgian rule, occupied the stra-
tegic center of the African continent,
and the prospect of Soviet penetra-
tion there was viewed as a threat to
U.S. interests in emerging Africa.
There was a great concern that a
communist takeover in Indochina
would have a ‘‘domino effect”
throughout Asia. Even the lawful
election in 1970 of a Marxist presi-
dent in Chile was still seen by some
as the equivalent of Castro’s con-
quest of Cuba.

In the words of a former Secretary
of State, ‘A desperate struggle [was]
going on in the back alleys of world
politics.” Every upheaval, wherever
it occurred, was likened to a pawn
on a global chessboard, to be moved
this way or that, by the two principal
players. This led the CIA to plunge
into a full range of covert activities
designed to counteract the competi-
tive efforts of the Soviet KGB.

Thus, the United States came to
adopt the methods and accept the
value system of the “enemy.’’ In the
secret world of covert action, we

O! C.l.A. can you see
By the Chile dawn light

It was Kissingermane

NATIONAL ANATHEMA

How profoundly you failed
In your late great scheming

When your Helmsman struck shoals
And your vessel sprang leaks

As the venture was botched
Past all hope of redeeming?

Though the plot was insane, : ey

To a high cosmic plane . . .
And could happen again.

O! C.I.A. let no new-fangled planner now push
For a sham Angola role while we beat about the Bush.

—Felicia Lamport

February 1976
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threw off all restraints. Not content
merely to discreetly subsidize for-
eign political parties, labor unions,
and newspapers, the Central Intelli-
gence Agency soon began to direct-
ly manipulate the internal politics of
other countries. Spending many mil-
lions of dollars annually, the CIA
filled its bag with dirty tricks, rang-
ing from bribery and false propagan-
da to schemes to ““alter the health’
of unfriendly foreign leaders and
undermine their regimes.

In his handwritten notes for this
meeting, Nixon indicated that he
was ‘‘not concerned’’ with the risks
involved. As CIA Director Helms
recalled in testimony before the Sen-
ate Committee, ‘“‘The President
came down very hard that he want-
ed something done, and he didn't
care how.” To Helms, the order had
been all-inclusive. “If | ever carried
a marshal’s baton in my knapsack
out of the Oval Office,”” he recalled,
it was that day.”” Thus, the Presi-

The blame lies in the fantasy that it lay within
our power to control other countries through
the covert manipulation of their affairs; it
formed part of a greater illusion that entrapped
and enthralled our Presidents: the illusion of
American omnipotence.

No where is this imitation of KGB
tactics better demonstrated than in
the directives sent to CIA agents in
the Congo in 1960. Instructions to
kill the African leader Lumumba
were sent via diplomatic pouch,
along with rubber gloves, a mask,
syringe, and a lethal biological ma-
terial. The poison was to be injected
into some substance that Lumumba
would ingest, whether food or tooth-
paste. Before this plan was imple-
mented, Lumumba was killed by
Congolese rivals. Nevertheless, our
actions had fulfilled the prophesy of
George Williams, an eminent theo-
logian at the Harvard Divinity
School, who once warned, ‘’Be cau-
tious when you choose your enemy,
for you will grow more like him."”

Allende ‘Unacceptable’

The imperial view from the White
House reached its arrogant summits
during the Administration of Richard
Nixon. On September 15, 1970, fol-
lowing the election of Allende to be
President of Chile, Richard Nixon
summoned Henry Kissinger, Richard
Helms, and John Mitchell to the
White House. The topic was Chile.
Allende, Nixon stated, was unac-
ceptable to the President of the Unit-
ed States.

10

dent of the United States had given
orders to the CIA to prevent the
popularly-elected President of Chile
from entering office.

To bar Allende from the Presiden-
cy, a military coup was organized,
with the CIA playing a direct role in
the planning. One of the major ob-
stacles to the success of the mission
was the strong opposition to a coup
by the Commander-in-Chief of the
Chilean Army, General Rene
Schneider, who insisted that Chile’s
constitution be upheld. As a result of
his stand, the removal of General
Schneider became a necessary in-
gredient in the coup plans. Unable
to get General Schneider to resign,
conspirators in Chile decided to kid-
nap him. Machine guns and ammu-
nition were passed by the CIA to a
group of kidnappers on October 22,
1970. That same day General
Schneider was mortally wounded on
his way to work in an attempted
kidnap, apparently by a group affili-
ated with the one provided weapons
by the CIA.

The plot to kidnap General
Schneider was but one of many ef-
forts to subvert the Allende regime.
The United States sought also to
bring the Chilean economy under
Allende to its knees. In a situation

report to Dr. Kissinger, our Ambas-
sador wrote that:

Not a nut or bolt will be allowed to
reach Chile under Allende. Once Al-
lende comes to power we shall do all
within our power to condemn Chile and
the Chileans to utmost deprivation and
poverty, a policy designed for a long
time to come to accelerate the hard
features of a Communist society in Chile.

The ultimate outcome, as you
know, of these and other efforts to
destroy the Allende government was
a bloodbath which included the
death of Allende and the installa-
tion, in his place, of a repressive
military dictatorship.

Why Chile? What can possibly
explain or justify such an intrusion
upon the right of the Chilean people
to self-determination? The country
itself was no threat to us. It has been
aptly characterized as a ‘‘dagger
pointed straight at the heart of Ant-
arctica.”’

Was it to protect American-
owned big business? We now know
that I.T.T. offered the CIA a million
dollars to prevent the ratification of
Allende’s election by the Chilean
Congress. Quite properly, this offer
was rejected. But the CIA then spent
much more on its own, in an effort
to accomplish the same general ob-
jective.

Yet, if our purpose was to save the
properties of large U.S. corpora-
tions, that cause had already been
lost. The nationalization of the
mines was decided well before Al-
lende’s election; and the question of
compensation was tempered by in-
surance against confiscatory losses
issued to the companies by the U.S.
government itself.

No, the only plausible explana-
tion for our intervention in Chile is
the persistence of the myth that
communism is a single, hydra-
headed serpent, and that it remains
our duty to cut off each ugly head,
wherever and however it may ap-
pear.

Ever since the end of World War
I, we have justified our mindless
meddling in the affairs of others on
the ground that since the Soviets do

. it, we must do it, too. The time is at

hand to re-examine that thesis.
Before Chile, we insisted that




communism had never been freely
chosen by any people, but forced
upon them against their will. The
communists countered that they re-
sorted to revolution because the
United States would never permit
the establishment of a communist
regime by peaceful means

In Chile, President Nixon con-
firmed the communist thesis. Like
Caesar peering into the colonies
from distant Rome, Nixon said the
choice of government by the Chile-
ans was unacceptable to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

The attitude in the White House
seemed to be: If—in the wake of
Vietnam—I! can no longer send the
Marines, then | will send in the CIA.

What Have We Gained?

But what have we gained bv our
policy of consummate intervention,
compared to what we have lost?

® A “friendly” Iran and Indone-
sia, members of the OPEC cartel
which imposes extortionate prices
on the Western World for indispen-
sable oil?

® A hostile Laos that preferred the
indigenous forces of communism 1
control imposed by Westerners,
which smacked of the hated colo
nialism against which they had
fought so long to overthrow?

® A fascist Chile, with thousands
of political prisoners languishing in
their jails, mocking the professed
ideals of the United States through
out the hemisphere?

If we have gained little, what then
have we lost? | suggest we have
lost—or grievously impaired—the
_good _name_and reputation_of the
United States from which we once
drew a unique capacity to exercise

matchless moral leadership. Where
once we were admired, now Weé are

resented. Where once we were wel-"

come, now we are tolerated, at best.

In_the eyes of millions _of once

friendly foreign people, the United

States 1s today regarded with grave

suspicion_and distrust.

What else can account for the
startling decline in American pres-
tige? Certainly not the collapse of
our military strength, for our fire
power has grown immensely since
the end of World War 11

I must lay the blame, in large

measure, to the fantasy that it lay
within our power to control other
countries through the covert manip-
wlation of their affairs. It formed part
of a greater illusion that entrapped
and enthralled our Presidents: the
illusion of American omnipotence.

Nevertheless, | do not draw the
conclusion of those who now argue
that all U.S. covert operations must
be banned in the future. | can con-
ceive of a dire emergency when
timely clandestine action on our part
might avert a nuclear holocaust and
save an entire civilization.

I can also conceive of circum-
stances, such as those existing in
Portugal today, where our discreet
help to democratic political parties
might avert a forcible take-over by a
communist minority, heavily subsi-
dized by the Soviets. In Portugal,
such a bitterly-unwanted, Marxist
regime is being resisted courageous-
ly by a people who earlier voted 84
percent against it.

But these are covert operations
consistent either with the imperative
of national survival or with our tradi-
tional belief in free government. If
our hand were exposed helping a
foreign people in their struggle to be
free, we could scorn the cynical
doctrine of “plausible denial,’”” and
say openly, ‘“Yes, we were there—
and proud of it.”’

February 1976

Senator Frank Church (right) and Dr.
Edward Schantz, professor of chemistry
atthe University of Wisconsin, one of
many witnesses who appeared before the
Senate Intelligence Committee. Dr.
Schantz, who first developed shellfish
toxin for the United States Army, testified
that the poison could be putto good use in
the medical community.

We were there in Western Europe,
helping to restore democratic gov-
ernments in the aftermath of World
War |Il. It was only after our faith
gave way to fear that we began to
act as a self-appointed sentinel of
the status quo.

Then it was that all the dark arts of
secret intervention—bribery, black-
mail, abduction, assassination—
were put to the service of reaction-
ary and repressive regimes that can
never, for long, escape or withstand
the volcanic forces of change.

And the United States, as a result,
became ever more identified with
the claims of the old order, instead
of the aspirations of the new.

The remedy is clear. American
foreign policy,  whether _openly or
secretly pursued, must_ be made to

conform once more to our historic

“ideals, the same fundamental belief =

e
in freedom and popular government
- - -
That once made us a beacon of hope
>

—forthe downtrodden and oppressed
ad

“throughout the world.
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U.S. destroyer Dahigrentails-a missile-
laden Soviet freighter, home-bound from
Cuba, at the height of the crisis in 1962.
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. in a manner that will least injure the country.”
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“In our kind of society,” he said, “there's no way" this
kind of issue can be brushed under the rug, but I hope
we can make the disclosure, I hope we can relate the scts

e -

-In framing the committee’s mission, Frank’ Forrester

-~Church JIr. helps to frame a picture of himself—a serious,

-cautious man, acutely conscious of form, and mainly &b~ |

. 'sorbed now in the question of how to tell a gruesome story
-.in language that is politically acceptable not ooly to ‘nore

j:*rank Chu;ch 3

Is Moving
Center Stage

By CHRISTOPHER LYDON

WASHINGTON—Take it from Senator Frank Church of .

Idaho, chairman of the Senate’'s Select Committee on
Intelligence Activities in general and spy murder plots in
particular, that “If the answers are there, we will find
them.” ' - ) .

“It's clear, Isn't it, to the country that the most delicate
and inflammatory issue of all has been bucked over to
the Senate committee,”. Mr. Church was saying last week
after President Ford and the Rockefeller Commission
wrapped up their inquiry into the Central Intelligence
Agency and handed the dark mystery of foreign-policy-by-
assassination to the Congress.

‘“Someone has to deal with it,” he said, toying with a
small cigar in his calm, cozy study just off the Senate
floor. “I1 don't exactly welcome it, but it's fallen to the
committee, and once we've satisfied ourselves we have all the
facts, we'll have to figure out the timing and the method
for making the appropriate disclosure. .

. 3

nation at large. <

Though he joffers no details, Mr. Church has clearly
known the worst of the assassination story for some time
‘now and never hesitated to cast it in the gravest moral
terms. When Vice President Rockefeller declared two weeks
ago that the C.I.A.’S transgressions were ‘not major,"”

Senator Church responded that his committee had hard.

evidence of assassination planning. “I don't regard murder
plots as a major matter,” he said. “Ours is not a wicked
country and we cannot abide a wicked Government.

“You know, they're trying to compare it now with the

'idea of doing away with Hitler in the late thirties,” he

went on the other day. “But we were dealing here with
little countries' who couldn’t possibly menace the United
States, whose leaders were simply inconvenient—nuisances!
If we're going to lay claim to being a civilized country we
must make certain in the future that no agency of our
Government can be licensed to murder. The President of
the United States ‘cannot become a glorified godfather.”
" Yet righteous rhetoric and powerful punchlines are second
nature to Frank Church. He won the- American Legion's
oratorical contest at age 16. He made his national debut with
a bombastic keynote address at the Democratic convention
of 1960: “The hinge of history swings on the United States,”
he said then. “The maintenance of peace, the preservation of
freedom, the fate of the world, all ultimately depend upon
American principle, American prestige and American power.’

Even to friends he has long seemed to be in love with the
sound of his owh voice. i 208

And so the question about Frank Church is hardly
whether he will be able to draw a stirring speech from his
examination of the Central Intelligence Agency but whether
he can shape a majority of the committee and rally a consti-
tuency outside Idaho behind the kind of indignation he feels.
On past performance it is not an easy question to guess at.

_ He has always been viewed as a model “loner” in Senate
politics. A conscientious and independent student of policys
a wide reader and effective writer, he repented of his cold
war certitude not long after that keynote speech and became
an early’ dlssenter on Vietnam, at considerable peril back
- ool T
' = - ! \ ¥
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'conservanve tolleagues on the Senate committee but to the
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home. He has seemed at the same time a soloist, a somewhat
vain and distant man even with his fellow Senators, an orator
whose eloquence sometimes has more performance value
than persuasion in it.

Into his fourth six-year term and still only 50, it may be
partly chance that Frank Church has long been over-
shadowed on his major committees by more senior Demo-
crats such as former Senator J. William Fulbright on foreign
relations and by Senator Henry M. Jackson in interior.

But he has also lacked their stubborn legislative skill,
their taste for aggressive staffs and their love of the game.
For sound provincial political reason¢, he long refused to
pay any assistant more than the Governor of Idaho's salary,
which was $12,500. He has admitted to feeling ‘‘lonesome”
in political Washington.

Senator Church’s chairmanship, on the other hand, of .

the frisky young Subcommittee on Multinational Corpora-

txons has been cited as the most promising curreng verslon
of the old Kefauver phenomenon—the Presidential launchi g
of small-state Senators through hot-news television heanngs
which, though it didn’t quite work for Estes Kefauver in
the fifties, has never.lost its allure. *

The multinational inquiry cut its teeth two years ago on

_the International Telephone and Telegraph corporation's

political machinations in Chile, including the $1-million offer
to the C.IA. to help thwart the late Dr. Salvador Allende’s
presidential ambitions. The subcommittee has delivered
blockbusters on a steady schedule ever since, from the ex-
amination of the international oil cartel and the limitation on
American credit for the development of natural gas in the
Soviet Union to the most recent revelations of corporate
bribes far political favors abroad.

But the hard-charging, publicity-wise staff of the multl-
national subcommittee plays by looser rules than Senator

Church has set down on the Central Intelligence Agency in-"
- vestigation. The political and institutional stakes are bigger

in the project, and certainly the Republican members of the
committee, led by Senators John Tower of Texas and Barry
Goldwater of Arizona, are a more aggressive presence than

 their colleagues on the multinational panel.

“He’ll try to settle for half a loaf on the C.IA,,” says a
Senate staff man who has watched Mr. Church closely for
10 years. “He's persuadable. In that academic, abstract way

-he has, he’ll come out looking to the future, trying maybe

to amend the statute. I'm just not confident that he'll stand
up in a committee showdown when the right-wingers get
rough. Where is his support going to come from?

“Whatever the consequences,” says Senator Church, "tl'us
investigation must be thorough and it must be honest.”

A long-shot Presidential candidacy may well be at stake
here. Senator Church broke up an exploratory finance com-
mittee when he took the intelligence committee assignment,
but the glint is still in his eye and supporters are still inte-
rested, from super-rich contributors in Malibu, California to
Mary Perot Nichols of The Village Voice in Manhattan, who
calls Frank Church “the hottest liberal dark horse” for the
1976 campaign. .

At a minimum, and 1T 1s not sman mintmum, washington
and the world are probably watching the next cnatrman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. That chairman-
ship is an older and closer ambition than the Presidency,

"and it is now only one seat and four years away if Senator
John J. Sparkman of Alabama retires, as expected, at the

end of hlS term.

Chrxstopher Lydon is a correspondent in The New York
Times Washington bureau who specializes in political oﬂalrs
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A BIG CHANCE FOR CHURCH

sl

" The chairman of the Senate com-
mittee probing U.S. intelligence op-
erations thinks the United States has
been trying to carve out too large a
role in the world.

“Our foreign policy has been ex-
cessively interventionist,” says Sena-
tor Frank Church. “We have under-
taken to be the world’s policeman,
banker and judge, and the time has
. come to redress the balance.”

Such sentiments from the fourth-
term Idaho Democrat are nothing
new. In the late 1960s and early
1970s, he was a leader in the Senate
fight against U.S. military involve-
ment in Indo-China.

Increasing attention. However,
the views of Frank Church are get-
ting increasing attention nowadays.
And many are wondering whether
telecasts of his hearings will make
him a serious contender for the
presidential nomination in 1976.

Some think the youthful looking,
50-year-old legislator may become a
television hit at a time Democrats

are casting about for a fresh person--

ality as a national candidate.
Today, however, Senator Church
is not widely known across the U.S.
He was borm July 25, 1924, in
Boise, the son of a sporting-goods-
store owner. Although reared as a
Republican, he became a Democrat
as a teen-ager after visiting the li-
brary to bone up on the New Deal.
After Army service in World War
O, Mr. Church married Bethine
Clark, daughter of Chase Clark,
then Democratic Governor of Ida-
ho. They have two sons, 26 and 18.
After graduation from: Stanford
University Law School, he practiced
law in Boise. In 1956, when only 32,
he was elected to the U.S. Senate.
Although Idaho is considered a

conservative State, Mr. Church has"

taken a liberal stance on most issues
but easily won re-election three
times. He is the only Democratic
Senator ever re-elected in Idaho.

" Mr. Church reveres the late Re-
publican Senator William E. Borah
of Idaho, an apostle of isolationism
in the 1930s. But he eschews the
“isolationist” label for himself. He
says U.S. involvement abroad should
be limited to areas “where the vital
interests of the United States are
clearly at stake.”

Sonam Frank Church (Dem.), Idaho

_In the Senate, Mr. Church has e

made his mark as a leading member
of the prestigious Foreign Relations
Committee. Under the seniority sys-
tem, he is only a few years away
from becoming chairman.

Pride in his style. Since winning
an American Legion oratory contest
at age 16, he has prided himself on
his speaking style. This love of orato-
ry has sometimes opened him to the
charge of being pretentious—in-
clined to revel in the limelight. But
friends say his basic instinct in any
political fight is to seek accommoda-
tion rather than confrontation.

They point out that while the
House intelligence probe is in sham-
bles, Mr. Church has won praise
from both parties for his careful
stewardship of the Senate inquiry.

Mr. Church asked for the intelli-
gence assignment, and when he got
it, he halted the work of a group
that was exploring the possibility of
his presidential candidacy.

He says he will not think about
the presidential question again until
the intelligence inquiry is over. To
those who see the investigation as a
potential Church launching pad, the
Idaho Senator replies that it could
just as easily turn into a “kamikaze”
suicide flight if the inquiry erupts
into bitter controversy.

Does the idea of being President
appeal to Frank Church? He told
U.S. News & World Report: “‘1 don’t
think you can devote your life to
politics as I have and not find the
most exalted office of all alluring.
But I've always thought a man could
render significant service in the
Senate, too. So I'm not losing any
sleep over it.”
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Recall Senator Church o

SigE WM..'-‘F
 One can understand the impatlence
- of the voters of Idaho to:do- better
" for themselves. than ‘Senator Frank
Church. He is the gentleman best for-
gotten for his dreadful keynote ad-
dress at the Democratic convention
of 1960. Now his
views on:Vietnam
are not those of
the Administration
. or of the leaders
“of the Democratic
- Party, or, it ap-
- pears, of the citi-
zens of Idaho—
who now desire to
- replace Senator
. Church .by re-
- course to the pop-
ulist extreme of

Buckley

recall. My own hope is a) that the -

recall movement will fail; b) that if
it doesn’t, that the courts will knock
it out; and c¢) that Senator Church

will be conventionally defeated at

the polls in the fall of 1968 when
he is due to run for re-election.
Although the recall movement is
being backed primarily by conserva-
tives, it is a most un-conservative
thing that they are doing. It is espe-
‘cially strange that some of the peo-
ple who have associated themselves
with the movement adopt as their
principal political slogan the motto
“This is a republic, not a democracy.
Let's keep it that way.” One of the
more important differences between
a republic and a democracy is rule
by representatives of the people rather
than rule directly by the people them-
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selves If the latter were truly de-~

sirable, we could have running dem-

ocracy without any difficulty at all - ;

by simply plugging in Dr. Gallup to
a big IBM machine and turning on
the dial. Do you prefer Johnson or
Nixon? If the answer on Monday is
Nixon 51, Johnson 49, we could sim-
ply flash the helicopter to jettison
Lyndon, and pop up to New York
to fetch Nixon, who then would be
President until. . . Do you prefer
Nixon or Romney? Tuesday, when
Romney. comes in.

And so for all the senators, and
for all the congressmen, until some-
one stopped to ask the question: why
have any elected officials at all? Why
not just constantly submit questions
about everything to the voters, and
let them decide directly?

Why Not Wait?

The attitude of the gentlemen from

Idaho who desire to recall Senator.

Church reminds one of the impor-
tunate citizens of Massachusetts who
tried to suggest to John Quincy
Adams in the 1830s that his business
as congressman was to register ex-
actly their views on public matters.

"To which the ex-President replied

that for such a job clerks were avail-
able, that his notion of representative
government was not that of someone
sent to Washington to transcribe the
fluctuations in popular opinion back
home, but that of a man in whose
capacities the voters have confidence,
which confidence they may renew or

of the House of Repres
reliable an exegete of the

Representatives,” And gives
amples: “Asserting this prin
House in 1807 seated a mem
election was contested on th
that he had not been twelv
a resident of the district frc
elected as required by State:
attempt was made to ascertaxnw
er these requirements wer

cause the State law was deem
be unconstitutional. Both th
and Senate ' have seated :m
elected during their term i
as state judges, despite the provis
of State constitutions purportin
bar the election of ]udgesw

as “adding to the qualificati
scribed by the Consntuhom
doubt the Senate would reply
that is in effect what is being do
Senator Church: adding th :
cation that he shall voice:
monious with those of the+
The latter is surely the mo
able construction.

Why not wait? Nineteen sixty-
is not so far away, and in the
time Senator Church is not
to change our foreign policy
not, by his eccentric views,
ing the republic nearly so I
the new populists of Idaho



region offers the little countries of Indo=#
china their best hope for remaining in=3
dependent. They would, of necessity; 38
establish friendly ties with China, stay
ing scrupulously neutral and unaligned 8
but they need not become the vassal§
states that a spreadmg war, drawm
Chinese armies in, would surely make;
them. This even applies to North Viet-%
nam, where nationalist feeling againsti$
China is deep, and where Ho Chi Minh#§
does not yet take his orders from Pe-}
king. Clearly, if we seek to-restricti
Chinese hegemony in Southeast Asia;
a settlement in Vietnam is essential. &
Those who urge the contrary course-

a Korean-type war in -Indochina
often argue that South Vietnam hasi
become the testing ground of a' new
and vicious form of Communist aggres?
sion, the guerrilla war. They contend;
that the Viet Cong rebels, though per:
haps not the pawns of Peking, are af
least the agents of Hanoi; that indirect:®
aggression by infiltration is being prac=%
ticed by the North against the South:
and that we Americans must see to i
that the guerrillas are driven out, of
such wars of subversion will spread. ¥
I grant this seems a compelling ar
gument, but it won’t stand up undes
close analysis. Communist guerrilla
wars didn’t begin in Vietnam and won't
end there, regardless of the outcome of
this particular struggle. American muss
cle, sufficiently used, may hold the 17th
parallel against infiltrators from the
North, but our bayonets will not stop—
they could even spread—Communist
agitation within other Asian countries#
A government may be checked by
force, but not an idea. There is no way
to fence off an ideology. 1
Indeed. Communist-inspired guer:
rilla wars have always jumped over
boundary lines. They have erupted i
scattered, far-flung places around thé&
globe, wherever adverse conditions

: [ Y
the popular vieu:.
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U. S. POLICY AND THE “NEW EUROPE”
By Frank Church

RESIDEN'T Johnson said recently of Europe: “The
P Europe of today is a new Europe. In place of uncertainty,

there is confidence; in place of decay, progress; in place of
isolation, partnership; in place of war, peace.” Confidence, prog-
ress, partnership and peace—what better testimonial could there
be to the health and vitality, both political and economic, of
Europe today; and what better promise for Europe’s future?

During the summer, in a month of hearings, the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee examined “the Europe of today.” Our dis-
cussions ranged over the entire continent, literally from the
Atlantic to the Urals, and beyond. For a diagnosis of the Atlantic
Alliance means considering not only de Gaulle’s aims, but the
prospects for German reunification, Britain’s association with
the Common Market, nuclear arms control, greater European
cohesion, East-West détente, the impact of Viet Nam, and much
more. These problems are connected to each other in a seamless
web that joins the United States with Europe, linking us together
in the future as inextricably as in the past.

When the Committee’s hearings began, it was announced that
their purpose was educational. In preparation for them, I visited
Europe in May for interviews with governmental leaders, in-
cluding Wilson, Erhard and de Gaulle, along with prominent
spokesmen of the opposition parties and other knowledgeable
political observers. I have now had a chance to test my tentative
conclusions against what the Committee has been told by a
number of distinguished American experts on Europe.

The fact that there is in Europe today confidence, progress,
partnership and peace is due, in no small part, to farsighted
policy decisions we have taken since the end of the war. But we
may stand in danger of being so dazzled by past successes that
we could easily stumble into future failures. For Europe is now
rumbling, not with discontent, but with a new spirit of indepen-
dence, in both East and West. We seem to.hear the sound, but
we may not understand its meaning. To me it is the murmur of
widespread European assent to the proposmon “Resolved, that
the postwar period has ended.”

Testifying before the Committee on July 13, Under Secretary




State George Ball said: " 1he INA1U Ciists paive e oo
riod] . . . is over.” Such a statement assumes that the prin-
~al problem facing NATO is France’s refusal to continue her
rticipation in SHAPE, or to permit NATO bases to remain on
ench soil, and that because the other allies have decided to
ain a relocated military headquarters for the Alliance in
Igium, the crisis has ended.
But the questions General de Gaulle has raised have a much
eper significance. For he is the symbol of the growing desire of
uropean countries to exert more control over their own destinies
the longing for a larger measure of national independence. To
1e extent that he has appealed successfully to these senti-
ents, General de Gaulle is not isolated, either in France or in
urope. And, perhaps more importantly, by leading the assault
non the old barriers of the cold war, which all Western Euro-
ans want removed, he appears to many, if not to most, Euro-
cans to be moving with the current of history, while the suspicion
rows that we are anchored to the past. Europeans recognize that
e Gaulle’s perspectives exceed his power, but they also believe
hat we are so preoccupied elsewhere, particularly in Viet Nam,
nd so tied to cold-war concepts, that we fail to take advantage
f the openings our power presents. As one astute European
bserver remarked, “France has the objective but not the means,
vhile the United States has the means but not the objective.”
Perhaps our resistance to the mood of Europe is most clearly
eflected in our relations with de Gaulle’s government. We seem
0 have a peculiar ability to get under each other’s skin, to use
:ne another as a foil. McGeorge Bundy described the present
oreign policy of France as “disappointing in its manners, costly
n its pride, wasteful in its lost opportunities, irrelevant in much
f its dramatics and endurable in its fundamentals.” Though an
intriguing epigram, Bundy’s assessment must be weighed on the
scales of recent French history. When the General returned to
power, France was on the verge of civil war. The [Fifth Republic
may be hard to live with, but who would prefer the France before
de Gaulle, with its revolving-door governments? The previous
régime was marked by feeble central power, a faltering economy,
poor national morale, mutinous armies and a chronic inability to
extricate France from costly and questionable colonial involve-
ments. France today is prosperous and stable, shorn of her out-
dated imperial burdens, aglow with the rekmdled pride of her
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design.

How has de Gaulle achieved all this for France? Perhaps, as
Professor Henry Kissinger suggested, it was because the General
saw the need to teach his country and Europe generally “atti-
tudes of independence and self-reliance,” in the belief that “before
a nation or an area can mean something to others it has to mean
something to itself.” Above all, we should remember that, how-
ever disconcerting we find de Gaulle’s policies, or imperious his
style, he has proved time and again, most recently in Moscow,
that he is a man of the West.

Yet, despite de Gaulle’s basic loyalties, the present occupants
of the seventh floor of our State Department will not forgive
him for throwing roadblocks in the path of a united Western
Europe. Secretary Ball, in his appearance before the Committee,
referred repeatedly to the “compelling logic” of a unified Western
Europe, to be built, presumably, in the general image of the
United States. His testimony, in line with many previous De-
partmental statements, was replete with warnings that the alter-
native to unity is a return to the “corrosive nationalist rivalries”
of prewar Europe, as though there were no middle ground.

Actually, there is scant basis to fear that Western Europe—
knit together by a flourishing common market—is in any danger
of unraveling, and even less reason to apprehend a reversion to
the pattern of militant nationalism which plagued the period be-
fore the wars. The “either-or” argument is unreal, a rhetorical
duel between two straw men. When pressed, Secretary Ball him-
self conceded that Western Europe was not likely to revert to the
old habits of a discredited past. Summing up, he sought a more
plausible case, declaring that “the central issue before the Ameri-
can government and the American people . . . is what kind of
Europe and what kind of Atlantic world we want.”

My talks in Europe, and the comments of witnesses during the
hearings, brought home to me the fact that it is not the kind of
Furope we want that any longer governs. The question is really
what kind of resurgent Europe the Europeans themselves will
build. We can encourage them to move in certain directions,
largely because they have looked to us for leadership. But we
should avoid pressing them too hard to adopt our favorite schemes
for solving their problems. Looking back over the statements
of leading State Department officials, one is struck by the fact
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that they scem to hold out for Europe no alternative between
our form of unity and chaos, no awareness that European senti-
ment may have shifted toward a different arrangement, that
what might have been achieved in the vision of such men as Jean
Monnet when Europe lay prostrate after the war may no longer
represent a practical possibility. In brief, I believe it isn’t wise
to keep insisting that Western Europe should grow to resemble
the United States of America.

At best, it is a dubious policy to keep prodding our NATO
partners for their reluctance to make new offerings at the altar
of European union. For we cannot forecast with any certainty
that our Grand Design for Europe, even if it were to happen,
would necessarily prove a blessing to the world.

What real assurance is there that world peace would be pro-
moted by the emergence of another gargantuan state, comparable
in size and strength to the United States or the Soviet Union, and
equally capable of waging global war? Is it not just possible that a
looser association of European countries, which rejects subordina-
tion to a single executive authority, might turn out to be the
safer arrangement? After all, Bismarck’s Reickh welded together,
under one Emperor, the separate principalities which had com-
posed the German Bund in a union which proved a curse to
peace. Yet the Bund itself was once touted for having been
“impregnable in defense and incapable of aggression.”

Can we really be so confident that a united Western Europe
would always remain our faithful partner? We are dismayed by
de Gaulle because he dissents from our view about how European
defense, European political life and European relations with the
rest of the world should be conducted. Why should we believe
that a great European Union would not prove even more asser-
tive, contrary and—dare I use the term?—disobedient than de
Gaulle’s France? Perhaps, as Professor Kissinger suggested, there
are advantages to be found in preserving pluralism in Europe.

In any case, the fact remains that in Europe today there is a
desire for diversity. Therefore, the task for us is to cast our
policy so that it encompasses both the quest for cohesion and
this desire for diversity. To accommodate these two aims con-
currently, we should avoid taking rigid ideological positions. We
must not insist that Europe evolve in any way which does not
correspond to the real feelings of Europeans. Surely the United
States does not hold the only patent on a Grand Design.
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The same insistence on the <olution we want—and that we
think Luropeans should wanr—has been applied to the nuclear
sharing problem. Thousands of pages have been written on this
subject. I can add nothing new to the debate. It does seem to me,
however, on the basis of the accumulated evidence, that we have
handled this problem with a rather heavy hand. The Committee,
to be sure, was told that the United States had not been doctri-
naire on the subject of a mu!tilateral nuclear force, that we had
been “very, very careful not to try to bring pressure” on our
allies to accept the Multilateral Force (M.L.F.), and that the
charge that there has been pressure is “nonsense.”

Our diplomats may believe that thev avoided bringing heavy
pressure to bear on behalf of the M.L.F. prooosal. but this is not
the frank opinion of most European officials directly involved and
of most disinterested experts on both sides of the Atlantic. If
we are so unaware of the resentment our tactics produced our
antennae are in need of major repair.

Likewise, at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference in
Geneva, the United States has nearly isolated itself in insisting
upon retaining the so-called European clause in our draft pro-
posal for a nuclear non-proliferation treaty. This clause would
leave the door open for the creation of an independent European
nuclear deterrent, although the necessary precondition for such
a force is a degree of political unity which Secretary Ball him-
self has described as “far exceeding that foreseen in the near
future by even the most optimistic proponents of European
federalism.”

The official argument, rooted once again in our Grand Design
for Europe, is that we are unwilling to foreclose the possibility
that some future European Union might organize a nuclear de-
terrent force in which the Germans could participate. Besides, we
want to preserve our option for a “hardware” soiution to the
nuclear-sharing problem within the Western Alliance. We say that
the clause, which one knowledgeable observer has described as
though written with a “ball-point corkscrew,” would not lead to
proliferation because it permits no increase in the total number
of “nuclear entities” in the world. I wonder what our attitude
toward such an option would be if mainland China announced
its intention to form an M.L.F. with Albania, Mali and North
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Viet Nam, or the Soviet Union an M.L.F. with Poland and Cuba.

In any event, the State Department insists that the European
clause is “not the real obstacle to a non-proliferation agreement.”
The Committee was told that German access to nuclear weapons,
under an M.L.F. or a similar “hardware”-sharing scheme, would
1ot even prove a serious obstacle to German reunification, which
“will come about when conditions are ripe for it.” Most Euro-
peans would disagree.

Our refusal to drop the European clause seems to indicate that
we have decided it is more important to bind West Germany
more tightly to a truncated NATO than to improve relations
with the Soviet Union. I think our priority is wrong. As far as I
can determine, the other European nations at Geneva, including
our allies, feel that we are mortgaging the present for the sake of a
highly problematical future. In other words, most Europeans—I
willmention West Germany in a moment—who would participate
in a separate European deterrent and whose interests this hypo-
thetical, if not visionary, force would presumably serve, are not
pressing us to retain the European clause. Why, then, should we
insist on keeping an option for them which they do not demand,
or at least do not think is important enough to jeopardize closer
relations with the Soviet Union? Is this in our interest—or in
theirs?

In discussing the ultimate goal of our policy in Europe, Mr.
Bundy said: “Settlement is the name of the game.” If we are
going to play the game, we must remember that the ball is
labeled “relations with the Soviet Union.” If we are not going to
play, we will discover that the game will go on without us, and we
shall soon become spectators in Europe rather than participants.
However much we may doubt the Russians, most Europeans
are persuaded that the danger of a Soviet attack has receded,
and that, as a result of developments in the Communist world—
particularly the revival of nationalism in Eastern Europe and the
necessity for Russia to turn about and face the challenge of a
hostile China—the time has arrived for a diplomatic assault upon
the unwelcome barriers which split the Continent. For the parti-
tion of Europe at the Elbe is regarded by Europeans on both sides
as transitory and unnatural.

The United States should lead its allies in their reach eastward
across the Elbe. for we alone can deal, on equal terms, with the
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will press on, believing, as more Europeans do every day, that in
Europe, at least, the cold war is over. It would be tragic for all
concerned—except the Soviets—if by standing so far behind our
Western European allies we forced them to turn their backs
on us in order to seek reconciliation with Eastern Europe, as they
are bound to do.

To lead the new search for a European settlement, we need not
join in the European consensus that the Russian threat has faded
away. We can parley without discarding the Western Alliance,
to which even France proclaims her continuing fidelity. NATO
still exists as a fort for the West, should the Soviet Union turn
militant again.

On the diplomatic front, the best place for a breakthrough
remains Geneva, where we may have come within reach of a non-
proliferation treaty. Negotiations should not be permitted to
break down on the issue of retaining the European clause. It is
reunification, not nuclear sharing, which concerns the Germans
most. Europeans, including many Germans, hold generally to the
belief that reunification can come about only after much better
relations have been established between the two halves of Europe.
Maintaining the option for increased German access to nuclear
weapons can only add to the fears and suspicions; closing the
option, on the other hand, would tend to lessen tensions. As Mr.
Bundy pointed out, so would a clear public statement by the West
German government accepting the Oder-Neisse line. I have the
impression, and several witnesses before the Committee did too,
that German public opinion is coming around to a realization of
the need to strengthen the East Europeans’ confidence in Ger-
many. I would think that we should encourage the Germans to do
so. I do not see why we, alone among the Western powers, seem
unwilling to accept the thesis that reunification will follow relaxa-
tion. I do not see why we, again alone, continue to assert an almost
mystical belief that eventually, for inexplicable reasons, condi-
tions will somehow materialize making German reunification
possible. By holding to this view, by insisting on a European
clause as a prerequisite for a non-proliferation treaty, we are
running the risk of not only falling between two stools but of
knocking both over. For the prospect of an integrated European
nuclear deterrent is most likely to prove a mlrage An empty hope
can only disillusion the West Germans, causing them—more in
<orrow than in anger—to pull away from NATO’s close embrace.
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OPE, FRANCIS BACON once commented, makes a
good breakfast, but it is a lean supper. As Latin
America enters the 70’s, her governments tremble

beneath the bruising tensions that separate hope from
fulfillment.

“Here is a subcontinent,” historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
observes, "where one-eighth more people than the population
of the United States subsist on less than one-eighth of our
gross national product, where 5 per cent of the people receive
a third of the income and 70 per cent live in abject poverty,
and where in country after country the political and social
structures are organized to keep things that way . . .”

As Germéan Arciniegas of Colombia pointed out in a famous
observation, there are two Latin Americas: the visible and the
invisible. "Visible Latin America is the Latin America of
Presidents, generals, embassies, newspapers, business houses,
universities, cathedrals, estancias and /f:zciendas. But in the
shadows lies ‘'mute, repressed’ Latin America, a 'vast reservoir
of revolution . .. Nobody knows what these . . . silent men and
women think, feel, dreamn, or await in the depths of their
being.’ In recent years, invisible Latin America has begun to
stir. Workers and campesinos want three meals a day and a
modicum of human recognition and dignity. Indians want to
enter the national life of their countries. Intellectuals and
students want social justice. Engineers and soldiers want
modernization. Whatever the particular goal, the inherited
condition of life is becoming every day more insupportable for
more people.”

Much of Latin America entered the 20th Century with a
way of life inherited from 16th Century Spain and Portugal.
This is a way of life which in many respects is incompatible
with a modern, industrialized society. Latin countries are
plunging headlong into the 21st Century with precious little
time to make a transition that took generations in the United
States and centuries in Western Europe.

Yet the imperative is clear. In countries whose per capita
income presently ranges from $80 to $800 a year, only the
fastest economic growth conceivable can possibly produce
enough food, shelter, clothing and employment to match the
spiralling requirements of the swelling population. This
multitude, which now numbers 276 million souls, is growing
at the rate of 3 per cent a year, faster than any other
population in the world; yet production, on a net per capita
basis, is increasing at only half that rate. Inflation is endemic;
foreign exchange is in short supply; export trade opportunities
are restricted by barriers interposed by the already rich,
developed nations; and overall economic growth is falling
chronically short of satisfactory levels. The Sixties did not
bring the much-heralded “Decade of Development” to Latin
America. The euphoric expectation of bountiful blessings
generated by the Alliance for Progress has receded, and
widespread disillusionment has set in.

Still, economists know what is required within Latin
America to move it into an era of adequate, self-sustaining
economic growth.There is general consensus on the necessity
for far-reaching agrarian and fiscal reform, for increasing
internal savings and enlarging internal markets, for regional
economic integration, and for more favorable trading
arrangements with the developed countries. Most of all, there
is the need to bring into the national economic life the large
numbers of Latin Americans, amounting in some countries to
the greater part of the whole population, who are now, for all
practical purposes, subsisting outside a money economy.

Obviously, if such profound internal changes can be
accomplished at all. they can be brought about only by the
Latin Americans themselves. The impetus must come from
within. Success or failure may be marginally influenced, but it
cannot be bestowed from without—neither by the United
States nor any other foreign power.

It is also evident that the means adopted, the cconomic
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systems devised, the political forms chosen, will likewise have
ro be homegrown. Neither the leisurcly cvolution of medern
capitalism, as it matured in northern Europe and the United
States, nor the ditfering brands of Marxism, as practiced in
Russia or China. offer models for Latin America that are really
relevanr to its cultural inheritance or its pressing needs. Even
Cuban-style communism has tound a meager market in other
Latin lands. Che Guevara’s romantic excursion to spread
Castroism to the mountiins of Bolivia ended in fiasco and
death. For Latin Amcrica, steeped in the Christian tradition
and prizing the individual highly, communism has little
appeal. Indeed, those in the forefront of the struggle for
radical, even revolurionary, reform in Latin America today are
more likely to be found wearing Roman collars than carrying
red banners.

So, as we peer into the 70's, we must anticipate turmoil and
uphecaval throughout Latin America, a decade of instability,
insurrection and irreversible change. Each country will stake
out and cultivate its own political and economic terrain. The
spirit of nationalism will grow more fervent, and movement
along the political spectrum will be generally toward the left.
Inflammable sensitivities will run high.

As for the United States. we would be well advised to
practice an unaccustomed deference. The more gently we press
our hemispheric neighbors, the greater our influence is likely
to be. This will not be easy, tor self-restraint is the hardest of
all lessons for a great power to learn. Too tempting and
seductive is the illusion of omnipotence. Every great power
would prefer to believe—and ascribe to itself—the verity of
the tribute once paid by Prince Metternich to imperial France:
"\When Paris sneezes, Europe catches cold.”

In casting our own weight about the Western Hemisphere,
the United States has shown typically little self-restraint.
Between 1898 and 1924, we directly intervened no less than
31 times in the internal affairs of our smaller neighbors. And
we have yet to kick the habit, as our abortive Bay-of-Pigs
invasion bears witness, not to speak of our military occupation
of the Dominican Republic, as recently as 1965.

In addition to its direct interventions, the United States has
deeply penetrated the economy of Latin America with an
immense outlay of private investment. By the end of 1968,
American business interests had nearly $§13 billion invested in
Latin countries and the Caribbean, nearly three-fourths of
which was concentrated in minerals, petroleum and manufac-
turing industries. The extent and growth of these holdings
have inevitably—and not surprisingly—given rise to cries of
"Yankee Imperialism.”

A recent study by the Council for Latin America, a United
States business group, reports that in 1966, the total sales by
all U. S. affiliates in Latin America amounted to 13.7 per cent
of the aggregate gross domestic product of all the countries of
the region. If foreign-owned companies played the same
proportionate role in the Unired States, their annual sales
would exceed $130-billion!

Latin Americans have also begun to deny what was long
taken as an article of faith—namely, that foreign investment
oromotes economic development. Hear Foreign Minister
Gabriel Valdes of Chile: "We can assert that Latin America is
contriburing to finance the development of the United States
and other affluent nations. Private investments have meant,
and mean today for Latin America. that the amounts that leave
our continent are many times higher than those that are
invested in it. Our potential capital is diminishing while the
profits of invested capital grow and multiply at an enormous
rate. not in our countries but abroad.”

Minister  Valdés is supported by the UN Economic
Commission for Latin America which estimates the flow of
private investment to Latin America in the period 1960-1966
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at $2.8-billion while the repatriation of profits and income
amounted to $8.3-billion. This means that over this period
foreign investment caused a net loss of $785-million a ycar in
latin America’s balance of payments.

Working with later data on a somewhat different basis, the
Council for Latin America makes the very opposite claim,
putting the net positive contribution of U. S. investment to
Latin America’s balance of payments, during the 1965-1968
period, at $8.5-billion a year.

Wherever the truth may lie, it is clear that the influence of
United States business in Latin America is enormous, and that
its impact produces political as well as economic repercussions.
Whether or not the Latin Americans are right in their analysis
of the adverse effect of private foreign investment on their
balance of payments, the important political point is that they
think they are right about it.

The U. S. presence in Latin America is pervasive, culturally
as well as economically. Latins listen to American music, go to
see American movies, read American books and magazines,
drive American cars, drink Coca-Cola, and shop at Sears. The
ubiquitous American tourist is to be seen on every hand,
worrying aloud about the water and food and complaining
about the difficulty of making himself understood in
English.

The Latin reaction to all of this is somewhat ambivalent.
Latins like the products of U. S. culture and U. S. business, but
at the same time they feel a bit overwhelmed and fearful that
Yankees may indeed be taking over their countries. One of the
causes of internal resistance to proposals for a Latin American
Common Market is the fear that U. §. companies would be
able, through their sheer size, to benefit from it to the
disadvantage of local entrepreneurs.

Given this situation, it has to be expected that regardless of
the policies we adopt, however enlightened and beneficial they
may be, the United States will long remain a national target in
Latin America for criticism, misgiving, suspicion and
distrust.

The picture is not all that bleak, however. Millions of
people in Latin America think well of the people of the
United States. Certain of our leaders have been greatly
admired—Franklin Roosevelt for his “Good Neighbor” policy,
and John F. Kennedy for the way he bespoke the heartfelt
aspirations of the dispossessed. No one can fault the sincerity
of President Kennedy when he launched the Alliance for
Progress in March of 1961, inviting the American Republics
to join in a “vast cooperative effort, unparalleled in magnitude
and nobility of purpose, to satisfy the basic needs of the people
for homes, work and land, health and schools.” Since then, the
United States has funneled in more than $10-billion in various
forms of aid.

Given the magnitude of our effort during the 60's, we are
left to wonder why it produced such disappointing results. We
thought we were seeding the resurgence of demacratic
governments: instead, we have seen a relentless slide toward
militarism. We thought we could remodel Latin societies, but
the reforms we prescribed have largely eluded us. We thought
our generosity would meet with gratitude; but we have seen
antagonism toward us grow as our involvement in their
problems has deepened. We pledged ourselves to goals which
lay beyond our capacity to confer, objectives that could never
be the gift of any program of external aid; by promising more
than we could deliver, we have made ourselves a pausible
scapegoat for pent-up furies and frustrations for which we
bear little or no responsibility.

Worse still. the kind of aid we have extended, has tended to
aggravate, rather than mitigate, these difficulties. Bilateral in
character, administered on a government-to-government basis.
our foreign aid program is embroiled in the internal politics of
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both the donor and recipient countries. The program's very
nature makes this unavoidable, but the consequences are
contributing to a steady deterioration in relations.

First, let us consider what has happened to the foreign aid
program, due to the pressure of domestic politics within the
United States. What commenced (back in the days of the
Marshall Plan for Western Europe) as principally a grant-in-
aid undertaking, has been transformed by the outcry against
“foreign giveaways” into what is now primarily a loan
program. Furthermore, in terms of accomplishing our foreign
policy objectives, hindsight indicates we have gone about
foreign aid backwards. The Marshall Plan should have been
administered mainly on a loan instead of a grant basis, and the
ready return of our investment would have done much to solve
our balance-of-payments problems in the 1960's. In Latin
America, the formula should have been reversed, with the
emphasis on grants instead of loans.

Now the accumulation of these loans, and others as well, by
Latin American governments, is creating serious debt service
problems. “Heavy borrowings by some Western Hemisphere
countries to support development,” notes the Rockefeller
Report, “have reached the point where annual repayments of
interest and amortization absorb a large share of foreign
exchange earnings. Within five years, a number of other
nations in the Western Hemisphere could face the same
situation. Many of the countries are, in effect, having to make
new loans to get the foreign exchange to pay interest and
amortization on old loans, and at higher interest rates.

“This debt service problem is a major concern. If countries
get into a position where interest and amortization payments
on foreign loans require a disproportionately large share of
available foreign exchange, then the general pace of
development will be slowed by the inability to maintain
imports of the capital equipment needed to support economic
growth.”

Of course, in fairness it should be pointed out that our
foreign aid program is not the sole contributor, by any means,
to this mounting debt service problem. From 1962 through
1969, the Export-Import Bank lent $1.7 billion to Latin
America at commercial interest rates and generally shorter
maturities than AID loans. Various European governments
and banks (as well as U. S. banks) have made substantial
loans, frequently at rates of 6 to 8 per cent and for maturities
of no more than 3 to 5 years. It is clear that both we and the
Europeans are going to have to review our lending policies
and explore ways for stretching out repayment schedules. Joint
action between the lending nations, the international lending
institutions, and debtor nations is necessary. I agree with the
Peterson Task Force suggestion to put this strategy “into effect
now to prevent an emergency—not to deal with one after it
has arisen.”

Not only did the pressures of domestic politics change our
aid to loans, but concern over our chronically adverse balance-
of-payments led the Congress to insist upon “tying” these
loans to the purchase of goods and services in the United
States. Thus our “aid”—so-called—became an ill-disguised
subsidy for American exports. While it undeniably constitutes
an addition to Latin American economic resources, it can only
be used for purchases in the United States, or, under the new
Presidential directive, within the Hemisphere, where prices are
often above European or Japanese levels. Moreover, still
another politically-motivated restriction requires that half of
the goods financed by the United States must be transported in
Amcrican bottoms. It has been estimated that this provision
alone reduces the effectiveness of each $100.00 of U. S. loan
assistance by as much as $20.00, furnishing another irritant to
developing countries.

But the worse political consequence of all has been the
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inability of Congress to resist temptation to use the aid
program as both carrot and stick to reward or punish recipient
governments, depending on how we may regard their
behavior. Since 1961, the punitive sections of the Foreign
Assistance Act have increased from 4 to 21.

Most notorious of these punitive provisions is the
Hickenlooper Amendment. Although it has proved useless as a
deterrent to the confiscation of American-owned businesses
abroad, this amendment will remain on the books. Few
Congressmen would relish explaining to their constituents why
they voted to repeal a provision which prohibits giving further
aid to a foreign government which has expropriated an
American-owned business and failed to pay adequate compen-
sation.

Yet, the Hickenlooper Amendment is only the most

‘prominent of a whole series of penalties written into our

Foreign Assistance Act. There are, for instance, the
amendments designed to enforce the American view of fishing
rights. On occasion, U. S. fishing boats have been seized by
Ecuador or Peru for fishing in what we regard as the high seas,
but what they regard as territorial waters. If a fine is imposed,
our law provides that military sales and assistance must be
suspended; it also provides that the amount of the fine must be
subtracted from the economic aid we are furnishing the guilty
government.

This provision, I must confess, was solemnly adopted as an
appropriate punishment to put an end to any further meddling
with American boats. But, alas, it has not worked that way.
We “tie” so many strings to our “aid” that some governments
have preferred to take their money in fines!

The trouble with attaching such penalties to the aid
program is that, although they might give us some emotional
satisfaction, they do not stop the behavior against which they
are aimed. What is worse, they provoke a series of diplomatic
showdowns that corrode, weaken and eventually destroy good
relations.

Peru is a textbook case. The deterioration of our relations
with Peru began in 1964, when the State Department, on its
own initiative, started to drag its heels on extending aid to
Peru as a tactic to force the government to settle the
International Petroleum Company (IPC) case. The tactic was
not successful and resulted in some bitterness on the part of
the Peruvian government, then headed by Fernando Belaunde
Terry, a man who otherwise qualified as a true Alliance for
Progress President.

This bitterness was increased when we refused to sell the
Peruvians F-5 aircraft. But then, when they decided to buy
Mirage aircraft from France, the State Department reversed
itself and offered F-5’s. At this point, Congress decreed that
foreign aid should be withheld from countries buying
sophisticated weapons abroad. The net result is that Peru now
has Mirages, a plane aptly named for the contribution it makes
to Peruvian security.

Finally, a military government more radical than the
reformist Belaunde came to power and promptly expropriated
IPC. The new Peruvian government has not only failed to pay
compensation, but has actually presented 1PC with a biil ot
$694-million for its alleged past transgressions. And through
all of this, there has been the continuing wrangle over fishing
boats.

This sketchy review is nccessarily oversimplified. The story
of U. S.-Peruvian relations in the last five vears contains ample
mistakes on both sides. The point is that each successive stage
in the deterioration has been proveked, in one way or another.
by some aspect of the Uniced States aid program. Indecd. more
than one U. 8. Ambassador to Latin America has said privately
that his difficulties stemmed directly from our aid program.
One can scarcely imagine a more damning indictment.
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Let us now consider the political impact of a bilateral,
government-to-government aid program upon the recipient
countries. They are nawrally interested in putting the money
into places of immediate advantage. where the political pay-otf
is greatest. Heavy emphasis falls on program. rather than
project. loans, whereby tump sum wansfers of dollar credits
augment a given government's foreign exchange reserves. This
is an indirece method of lending budgetary  support. The
rescrves, of course, are available to be purchased with local
tools in Cincinnati or perfume in Paris. Since it was never a

art of the rationale of a program loan that its proceeds should
se used to finunce the purchase of French perfume, AID carly
limited the purposes for which program loans could be used.
But money is fungible, and restrictions applied solely to the
loan do not insure that the borrowing government will not use
its other resources for the purchase of frivolous luxury items,
while relying on the United States to finance necessities. Little
if any nct economic gain would be made in these circumstances.

It became necessary, therefore, to make program loans
contingent on agreement by the borrowing government to
regulate its imports generally in such a way as to insure that
its total foreign exchange reserves were used with optimum
ethciency from our point of view.

Further, the question arose as to what to do with the local
currency generated by the program loan. In the absence of
agreements to the contrary, this currency can be used in ways
that would undermine., neutralize, or offset the intended
purpose of the loan. So, to insure that these local currency
proceeds are used in ways that meet with our approval, AID
made agreement on this point a condition of program lending.
As in the case of foreign exchange reserves, it followed, of
course, that this agreement had to encompass the government’s
fiscal and monetary policies across the board.

All of this inevitably involves the United States in the most
intimate areas of another country’s sovereignty, its tax policies
and its monetary system. Program loans are disbursed in
installments, usually quarterly, and each disbursement is
preceded by the most detailed review of our AID mission of
the recipient country’s economic performance for the prior
quarter. Why has the government’s tax program not been
enacted? The central bank is letting the local money supply
increase too fast. Recent wage settlements have been
inflationary. The currency is over-valued. A program review
typically raises these and a hundred other similar questions and
complaints. This is done with the best of motives, but at an
exorbitant political price.

Our aid technicians must sit as advisers and overseers at the
highest levels in the finance ministries of various Latin
American governments. Inescapably, this places us in a
patronizing position which is demeaning to our hosts. The
large colony of our AID administrators, meanwhile, living in
conspicuous luxury in every Latin capital, cannot help but feed
popular resentment against the United States. If a militant
nationalism directed against the grirgos is now on the rise, it
is quite possible that our own policies, largely connected with
AID, have given it the spur.

One is left to wonder how so cumbersome and self-
defeating an AID program has lasted so long. Again, I suggest,
the answer can be found by examining the politics involved on
Capitol Hill. The analysis, I assure you, is a fascinating one.

Year after year, in order to get the needed votes in
Congress, a package of contradictory arguments is assembled.
The package contains something for everyone, with the result
that the life of the AID program has been prolonged by a
hybrid coalition of both liberal and conservative members. Let
us explore how this artful strategy has worked with respect to
the two main categories of AID, military and economic
assistance.

421

(1) Militury Assistunce. Conservative members of Con-
gress have been wooed to support this kind of aid on the
ground that bolstering indigenous armies and police forces
furnishes us with a shield against the spread of communism in
the hemisphere. Furthermore, it is argued, strengthened
military power within Latin America is to be welcomed as a
force for internal stability favorably disposed toward local
American interests. For the most pare, these arguments are
accepted as articles of faith, even though events discredit them.,
ln Cuba, it was demonstrated thae once a regime has lost
minimum essential support, no army will save it. Castro didn't
walk over Batista’s army; he walked through ir. In Pera and
Bolivia, on the other hand, where the povernment’s army
scized the governments, the new military regimes galvanized
public support behind them not by favoring, but by grabbing,
local American interests. Each confiscated a major American-
owned business, the Gulf Oil Corporation in Bolivia, the 1PC
in Peru.

Liberals in Congress have bcen lured to support military
assistance by quite different, though equally flimsy, arguments.
They have been told that our subsidy brings us into close
association with the military hierarchy, thus enabling us to
exert a tempering influence on the politically ambitious
generals, while assuring ourselves of their {riendship in case
they do take over. Again, argument and fact are mismated.
The 1960's were marked by an unprecedented shift toward
military dictatorship in Latin America. Hardly more than half
a dozen popularly-chosen democratic governments remain
alive south of our borders. Tempering influence indeed!

Furthermore, once a military junta has installed itself
behind its American-furnished tanks, guns and planes, there is
no assurance that the United States will be benignly regarded.
In fact, the new “Nasserist” regimes of Peru and Bolivia,
among all governments of South America, are the most
aggressively hostile toward us.

Meanwhile, the military missions we have installed in no
less than 17 Latin capitals, add to the debilitating image of the
United States as a militaristic nation. Even the Rockefeller
Report, which gave its blessing to military assistance, looks
with disfavor upon “our permanent military missions in
residence,” since they “too often have constituted too large and
too visible a United States presence.”

That puts it mildly. Listen to the testimony of Ralph
Dungan, our former Ambassador to Chile, given before the
Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Western Hemi-
sphere Affairs: “T believe there is no shaking the prevailing
Latin conception of the United States as a society dominated
to a very large measure by ‘the Pentagon.” This perception is
widely shared across the political spectrum.” Dr. Dungan went
on to say that “perhaps no single action which the United
States has taken in recent years including the Bay-of-Pigs
fiasco was so significant in confirming the view of Latin
America of the United States as a nation willing and ready to

‘use its vast military power unilaterally . . . as the unfortunate

invasion of the Dominican Republic” Other friendly
hemisphere observers have noted we will never know whether
the Alliance was a success or failure because the program
stopped the minute U. S. Marines landed in Santo Domingo in
the Spring of 1965.

So much, then, for our misguided military policies in Latin
America, and the contrived and contradictory arguments with
which they are perpetuated. Let us now turn to the other side
of the American AID program, economic assistance.

(2) Ecomomic Assistance. Here again, Congressional sup-
port has been secured on the basis of false and conflicting
doctrines. Conservative votes have been solicited upon the
theory that economic assistance is good for business, that it can
shore up the status quo in Latin America and thus prove an
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eftective deterrent to revolution. It is argued that our input of
Jollars will promote seability and thware the anti-capitalists.
Oddly enough. this proposition is widely Dbelieved, even
though Cuba, the only country in the hemisphere which has
gone communist, enjoyed a relatively high per capita income
along with a highly concentrated investment of American
capital.

Liberals in Congress, on the other hand, have accepted the
need for economic assistance on the weakness of the opposite
argument, namely, that fur from preserving the statees quo, our
financial aid is meant o promote necessary economic and
social change. But, as our experience with the Alliance for
Progress bears out, external aid does not produce internal
change. Because the money has been channcled through
existing governments, it has mainly been spent for the benefit
of the governing elites. It has perhaps helped, in some
instances, to modernize Latin economies, but not to restructure
them. In short, the liberals have also been taken in!

The conclusion I must reach is that our AID program, as
administered in Latin America, has proved to be—on
balance—a net loss. As our meddling has increased, resentment
has grown. It lies at the root of an alarming deterioration in
inter-American relations-—deterioration which has led to the
assassination of one of our Ambassadors, the kidnapping of
another plus a labor attache; the riotous receptions given
Governor Rockefeller as President Nixon's personal emissary,
indeed, the refusal of some countries even to receive him; and
most recently, the unruly student demonstrations following the
arrival of out Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American
Affairs on an orientation visit to Bolivia.

This does not mean that we should throw up our hands in
despair, or turn our backs on the hemisphere. What is
necessary is that we first get off the backs of our neighbors!
We must learn to hold ourselves at arms length; we must
come to terms with the inevitable, letting changes take place
without insisting upon managing or manipulating them. We
must begin to show some self-restraint.

Here, then, are some guidelines I would favor for a new
U. S. policy toward Latin America in the 70's:

(1) First of all, we should begin to adopt trade regulations
that give the developing countries in Latin America a better
break. We should listen closely to the growing, unified Latin
complaint on this score, and give the most serious
consideration to their urgent appeals for preferential
treatment. The political hurdles to such a course are high; the
strongest Presidential leadership will be necessary; but for too
long we have avoided biting this particular bullet with the
palliative of the AID program.

The great independence hero of Cuba, Jose Marti, once
warned his countrymen that “a people economically enslaved
but politically free will end by losing all freedom, but a people
economically free can go on to win its political freedom.” To
achieve the latter, which Latin Americans believe they are now
fighting for, Latin products must not be squeezed from the
world’s markets.

(2) Next, we must start to observe, as well as praise, the
principle of non-intervention. It was San Martin, one of Latin
America’s legendary figures, who said that we are as we act. If
we are to act in accordance with the principle of non-
intervention, we must not only accept Latin governments as
they come, but we must also refrain from the unilateral use of
our military power in any situation short of one involving a
direct threat to the security of the United States. Such was the
case in our show-down with the Soviet Union when the
Russians tried, in the Fall of 1962, to obtain a nuclear foothold
in Cuba. But let there be no more military interventions, 1965
style, in the Dominican Republic or elsewhere.

(3) We should bring home our military missions, end our
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grant-in-aid and training programs, and sever the intimate
connections we have sought to form with the Latin military
establishments. After all, the recent war between El Salvador
and Honduras we made possible, in large part, by our gift of
arms and training eagerly extended to both sides. This is a
shabby business for us to mix in.

(4) We should commence the liquidation of our bilateral
government-to-government economic AID program, as the
recent Peterson Task Force Report recommends, effecting at
the same timce a corresponding shift of economic assistance to
the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank, and
other multi-lateral institutions. Such a transfer could be
cushioned by phasing out our bilateral program in the
following manner:

(a) The United states naturally should fulfill those loan
commitments already in the pipeline, but the money
should be “untied” so that the recipients may put it to
the most efficient use. This can be done by Presidential
action, which has thus far been limited to the freeing of
only those markets within the hemisphere.

(b) The State Department should open negotiations
for the reservicing of debt repayment in those instances
where the burden unduly restricts necessary economic
gowth. This, too, lies within the authority of the President,
and accords with the recommendations of both the Rocke-
feller Report and the Peterson Report. We should seek,
also, to involve European creditors in this process. I
would oppose stretching out debts to the United States
so that debts to other creditors can be paid on time.

(c) Financial assisance from the United States for
public housing projects, schools, hospitals, family plan-
ning programs, and other social work should, in the future,
be funneled through the newly-established Inter-American
Social Development Institute. If this institute is adminis-
tered properly, it will emphasize the use of matching
grants instead of loans, and it will deal not directly with
Latin governments but with private groups, trade unions,
rural cooperatives and charitable foundations.

The Social Development Institute should be staffed
with personnel ready to try a wide variety of new experi-
ments, willing to refrain from sending another horde of
North American directors into Latin countries, and who
will share with Latin Americans the real experience of in-
novating and initiating new programs. In short, if the
Social Development Institute is to succeed, it must be
divorced entirely from the old ways of AID.

(d) As for technical assistance, the remaining part of
AID, it somechow remains as much overrated in the
United States as it stands discredited in Latin America.
The program’s present weakness was perhaps best summed
up in an excellent study by a Senate Government Opera-
tions Subcommittee on the American AID program in
Chile. Speaking for the Subcommittee, former Senator
Gruening concluded that our technicians were “too far
advanced technically . . . for what is required in under-
developed countries. They are also too ignorant of local
conditions and customs and serve periods too short to
make a significant impact.” This criticism is endemic
to our technical assistance program throughout Latin
America.

The limiting facto on the amount of technical assistance
we have extended has never been money; it has always
been people. The technician not only has to be profession-
ally qualified; he should also know the language and the
culture. He should be accomplished at human relations as
well as in his technical specialty. There just are not many
people like this to export abroad, and it is better not
to send technicians at all than to send the wrong kind.
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Yet there remains a nced to transfer technology as
well as capital to Latin America. This can best be done
through expanding the exchange-of-persons program to
emable more Latin Amwericans o study in the United
States, and through selective grants to a few outstanding
Latin American universities. The role of shirt-sleeve
diplomar, the concept which underlay the original Point
Four program, can best be plaved by Peace Corps Volun-
reers

() Another promising agency has been created by last
vear's Foreign Assistance Act, the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation, more commonly known as OPIC. Its purpose is
to encourage, through a liberalized program of investment
guarantees, o larger flow of Amecrican private capital into
deveioping countries. In Larin America, OPIC could play a
useful role. if it encourages the right kind of investment,
directing it away from the sensitive resource areas, and
pointing it toward joint ventures in which Latin Americans
will share largely in both ownership and management. Here,
again, everything depends on the way OPIC is administered.

The use of joint ventures deserves emphasis. 1 am well
aware that joint ventures are distasteful to many—not
all—American companies. But, in the long run, this may be
the only way U. S. business interests can survive in Latin
America.

Before concluding, let me just add one warning here.
Private foreign investment is not economic cooperation and
assistance: it is business, and most Latin leaders are willing to
treat ir in a business-like manner. What Latin Americans are
telling us is, “if the U. S. wants its investors to prosper in the
region, then it is incumbent on the U. S. to make sure that
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investors are ‘development-oriented.””

Whether the public or private sectors are involved, it is
essential for the United States to lower its profile in Latin
America. Our national interests can best be served, not by
helping Latin America less, but by loosening our embrace. We
should keep a decent distance away from their internal affairs,
from their military apparatus and their revolving-door
governments. This would be best for us and best for them.

It would also disengage the United States from its unseemly
courtship of governments which are living contradictions to
our traditional values as a nation. When we pour our money
into budgetary support for a notoriously authoritarian
government, when we supply it with riot guns, tear gas and
mace, intelligent young Americans who still want to believe in
our professed ideals, begin to ask elemental questions.

“If we are not agasnst such dictatorships,” they ask, “then
what is it we are for that really matters?”

In the final analysis, each country must live by the ideals it
prizes most highly. That is the basis upon which governments
turn to their people for loyalty and support. A crisis of spirit
arises when our foreign policy comes unhinged from the
historic values we hold dear as a people, and when the role of
the United States in the world becomes inexplicable to its own
young citizens. This is happening to us. Its occurrence is of
more fundamental importance than any question of economic
theory, investment policy or diplomatic tactics.

Devising the right role for the United States in its own
hemisphere and the world at large, a role consistent with the
admirable ideals of its origins, would go far toward restoring
our country to the unique position it once held in the
community of man.

@
Crime
SOME CALL IT DISSENT
. By BILL CHAPPELL, United States Congressman from Florida

Delivered before the Kewanis and Rotary

N DECEMBER 6, 1967, San Francisco State College
erupted into a state of chaos. Rioting students and off-
campus militants broke into buildings, smashed

property, and beat students and newsmen. Some called it
dissent. In Washington. several weeks ago, four thugs ran out
from a darkened building, surrounded an elderly lady, robbed
her of the fifty cents she had on her person, and bludgeoned
her into unconsciousness. Some excused their behavior as
dissent.

On April 4, 1969, shots rang out in Memphis. Tennessee,
and Martin Luther King was dead from the unlawful use of an
assassin’s gun. Minutes later, thousands of people marched into
the streets of Washington and for five days they burned and
looted like invaders from another land. Fire after fire lighted
the night. One . then another a total of 711 were
reported. (45 buildings were damaged or completely
destroyed. while people wandered at will into the broken store
fronts and walked away, weighed down with their plunder.
Over one thousand people were injured, eleven were killed and
property damage cost $24,000,000. Some excused the assassin’s
act and the mob's behavior as dissent.

A few months ago, the Black Panthers in San Francisco
handed out coloring books to little Negro children. The book
portrayed blacks shooting and knifing policemen, with the
caption: "The only good pig is a dead pig.” Should such action

Clubs of Ocala, Florida, March 30, 1970

be excused as lawful dissent?

In Los Angeles, drug addicts Charles Manson and his
cohorts are awaiting trial for the brutal slaying of Sharon Tate.
Last week, Manson threw a copy of the United States
Constitution into the waste basket in defiance of law and
order. His supporters called it dissent.

What do yo# call it when a man robs another, when he
steals, when he burns a building, when he threatens another
with a gun, when he murders, when he teaches others to burn
and to kill? I call it crime.

Crime . .. and the paralyzing fear of crime . . . has exploded
into one of the most serious threats to America today. And if
we are going to correct this problem, then we must understand
a few of the reasons behind the rising crime rate.

Many in this country have come to regard the Supreme
Court with such reverence that it can do no wrong—even
when it hands down irresponsible decisions that cripple the
police in their efforts to prevent crime, detect criminals and
prosecute them. Its rulings on mob marches, riots, pornog-
raphy and subversive activity are all contributing to the crime
wave.

One of the great deterrents to crime is realistic penalty. A
criminal law without an enforced realistic penalty is no law at
all. Yet, the courts have encouraged criminal irresponsibility
by handing out light and unrealistic sentences.
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Frank Church, the guest in the Easy
Chair this month, has been U:S. Sen-
ator from Idaho since 1957 and 13 a

“*Committee. He-was keynoter of the

-Democratic National Convention in
1960, and a Military Intelligence of-
ficer in World War 11.

It the partial test-ban treaty is the
“ first crack in the glacier we call the
:Cold War, it should serve to remind
~ieus of how massive and prolonged a
" thaw is yet required before the dan-
~ger of nuclear disaster finally melts
In the years immediately
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'_'allies seem either unwilling or un-
able to counteract. Everyone agrees,
on both sides of the Atlantic, as to
:the fact that.a crisis exists. Para-
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NATO in accomplishing its original
objectives which has led to the pres-
-, ent impasse.
-~ NATO was originally established
0o prevent Western Europe, the
R heartland of our common civilization,
. from  falling under Russian rule.
For over fourteen years, NATO’s
5, shield has included large numbers
: of American troops, whose presence
in Europe has been proof of the
< s+ American commitment to invoke her
nuclear power, as NATO’s sword, in
- the event of a communist attack.
:.American arms of both conventional
- and nuclear character were required
to make NATO work, that is, to keep
the Russians at bay while the coun-
tries of Western Europe, battered

“doxically, it is the very success of"

and ‘i)r(;kersl in theté.fterxgne.tl\) of the

war, were regaining their health and -

strength.

I.do not believe that either the
American people or the Senate of
the United States, which ratified the
treaty establishing NATO, regarded
our _entry as an arrangement . for
stationing American forces perma-
nently in Europe. Firemen are wel-
comed into a household threatened
by fire, but they are not expected to
remain inside indefinitely as resi-
dents. So it ought not to be surpris-
ing—in view of the remarkable re-
covery in Western Europe which has
since occurred—that some Europeans
should begin to ask, -“How much

‘longer are the Americans. to stay?”

or that some Americans should be-
gin ‘to inquire, “How much longer
will we be welcome?”

We have come to the end of the

era for which NATO was created.
The . circumstances have changed.
We must remold the alliance to fit
present conditions, or the crisis
within it will grow. NATO cannot
remain static and stay relevant; it
must be transformed or abandoned;
it will adapt to the new era as a
useful instrument to serve the ob-
jectives we hqld in common with our
allies, or it will come apart from the
stress of mounting internal pres-
sures. So we must clearly identify
those changes in circumstances which
have rendered NATO, as originally
conceived, obsolete.

To begin with, there has been a
change in the relative strength, and
hence in the credibility, of the Amer-
ican nuclear deterrent. This change
has taken place in three phases. In
the first phase, only the®United
States possessed massive strike ca-
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Soviet Union could op ;
conventional land powe_, I
deterrent was behevabl

possessed weapons of m
tion. But the ones which ,
and damage the Amerxcaﬁ%

were few in number, an
to neutralization by th
superior and diversi
weapons system- which
then developed. While
the United States had

increased, there was o
pose that we could, if

literate Soviet power wit:
ing mortal damage in T
in the third and prese
assumption ‘can no lon
Each nuclear giant po
ons sufficient in numbe

selves—for the first ti
really believable that the:.
nation would suffer imm¢
their defense. And the,ql_l?

a deterrent has failed i
be used, and it follows
that it is only the Russ



- jective fact itself—which

_13 u]tl-
,mately determinative. - ST

. to this questxon " The cornerstone of
_ American policy has been, and re-
5 ,‘ ‘maings, that the defense of the West
::;:ﬂs indivisible.  Our President has
#i--recently reaffirmed, in Germany, that
our forces will remain so long as thev
are wanted and needed; that we will
- put our cities. to the hazard in de-
. fense of theirs. He spoke with ab-
" golute sincerity and conviction, and
- with the support. of the. American
3 people. Still, the proposition itself
is without precedent in human his-
tory. It cannot be tested or proved
n advance.:While it - may-be con-
"vincing to the Soviets, it evidently
“-is no longer convincing to-all Euro-
“peans, for,=if it were,-.there would
- clearly be no need for- France to
. pursue the effort now in progress
. to create, at great difficulty and
.. expense, a separate natlonal nuclear

: This brings me to the second funda-
“mental change * in - circumstances

'«'rehance upon - American power. I
.make a distinction here  between
nuclear capability of modest dimen-

.—iunder some condltxons, the use of
%' American power—and a genume nu-

strategic situations. It is the latter
~which free Europe now has the
“population, the economic base, the
“technological resources, and the de-
: veloping political institutions to
+ create and command, if it chooses.
- -In most of these categories, Western
Europe now surpasses the Soviet
“Union itself. If Europe determines
that the effort is necessary or de-
sirable, it can in due course equip
itself to match the Soviet Union,
bomb for bomb, rocket for rocket.
# It would then, of course, be free
--lrg_rom dependence upon a nuclear de-
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“that.of our' allies, or even the ob-”

“sions, useful chiefly-as a means of .

{éontro]led response in a variety of -

the Umted States

The present drift in free Europe
points toward the eventual develop-
ment: of separate national nuclear

- systems, even though this course rep-
resents the most unstable, costly, and
inefficient method for achieving nu-
clear self-sufficiency. Perhaps this is
inevitable, as long as Western
Europe remains a loose association
of wholly sovereign states. The pos-
session of nuclear weapons cannot
be separated from the sovereign
power to command them, for they
represent in today’s world the in-
struments of life or death—for the
country which has them, for its ad-
versaries, and quite probably for its
allies.

- What I have thus far said carries
the implication that there is an in-
herent incompatibility in this new
state of affairs between sovereignty,
_if that sovereignty involves posses-
sion and control of nuclear weapons,
and alliance. I think this is the case,
and that this single concept sum-
marizes and explains the reasons for
- the crisis in NATO. -«

The continued expansion in Europe
of nuclear capability under national
control will expose the United States
to intolerable risks, so long as our
troops are there, and so long as we
are committed to regard any attack
upon our European allies as an attack -
upon -ourselves. In these circum-
stances, . every additional - national
finger ' upon- the nuclear trigger
means. one more country other than

the United States with power to de--

cide what Americans- will die for.

this-fateful power with a single in-
dependent European state, or with
a suitable command structure repre-
senting all of Western Europe, might
be acceptable, it is too much to
ask that we share it with every
European country stocking a nuclear
arsenal of its own, each with its
own sense of destiny and order of
priorities.

In short, the present dnft toward
proliferation in the control of nu-
clear weapons, unless it is checked,
will eventually force the United
States to withdraw from Europe.
Time is running out on the NATO
alliance. The 1960s will tell the tale.

What then of the future? How-

are we to reconcile the conflicting

-+~ program, not merely beca

ons which now plague the alli
I think we must begin by reco;
ing that no device or techmc;
rangement designed to gl
the differences, without reall - ch
ing anything, will suffice. As s
as de Gaulle feels that France mi
have its own deterrent, we feel,
as strongly that we must retaint
trol over the risks to which we

exposed—so long as American fore
are committed in Europe and we
ply the nuclear means for:
or preventing an attack agai
It is possible to share a maste
for programing and targetin
the core decisions about the+ s
American nuclear weapons -mu
made by Amencans.

I thmk there are, however alte
tive solutions. to-the proble
first is for Europe—not Fra
Germany or even Great Britaingh
Western Europe—-to undertak
fied effort to arm itself with
uine nuclear-deterrent capability,
do this would require an integ

expense, but chiefly becaus
be necessary to create a uni
mand structure with the s
power to invoke the use: o
clear weapons in the defense o Ve
ern Europe. It seems to me. ‘that
would be in the interest of the:
States to encourage and assis
peans to make: this effort: :We
then withdraw our fore
Continent - in ‘an- orderly {2
leaving Europe with its own:
and both Europe and Ame

the prohferatlon of separa
defenses. e s e

This course need not
might be first supposed,
isolationism on the part of the |
States. On the contrary, th
of a European entity capabl
sembling and commanding a Ui
European nuclear deterrents
contribute to a stronger pa
spanning the Atlantic, for
fense and development of o
mon civilization. I say“i
contribute, because partners
illusory if one partner is in a pe
to dominate the others. Just:
can be no authentic Europ
under the hegemony of
there can be no equal- p:
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Now'; sleep under:
a blanket of warm air...

Warms with air
instead of weight

THE BEDTIME LUXURY of warmth without
weight can be yours to enjoy this winter . . .
and to give to the favored names on your gift
list. Thanks to British ingenuity, Shillcraft
Therma-Weave Blankets provide 50% more
warmth than other blankets of the same weight,
by actual laboratory tests. use of their
lightness, they are remarkably comfortable with
no pressure on body or feet.

USE IT ALL-YEAR-ROUND. Therma-Weave can
be used in every season, eliminating storage
problems. Thousands of tiny air cells are woven
into these blankets, so that in winter a light cover
on top turns each cell into a still air pocket that
keeps out the cold. In summer, use the blanket
without a cover. Then the air cells let your body
“breathe,” dissipating heat and allowing yo
to sleep comfortably cool.
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across the Atlantic until Europe has
achieved cohesion to match and bal-
ance the unified power of the United
States. ;

In addition to this advantage,
there would be others incidental
to Europe’s assuming full responsi-
bility for its own defense. The
American adverse balance-of-pay-
ments problem would then lend itself
to ready solution. It is entirely

possible, also, that the vexing prob-.

lems resulting from the artificial
division of Europe between East and
West, which do not seem amenable
to negotiations between Washington
and the Kremlin, could be approached
from new perspectives by Europeans
negotiating with Europeans.

It the problem of attaining a sov-
ereign, integrated European Nuclear
Defense Command proves to be in-
superable, and this further step
toward a more perfect union among
the countries of Western Europe is
not taken, there is the other alterna-
tive: Let Europe forgo nuclear arma-
ment and continue, so long as the
Cold War makes it necessary, to rely
upon the United States to furnish the
nuclear deterrent against a Soviet
attack upon the Continent.

From our national point of view,
this alternative is to be preferred;
but I think that if we Americans are
to be Europe’s nuclear sentinels, sta-
tioned there for indefinite duty, then
we have a right to ask our allies for
fairer arrangements.

Let it be understood that we are
there as invited guests, not as in-
truders; that our presence in Europe
is no longer a rescue mission, ex-
tended by the strong to the weak, but
simply a division of responsibility,
as between rich equals, for mutual
advantage. If we furnish our nuclear
deterrent for the defense of Europe,
as well as our physical presence to
make this deterrent convincing to the
Soviets, then Europe must make fair
exchange, including at least two ele-
ments:

(1) No further diffusion of nuclear
arms, for this will involve intoler-
able risks, both to us and to Europe
itself. If we are to have the responsi-
bility for holding at bay the weapons
of mass destruction which might
otherwise be used to smash or black-
mail our NATO allies, we must ask
that they rely on us to honor that
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trust in our common interest, con
what may.

(2) Equitable financial and .
nomic arrangements to assist us-i

solving our adverse balance-of-paylg

ments problem. In this connection, it
is notable that our military disburse-.
ments abroad contribute five times:
as much to the drain on our dollar:
resources as do all of our foreigrii’;
aid programs. There is no good:
reason why the force levels of Ameri<
can troops quartered in Europe
should not be reduced, and the dlf-
ference made up by an added coms
mitment of European troops to the:
NATO Command. It is essential;
too, that European trade barriers.
against American agricultural andt
industrial products be reduced’ow
removed as speedily as possible:
Finally, we have a right to ask um?;
Europe assume an increased share
of the cost of aiding the underde-

veloped countries of the world ‘in- &

those needy regions of Africa, A31a,4
and Latin America where the strug-
gle with communism is yet to be won.-

There are heavy burdens and re-
sponsibilities, for Europeans as well
as for Americans, whichever alterna-
tive is chosen. And the choice, after
all, is Europe’s. Either course would

seem acceptable to the United States.

What is not acceptable is a contmua-
tion of present trends which pomt

toward the- disintegration of: 'dle

Atlantic alliance, leaving a vacuum
of policy and power, with dlmlmshed
security for all.

T'hese  thoughts were largei}":tﬁb

substance of an address I dehvered :
this June at the Evangelical Acad- ;

emy in Tutzing, Bavaria, before _'g

gathering of lay leaders representing

various professional, business, and
labor groups. The conference was
attended by numerous German politi-
cal leaders, including
Adenauer and Berlin Mayor Brandt:

Although I .spoke only my personal

views at Tutzing, the reaction to my ‘

speech caused me to feel that the
United States ought to acknowledge
openly that Europeans have theu'
choices to make. 3
If nuclear parity for Western
Europe becomes their chosen courss,
then it can be realized only through

the creation of a genuine Europeal -

deterrent. This would be a great step

toward European union, even if it ¢

Chancellor
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Lovisville, Kentucky
Established 1849

Lo and behold, Johnny’s report
. card li him as the Number 2
student in his High School class.
“Congratulations, Son!”’ said
his father. ‘“But why not Num-
ber 1?2

“W-e-1-1,” Johnny stammered.
“There was this girl . ..

“You mean you let a mere girl
get ahead of you"” the father
asked.

“You see, Dad ”* the boy ex-
plained, “girls aren’t as mere as
they were in your day!”

Likewise, to us Kentucky dis-
tillers in search of valued cus-
tomers, today’s grown-up girls
are not as mere as once they
were. In fact, American women,
in their role as chief guardian of
the household purse string, now
account for upwards of thirty
percentofallbeveragepurc

And across the land the cock-
tail hour is happily shared, as a
pleasant respite from the cares
of the day, by both man and wife.

At such times of wholesome
renewal, our OLp FITZGERALD
has special appeal.

. For ours is a bourbon with a
pleasing richness of flavor best
appreciated in leisurely sips.

iskey so carefully nurtured
is no more to be gulped than
the expertly prepared dinner
soon to be served.

As our not-so-mere customers
rightly appreciate, this twilight
hour is a time for sharpening,
not dulling, the human spirit.
And in providing heightened
pleasure in fewer but better
drinks, OLD FITZGERALD en-
courages healthful moderation,
at the same time fostering a
pleasant day’s-end ‘‘together-
ness’”’ for both the man-and-lady
of the house.

If you are one who looks to
the cocktail hour as a time of
rest and restoration, we invite
you to join an inner circle of
moderate men and women who
find in fewer but better “OLD
FIT2GERALDS” a well-deserved
reward for the rigors of the day.

Kentucky Straight Bourbon
Always Bottled-in-Bond
Mellow 100 Proof
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THE EASY CHAIR

had to be undertaken initially with-
out de Gaulle. An empty chair could
always be left for France to occupy
eventually.

We must never forget that the
most critical test of a deterrent is its
credibility. A substantial nuclear
retaliatory force, able to survive and
strike back lethally at an aggressor
—commanded by Europeans—is the
most believable deterrent that can
be posed against any future threat
to attack Europe. Its existence would
minimize the risk that the Soviets
might someday mistake our intention
or our will to defend Europe as our
own homeland, and thus reduce the
chance of war.

Further, the establishment of such
a force in Europe would enable us
to restore normalcy to our relation-
ship with the Continent. History
has a way of abhorring anomalies.
It is as unnatural for American
troops and weapons to be stationed
indefinitely on European soil, as it
would be for French, British, or
German soldiers to be permanently
billeted here in the United States.

Finally, the deliberate substitution
of a European nuclear force would
permit the orderly withdrawal of
American power from Western
Europe, under conditions of our own
choosing, without impairment of
Europe’s security or our own.

I must report, however, that Ger-
man reaction seemed heavily to favor
the second of the alternatives I sug-
gested—a confining reliance on the
United States nuclear deterrent. If
other European opinion bears out
the apparent German belief that
Europe is not yet prepared to form
a single nuclear command, it seems
all the more important to me to con-
front the Europeans with the fact
that they do have such an alternative
within their reach and that this
choice is theirs.

Our failure to do just this is help-
ing to widen the gulf between the
developing attitudes in Washington
and the capitals of Western Europe.
As James Reston recently observed
in his column in the New York
Times:

The leaders in London and Bonn
increasingly talk as if they were
spectators rather than partici-
pants in the conflict between the
giant nations.

Bntons see nothing odd in t e'
fact that America should: cog.,
seript its men to defend Euroge
while Britain has not only aban-
doned conscription but is heping
to bring its army back from Ger-.

West Europe is that Europe-éa‘l'rx:
be both protectionist and prosper-
ous, self-sufficient economically
and dependent on the - United
States militarily, and that.Wash-
ington will go on putting Ilqper
cent of its gross national product ¢
into defense and foreign aid whxle
some of the allies are doing less -
than half as much proportxonately >

How this attitude of mmd:\ e
veloped in Europe is clear- enou
In the early postwar years oﬁpov :
erty and reconstruction, Watern :
Europe not only came to: relxiou
the United States but gl"ﬁdu'ally"
accepted the idea that power ifi the |
modern world had become propér.‘ %
tional to mass, and therefore that:
only gross material size -(pop
tion, area, and raw materia
could be effective in world politi
There is now less evidence of pow
erty and unemployment anyw}iere ;
in Western Europe than in man
parts of the United States but thi
attitude persists and, what is: ore
disturbing, seems to be gréf ng

Once the Europeans reah.
we are not imposing our.p
upon them for purposes of o
defense, and that their contin
liance upon our nuclear power i
result of their own decision; ;
they will see the justice m»‘aﬂ =
ing an increased burden . in"cony .f‘;;
tional arms, as their shareo
common effort, and in helpm
solve some of our financial prob?
which are directly related to th
of our presence in Europe..:

Moreover, for Europeans tomlh
this choice consciously will: %}q
the appeal of de Gaulle’s resn%
to American leadership on.thes
tinent, and render more accep:
our insistence that other Eurol
nations must forgo separate n
armaments of their own. SEEe

After I had spoken at Tutzmgy“" i
of the Germans in the audienceisai€s
to me, “Senator, you have:mat
hard speech, but an honest 0
us, this is the best ewdenc
friendship.” :

Another said, “As I see:l
have told us we will have to p:
I think you are right.”



WAT'S AN EXTREMIST?”
. *Why, that’s a guy who keeps his socks up by
on his hands!”
* Sowent some of the banter in the recent cam-
I it had all been so flippant, we could give
untry high marks for ready humor. American
after all, grew robust around the cracker
el on many a gibe and belly laugh.

Iul the real menace of extremism cannot be
d away. It is, unfortunately, a fever that has
hm overcome by the election results. From
| saw in the campaign, and what has hap-
d since, | know we have cause for serious con-
s about the future of freedom in America.
To understand why, we might begin with the
§ sory that keeps popping up in Right-Wing
Bhevature: Put a frog in cold water and heat the
it very slowly. Before the frog catches on, he's
i®iked. This story is used to illustrate the radical’s
Besls that, with each Government program, we
.r- along the road to communism—until sud-

¥y we're there before wekgow it.

. Afriend of mine in ldah’(‘) tried the slow-boil
oeriment the other day on one of our frogs. You
fPesed it! The frog jumped out of the pan. How-

)

b

: Thc Radtcal Right’s totalitarian methods i in the campaign, and smce, senously
|lrealen American freedom, reports Senator Church The mutual conﬁdence
menual to free government is slowly being cut away by propaganda. Step by

 wep, decent citizens come to tolerate attacks upon __th.e‘ loyalty of loyal mgn.

ever, Idaho frogs may be smarter than most.:I
checked with U. S, Department of Agriculture sci-
entists, and { learned that, in a properly controlled
experiment, an ordinary frog’s internal system will :
fail to sound the alarm in time to save him..

The same can happen to our internal political
system—through the slowly boiling outrages bf
extremism. We have already 'become accustomed
to a level of political absurdity that would have
seemed, a few years ago, quite impossible.

A distressed schoolteacher writes to warn me
that “our defenses are being destroyed and we are
rapidly becoming sitting ducks for our enemies.”
If the Communists are successful in seizing control
of the country, she continues, “we will go down
together. You, as well as all leaders, will be hqul-;
dated.,”, . None will be spared unless they are.
members of the Communist organization.” :

How do you answer such a letter? Its xmph-
cation—that this sturdy country of ours is about '
to be taken over—is preposterous. Yet this honest,
deeply disturbed woman is being trapped into the
belief that treason secthes around her. = . Y e

Hardencd adherents to the conspiracy theory':
of the Radical Right send a different kind of letter.

filled with insult'and invective, often neatly typed
on fine letterheads, though occasionally scribbled
on scraps of paper and smudged with handprints
in red inkto signify their suspicion that I, along
with most other public officials, am either an un.
witting tool or a conscious agent in a sinister plot
to betray the country.

These people cannot be shrugged off as a
“crackpot” fringe; their numbers alone compel us
to be concerned, and they spread the virus like
Typhoid Marys. In many places, they dominate
the letters-to-the-editor columns of the local news-
papers. Here'is a sample from the Sunday States-
man in my home city of Boise, Idaho: “The ‘Social
Studies’program [in the high schools] was initiated
30 years ago by American education intelligentsia
after the Soviet plan, for the acknowledged purpose
of promoting the ‘collectivist society’ in America.”

Another letter brings the startling news that
“the present administration is working hard to
undermine our whole defense system and make it

.- mucli easier for the Communist party to make more . X

gains overseas and even in our own country.”
These are angry people, but they suffer more
“ from folly t!lan Il om hatred. “Folly is a more
continued

St L Look 1-26-68 2\

o —~



- dangerous enemy to the good than malice,”.Die-
trich Bonhoeffer, the theologian, . discovered-in
-~ 1942, “Malice always contains the seeds of its own
destruction, for it always makes men uncomfort-
able.” This Nazi-hunted pastor wrote these words
before foolish men caught him and hanged him.

The treachery theme, in assorted versions, in-
spires a virulent fanaticism that many Americans
have not yet learned to deal with. Most of us rec-
ognize, and dismiss, the extremists on the racial
front, both white and black, who openly flaunt
their bigotry. Such iriciters may draw a following
for a while, but the great bulk of our people, in
their abiding decency, will not be taken in.

The same common sense accounts for the de-

- cline of the Communist party in the U. S. Back in
1932, it ran candidates in 39 states and garnered

a total of 102,991 votes. In those desperate Depres-
sion days, the Communists were at work in labor

== unions and on eollege campuses. But the reforms of

the thirties, the resurgence of free enterprise and
its spreading abundance, robbed the “class strug-
gle” of its credibility. The unions cleaned shop,
the Communist groups faded on campus, and the
Communist party itself was outlawed by Congress.

In view of this collapse of the Radical Left as a:
political force within the United States, the precip-
itous rise of the Radical Right is all the more cu-
rious. Lacking a flesh-and-blood adversary with
which-to grapple, the Right has improvised one,
conjuring up a phantom. It takes the vague form of
conspiracy,  which. supposedly involves the top
offices of the land. The Time Has Come, a Birch--
distributed pamphlet, trumpeted in 1964, “Wash-
ington has been taken over! By which we mean
that Communist-influences are now in full work-
ing control of our Federal Government.”

Here, in the Birch Society, is the taproot of
the conspiracy doctrine. It was no slip of the tongue
when the Society’s Robert Welch charged Dwight
D. Eisenhower with “knowingly accepting. and
abiding by Communist -orders and consciously’
serving the Communist conspiracy for all of his
adult life.” Mr. Welch listed similar charges against
Milton Eisenhower, Allen and John Foster Dulles,
General of the Army George C. Marshall and Chief
Justice Earl Warren.

The thesis, that our leaders are Red-tainted,
has to be regularly updated by the Radical Right.
The newest summation appears in None Dare Call
It Treason. From February to election day, 1964,
more than eight million copies went out—one for

_every six families. The book’s potential effect is
sobering to contemplate, for it could work its poi-
son through our body politic for years to come like
the slow, half-life chemistry of radiation. Bruce
Felknor, director of the Fair Campaign Practices
Committee, a nonpartisan group that studies smear
tactics, says that the burden of Treason is to “make
the Democratic party appear to be selling out to
the Reds, and . . . to make liberal Republicans out
as co-conspirators with the Democrats in advanc-
ing the cause of world communism.”

I saw the marks of the conspiracy doctrine in
~am™a ~sammunities of my own state. For the first

3%

;» Rightists slashégdf:tiiiés',’ daubed a swastika

Brown, Republican editor of the Blackfoot (Idaho)

News,backed Harding. One morning, Brown found
his car with a red swastika painted on the door,
tires slashed and sugar in the gas tank. Later, a
female voice on his phone said: “Last time, it was
your car; next time, it will be your home.”

In Wyoming, Sen. Gale McGee, an outspoken
critic of the Radical Right, found youngsters in
Laramie and Cheyenne on ahouse-to-house canvass
distributing mimeographed leaflets. They were in-
structed to say: “This is an enemy agent. Here are
the facts about Communist McGee.” The Senator’s
wife Loraine had her husband’s campaign cards
grabbed from her hands, torn into pieces, thrown
at her feet and then spat upon.

A state director of a charitable foundation,
whom I know, came home one night to find “Reds”
painted on the mailbox, “damn Socialists” daubed
on the lawn table, the house lights and windows,
which were beyond the reach of children, painted
bright red. What made him an enemy? A picture
of the President of the United States in his window.

Merchants of outrage
In the face of such vehemence, people voted heavily

- for the moderates. The landslide, some concluded,

smothered the Radical Right.

I do not agree.

“In the past several months, the conservative
message has received unprecedented exposure,”
says the Rev. Billy James Hargis, who directs what
he calls the Christian Crusade and, like other
leaders of the Radical-Right movement, styles him-
self a “conservative.” Without doubt, this exposure
is paying off, at least for the moment.

The Right Wing reports rapid growth. Since
1955, its organizations have been expanding at an

‘average annual rate of 22 percent. The Birch So-

ciety, the strongest and most influential group, re-
ports that the campaign months from August to
October established all-time records in new-mem-
ber recruitment. Thirty of the largest organiza-
tions raised their aggregate annual budgets from
$4,906,000 in 1958 to $14,300,000 in 1963. Total
spending by all Right-Wing outfits hit $30 million
in 1963, researchers estimate, half again more
than both major parties spent in the Presidential
campaign. The Birch Society will boost its 1965
budget by a whopping one third.

The propaganda network of the Radical
Right forms a giant web. Its 20 largest publica-
tions boast a combined circulation in excess of a
million. The Right also makes its pitch on the
public air through 7,000 radio broadcasts every
week. The case history of one spokesman measures
the menace: The Rev. Carl McIntire was broad-
casting in 1958 from a single radio station. He
accused the National Council of Churches—Meth-
odists, Presbyterians and 29 other denominations—
of lining up “alongside Communist action” in the
racial conflict. Today, the avalanche of contri-
butions he solicits from gullible listeners under-
writes daily broadcasts on 617 stations.

Mclntire is only one of several Big Scare
purveyors on radio-TV. Their conspiratorial in-
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triots” into his secret:army.-In-a post-election
newsletter, DePugh exudes desperation: “The
hopes of millions of Americans that the Commu
nist tide could be stopped with ballots instead of
bullets have turned to dust.” A St. Petersburg, Fla:
Birch Society chapter passed out a Minuteme
newsletter’s call to arms: “If you are EVER going}
to buy a gun, BUY IT NOW! ... Form a secret
Minutemen team. This is your best guarantee that
someone will act promptly to help secure your
freedom when the time comes that you unexpect
edly turn up missing.” _ 3

Wild-eyed? Fanatical? Indeed, but only an
extreme symptom of the Right-Wing affliction;
which, if it keeps on spreading, will infect milliong
more with the fever of fear. -

What, then, is to be done about it? First of
all, I think, we must undertake to reclaim the
precious words of our own heritage. “Freedom;;
“Christian,” “Americanism” are not nameplates
to be exploited by charlatans. Nor, for that matter
is the time-honored term “conservative.” £

There is plenty of room in this country fi
the whole spectrum of opinion, from the mos
progressive to the most reactionary. The sweep ©
opinion is the essence of a free society: In the
Senate, one quickly learns not only to tolerate, bu
to respect, the integrity of another man’s point:@#
view. The range of opinion within each party ex§
tends from a Wayne Morse to a Harry F Byrdj
from a Barry Goldwater to a Jacob-Javits. But
each senator recognizes the essential loyalty ang
good faith of his colleagues. All uriderstand tha
free government rests upon the foundation of mus
tual confidence, and upon its ruin, tyranny is builg

Robert Welch, taking a radically differenf
position, describes democracy as “merely a decep
tive phrase, a weapon of demagoguery, and 2
perennial fraud,” and admonishes his followers.tg
understand that “the John Birch Society will ops
erate under completely . authoritative control &
all levels.” This is neither the language of the trt
conservative nor the method of freedom.:’ -

Scholars differ on why so many conscientiou$
Americans are being caught up in the Radica
Right. It is, clearly, a revolt against the establishe
order by the discontented, motivated by a mixtun
of reasons: a quest for some higher purpose that
is satisfied by the commercial standards of o
times; a fear of the new relationships being gen:
erated by the burgeoning growth, urbanization
and automation of the country; a resistance to
complexities of modern life, to the bigness of go®
ernment, to the racial revolution, to a “cold wae
that never ends, to the absence of quick and eas}
solutions; a frustration over the inability of th§
United States, in the nuclear age, to swiftly worki
its will upon the world. These are the condition
of life with which we must cope, but they stir man
a rebel to go forth in search of a cause. :

The rebel may find his cause when asked
join a study group where big things are “consid
ered”—communism, the Constitution, the need {0}
recapturing traditional values. Do the neighbog
care about communism? They seem to care on
about bowling, bridge and barbecues. A

So a convert is made. He is taught that th
Communists are corrupting the children by cré
ating an allegiance to the United Nations, whi¢
is actually Communist-inspired (by Alger Hiss
and operated (by U Thant, along with some Reéf

contri-
under-
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senerals and judges). Obviously, in order to save

the children, the high-school textbooks must go.

Now, the institutions of the town itself are
directly challenged. How will the teachers react,
the parents in PTA, the ministers in their pulpits,
the editors in their news columns? Will the sen-
sible citizens fight back, or remain uninvolved?
I can’t really blame those who choose the easy way
out, when so many men in high public office duck
for cover. For too long, too many politicians have
used our national repugnance to communism as a
convenient crutch in their races. Little wonder
that they now hesitate, though many see the need,
to take issue with constituents who regard them-
selves as superpatriots, waving the compelling
banner of “anti-communism.”

The strawman specter

But the local and national community can no
longer afford to hesitate. The Radical Right is not
so much the enemy of communism as it is the
enemy of freedom. It opposes the only programs
that fight the real Communist threat—which festers
on the miseries of the people in Asia, Africa and
Latin America—and focuses instead on a straw-
man specter’at-home. The resulting fear under-
mines public confidence in the very institutions of
popular government, in the men of Congress, the
Supreme Court and the Presidency itself.. When
mutual confidence is destroyed, then we shall have
cause to fear the loss of freéedom in America:

The time has come to affirm that this country
of ours in not a Victorian Haunted House, its
foundations eaten away by Red termites.. This
country is a great, free land, rich beyond dream-
ing, powerful beyond belief; a land still striving,
in ever-larger measure, to reach the goals of equal-
ity and personal liberty to which we pledged our
nation in the days of its infancy.

The world is not a big Red sea in which this
country is being scuttled, but a vast arena of polit-
ical upheaval in which the quest for freedom, ever
stronger, has overthrown the colonial empires of
the past. It isn’t a tidy world, nor is it a secure one.
But it is one for which the United States set the
revolutionary example. :

To put this world, and the nation, in a proper-
perspective for the American people—this is the
urgent business of statesmanship today. The job
cannot be done without first exposing the delusions
ol the fanatical Right. Its propaganda, its frequent
resort to outright intimidation and coercion, rep-
resent nothing less than totalitarian methods. They
must be repudiated by all responsible citizens, Re-
lful)!icans and Democrats, liberals and conserva-
tives, who won’t run at the firstcry of “Comsymp!”

If our inner strength fails, we may end like’
the frog: cooked before we know it. Daniel Bell,
scholar of mass movements, put the danger wisely:

“Barbarous acts are rarely committed out of
the blue . . . . Step by step, a society becomes ac-
“ustomed to accept, with less and less moral out-
raze. and with greater and greater indifference to
|t'.;_vilimacy, the successive blows. What is uniquely
'i'flurbing about the emergence of the Radical
Rizht in the 1960’s is the support it has been able
t find among traditional community leaders who
!'*“’_c themselves become conditioned, through an
ndiscriminate anti-communism, to judge as re-
*Pectable a movement which, if successful, can only
¢nd the liberties they profess to cherish.”  END

ry “enemy agent.
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i+ Yet there remains a need to transfer technology as
well as capital to Latin America. This can best be done
.through expanding the exchange-of-persons program to
enable more Latin Americans to study in the United
States, and through selective grants to a few outstanding
Latin American universities. The role of shirt-sleeve
diplomat, the concept which underlay the original Point
Four program, can best be played by Peace Corps Volun-
teers.
" (5) Another promising agency has been created by last
year's Foreign Assistance Act, the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation, more commonly known as OPIC. Its purpose is
o encourage, through a liberalized program of investment
guarantees, a larger flow of American private capital into
developing countries. In Latin America, OPIC could play a
pseful role, if it encourages the right kind of investment,
directing it away from the sensitive resource areas, and
poioting it toward joint ventures in which Latin Americans
will share largely in both ownership and management. Here,
again, everything depends on the way OPIC is administered.
The ‘use of joint ventures deserves emphasis. I am well
sware - that joint ventures are distasteful to many—not
sll—American companies. But, in the long run, this may be
the.only way U. S. business interests can survive in Latin
America.-. - - i s -
Before concluding, let me just add one warning here.
Private foreign investment is not economic cooperation and
assismnce; it is business, and most Latin leaders are willing to
treat it in a business-like manner. What Latin Americans are

. telling us is, "if the U. S. wants its investors to prosper in the

region, then it is incumbent on the U. S. to make sure that
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N DECEMBER 6, 1967, San Francisco State College
erupted into a state of chaos. Rioting students and off-
ampus militants broke into buildings, smashed

property, and beat students and newsmen. Some called it
dissent. In Washington, several weeks ago, four thugs ran out
from a darkened building, surrounded an elderly lady, robbed
+her of the fifty cents she had on her person, and bludgeoned
heri'into unconsciousness. Some excused their behavior as
dissent. it
On April 4, 1969, shots rang out in Memphis, Tennessee,
and Martin Luther King was dead from the unlawful use of an
asassin’s gun. Minutes later, thousands of people marched into
the-strects of Washingron and for five days they burned and
looted like invaders from another land. Fire after fire lighted
the:night. One . . . then another . . a total of 711 were
reported.  G45 buildings were damaged or completely
deswroyed, while people wandered at will into the broken store
fronts and walked away, weighed down with their plunder.
Over.one thousand people were injured, eleven were killed and
property damage cost $24,000,000. Some excused the assassin’s
act and the mob's behavior as dissent. -1
A:few months ago, the Black Panthers in San Francisco
out coloring books to little Negro children. The book
Portrayed blacks shooting and- knifing policemen, with the
ption: "The only good pig is a dead pig.” Should such sction
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investors are ‘development-oriented.

Whether the public or private sectors are involved, it is
essential for the United States to lower its profile in Latin
America. Our national interests can best be served, not by
helping Latin America less, but by loosening our embrace. We
should keep a decent distance away from their internal affairs,
from their military apparatus and their revolving-door
governments, This would be best for us and best for them.

It would also disengage the United States from its unseemly
courtship of governments which are living contradictions to
our traditional values as a nation. When we pour our money
into budgetary support for a notoriously authoritarian
government, when we supply it with riot guns, tear gas and
mace, intelligent young Americans who still want to believe in
our professed ideals, begin to ask elemental questions.

“If we are not agasnst such dictatorships,” they ask, “then
what is it we are for that really matters?”

In the final analysis, each country must live by the ideals it
prizes most highly. That is the basis upon which governments
turn to their people for loyalty and support. A crisis of spirit
arises when our foreign policy comes unhinged from the
historic values we hold dear as a people, and when the role of
the United States in the world becomes inexplicable to its own
young citizens. This is happening to us. Its occurrence is of
more fundamental importance than any question of economic
theory, investment policy or diplomatic tactics.

Devising the right role for the United States in its own
hemisphere and the world at large, a role consistent with the
admirable ideals of its origins, would go far toward restoring
our country to the unique position it once held in the
community of man.

Crime
SOME CALL IT DISSENT
By BILL CHAPPELL, United States Congressman from Florida
Delsvered before the Kewani: and Rotary Clubs of Ocala, Florida, March 30, 1970

be excused as lawful dissent?

In Los Angeles, drug addicts Charles Manson and his
cohorts are awaiting trial for the brutal slaying of Sharon Tate.
Last week, Manson threw a copy of the United States
Constitution into the waste basker in defiance of law and
order. His supporters called it dissent.

What do yox call it when a man robs another, when he
steals, when he burns a building, when he threatens another
with a gun, when he murders, when he teaches others to burn
and to kill? I call it crime.

Crime . .. and the paralyzing fear of crime . .. has exploded
into one of the most serious threats to America today. And if
we are going to correct this problem, then we must understand
a few of the reasons behind the rising crime rate.

Many in this country have come to regard the Supreme

Court with such reverence that it can do no wrong—even
when it hands down irresponsible decisions that cripple the
police in their efforts to prevent crime, detect criminals and
prosecute them. Its rulings on mob marches, riots, pornog-
raphy and subversive activity are all contributing to the crime
wave. :
. One of the great deterrents to crime is-realistic penalty: A
criminal law without an enforced realistic penalty is-no law at
all. Yet, the courts have encouraged criminal irresponsibility
by -haading out light and unrealistic seoteaces.
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Farewell To Foreign Aid i
A LIBERAL TAKES LEAVE 1
By FRANK CHURCH, United States Senator from ldaho

Delivered in the United States Senate, Washington, D. C., October 29, 1971

E STAND IN this year 1971 at the end of one

decade of disillusion, with no good reason to believe

that we are not now embarked upon another. Ten
years ago, the leaders of the United States—and to a lesser
degree the American people—were filled with zeal about their
global goals. With supreme confidence both in our power and
capacity to make wise and effective use of it, we proclaimed
the dawning of a new era in which America would preserve
world peace, stem communism and lead. the impoverished
masses of mankind through the magic point of “takeoff” into a
“decade of development.” To bring these glories ©0 pass—so
we allowed ourselves to believe—we had only to recognize the
simple, central fact which Professor Walc Rostow assured us
would bring victory in Vietnam and success in all our other
foreign enterprises, “the simple fact that we are the greatest
power in the world—if we behave like it.”

Looking back on the sixties, no one can deny that we were
indeed “the greatest power in the world” and that we surely
did “behave like it"—if throwing our might and money
around is- the correct measure of ‘“behaving like it.”
Nonetheless, we not only failed to accomplish what we set out
to accomplish ten years ago; we have been thrown for losses
across the board: in the name of preserving peace, we have
waged an endless war; in the guise of serving as sentinel for
the “free world,” we have stood watch while free governments
gave way to military dictatorship in country after country,
from one end of our vast hegemony to the other. Today,
confidence in American leadership abroad is as gravely shaken
as is confidence in the American dollar. As for the “decade of
development,” ten years of American foreign aid spread far
and wide, not only has failed to narrow the gap between rich
nations and poor; the gap berween the small, wealthy elites
and the impoverished masses-in most underdeveloped lands
has also widened.

Against this backdrop of general failure, the Senate is
being asked to authorize yet another year of foreign a‘ti
usual. For fiscal year 1972, President Nixon has asked
foreign aid authorization of more than $3.5 billio
compared with $3.1 billion appropriated last year,‘{!
included $500 million added on for Israel. Clearly
Administration seeks not just to sustain, but to increast
level of spending. -

The annual foreign aid authorization bill, however
more than the visible tip of the iceberg. It constitutes
about two-fifths of a total foreign aid program of ov
billion proposed for this fiscal year by the Executive Brar

The magnitude of the foreign aid program can be}
grasped by projecting its costs over the period of the nex
years. Calculating these costs on a conservatived
estimating on a projection of existing, not hypotki
spending levels, the staff of the Senate Foreign Rel
Committee forecasts that foreign assistance for- the fivé
period, FY 1973-1977, will exceed $50 billion! Less thaf
of the five year total will result from programs authoriz
the regular foreign assistance and military credit saleg
Thirteen billion will be attributable to programs nowft
through the Defense Appropriation bill, and the PJ
program will account for an additional $7 billion.

Staggering as these totals seem, it is probable thac-th
short of the mark. In calculating the estimates, the coni
staff used only the most reliable and restrictive of avd
guidelines. For example:

on the projection of the average of the programs{
1970, 1971, and the amount requested for FY 19%
2. Regional and country military aid and credi
estimates were based on the average of the prog;
FY 1971 and that planned for FY 1972, except}
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_.~ause of countries such as Korea and Cambodia, where
special circumstances apply, or in the cases of Africa and
1atin America where higher ceilings are now being

S r: anflation factor of only 3.5 per cent was used to cal-

% >xculate’ projections for all programs except those for ship

i ~+Joans and excess defense articles, which were calculated
..at.one-thi d of acquistion cost.

+4 1It~was assumed that programs related to the Vietnam
‘War will continue at the FY 1972 level on the theory
chat: if the shooting war stops, there is likely to be a
mcsponding increase in economic aid for reconstruc-

s« .con:purposes and the total AJ. S. assistance will not

4.vodedine”

4 .Contributions  :to - international lending organizations

< .iowere-based: on a continuation of present levels or

<+ =gcheduled - contributions without accounting for the
#impacr of inflation.

% 6. No-costs were included for a possible residual military
g%&mmnce advisory group in Vietnam.

" Thefive-year ‘projection probably falls short in still other

ﬁilt’tis%i_mpossible to estimate with any precision the future
#iae of ‘cermin -programs, such as that for the distribution of
axrsg defense articles. As the war in Vietnam continues to
wiad ‘down;“and-our armed forces are restructured, the
ityrofiexcess weapons and war materials is bound to
fscrease 'way above the $660 million planned for distribution
amide Viemam this year. The prodigious turnover of military
sgmipment -t0-the . Vietnamese just doesn’t show up on the
books, nor-doesthe value of American bases being transferred
@ em. Furthermore, the number of ships available for giving
8 lending’ito foreign countries is also likely to increase
1t ially. as our ‘navy's participation in the Vietnam war
dminithes and its modernization program expands.
Foc all ‘of these reasons, the staff projection of the cost of
¢id to-the United States for the next five years, which
weals $51,024,050,000, is probably too low. That, in itself,
#ould give us: pause. No Senator should vote to approve this
g‘;:llt‘horintion bill, without looking ahead. Perpetuating
2id through this annual ritual is a salami-slicing tactic.
“rb!@xdying the projections over the next five years, is it
Mbie S0 _appreciate  what a tremendous outlay of this
®mry's financial resources is actually entailed. Accordingly, I
=k wenimous -consent that the committee staff charts,
h:hgﬁfequstfc:r totals of foreign aid for FY 1972, and
.n!&“evels’ for the next five years, appear at this point in
‘Imd_%ﬂ

A perusal of these charts will reveal that foreign aid, in all
.ll,“'fl!ﬁ?nS~COSting the United States approximately $10
‘M'year!; This country simply cannot afford to sustain
-d'n Outlay out of habit, especially when in terms of its
';°bJ¢Ctlvcs—thc containment of communism, the
n:0f ‘economic development, and the advancement of
. rtue program is on the whole a proven failure, whose
T‘mtf’»_ls warranted on these empirical grounds alone.
h’;:m Important, . however, if we are to learn something
“SXperience; to. consider why our aid programs have
*Ri‘v;“ ieve their objectives and whether, indeed, these
‘ vesiwere.sound to begin with. The technicalities have
-ng-i;‘?j?d?and reexamined; every few years a new
wd 3 ey, ;mﬂduf_ts 2 new study resulting in a new report
*2 consd e:;{fga}H}at10n—:md nothing else. Never yet have
wad ‘ﬁnt;t S4instuil measure the possibiliry that the failure of
f£§‘h°'91?iwd administrative but conceptual and
mﬁl Sh‘} It can only be understood as an aspect of the
; %, &-,-.Amﬂlcan foreign policy over the last decade.
Sotinnan 3625 ] have come to believe, it is futi
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the most efficient organization and the most competent
management must fail if the program itself is rooted in
obsolete conceptions of the national interest and if the
objectives meant to be achieved are unsound or unattainable,
or both. '

On the basis of our experience over the last decade in
dealing with the third world—unquestionably the “disaster
area of our foreign policy”—]John Kenneth Galbraith suggests
four lessons that we should have learned:

First, it now seems clear that the "“Marshall Plan
syndrome”—the belief that American capital, energy and
know-how could not fail to work economic wonders in any
country on whom these blessings might be conferred—has

.turned out to be largely irrelevant and unworkable in the poor

countries which lack Europe’s pre-existing organizational,
administrative and technical capacities.

Second, it is evident now, if it was not before, that in the
poor rural societies of the third world the concepts of
“communism” and capitalism are of litle more than
“terminological” significance. The fact that these countries are
poor and rural has vastly greater meaning than the fact that
such little enterprise as they have may be “socialist” or
“free.”

Third, in the course of discovering that the inner life and
development of the third world lie beyond the reach of
external control, we have also discovered that the futile effort
to shape another country’s development calls into being an
enormous, intrusive civilian and military bureaucracy. Whereas
colonial power was exercised directly, Professor Galbraith
observes, through a simple line of command, our campaign to
win the hearts and minds of foreign populations requires “a
much more massive table of organization.” Indeed, in the
course of recent hearings on Brazil in the Western
Hemisphere Subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations
Commirtee, the fact came out that, relative to population, we
have twice as many American officials administering our aid
program in Brazil today as the British had in India governing
that count y before independence.

Finally, Professor Galbraith notes, we have seen how an
overseas bureaucracy acquires a life and purpose of its own,
only tenuously controlled by the Executive in Washington and
effectively beyond the reach of Congress and the American
people. Like any bureaucracy—especially a colonial service far
removed from its home base—the American aid and military
establishment abroad are motivated by one simple unshakable
ambition: to survive and perpetuate their species.!

Finally, I would suggest a fifth lesson to be drawn from the
experience of the sixties: that, even with enormous power and
the best of intentions, there are some things we cannot do,
things which are beyond our moral and intellectual resources.
If we learn nothing else from the experience of the sixties, it
will profit us immeasurably to have learned that being richer
and stronger than everybody else has not made us wiser. When
it comes to wisdom, we are part of the pack; just knowing that
will be wisdom enough.

It is astonishing in retrospect how little we questioned the
seeming verities of the cold war during the fifties and sixties.
Conservatives railed against “international communism” and
prescribed military aid; liberals, believing themselves more
sophisticated, spoke of the “Sino-Soviet bloc” and the greater
usefulness of economic aid. Neither questioned the premises of
the cold war or the purposes of aid. China and Russia alike
were perceived as implacable enemies of ‘the “free world:" if
they differed, it was only on the most efhicient means of
“burying” us. Aid—both military and economic—was con-
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ceived primarily as an instrument of containment, a weapon in
the cold war, and if some Americans favored military
assistance and other economic, that too was a matter of tactics,
if not of how to "bury” the Commumsts then at least of how
to contain them.

Like most shibboleths, the trouble with containment is not
that it was illusory in its original formulation but that it was
subsequently elevated to the status of a universal truth, which
it is not, and applied in areas where it had no bearing.
Vietnam is the principal case in point: we supported the
French, then supplanted them, and finally plunged into a war
in which we are now still engaged because we had persuaded
ourselves that Ho Chi Minh was the puppet of the Chinese,
who in turn, at least until the mid-fifties, we regarded as
puppets of the Soviet Union.

When the cold war philosophy developed, back in the late
Forties and early Fifties, the Soviet Union had indeed
represented a military threat to Western Europe. Extrapolat-
ing from that quite plausible threat, we came to suppose that
we were confronted with a ruthless, coordinated global force
to which we gave the name of “international communism.” By
the time of the Johnson Administration, the cold war outlook
had been refined to take account of the Sino-Soviet split, so
that Mr. Rusk raised the specter not of “international
communism” but of a "world cut in two by Asian
communism.” Still this outlook was the direct descendant of
the Acheson view of 1949 when the then Secretary of State
proclaimed the Chinese Communists to be “a party in the
interest of a foreign imperialism,” led by men who “have
foresworn their Chinese heritage and have publicly announced
their subservience to a foreign power, Russia. . . ."2

Foreign aid, which had worked so well in Western Europe
through the Marshall Plan, was conceived thereafter as one of
the arsenal of weapons to be employed in the grand, global
strategy of containment. Military assistance, starting with the
Truman Doctrine, was designed to bolster the armed forces of
the arc of nations along the periphery of the “Sino-Soviet
bloc;” it was soon extended to support shaky regimes beyond
the periphery of the “"bloc,” in Asia and Latin America,
against the danger of foreign sponsored subversion. Economic
assistance, it was thought, would serve the same purpose by
promoting development and prosperity, by robbing subversion
of its appeal to the masses. Liberals and conservatives within
the United States debated the proper mix of economic and
* military support; neither questioned their purp05e nor
underlying premise.

The premise, however, was open to question from the
outset. As early as ]anuary 1945—so the Foreign Relations
Committee was recently told by one of our leading
China experts—Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai secretly
informed President Roosevelt that they were willing to meet
with him in Washington for exploratory talks as leaders of a
Chinese political party? Soon thereafter—so reported an
American Foreign Service Officer named John Stewart
Service—Mao outlined a plan for postwar Chinese-American
economic cooperation. “America,” Mao wld Service, “is not
only the most suitable country to assist the economic
development of China: she is also the only country fully able
to participate. For all these reasons there must not and cannot
be any conflict, estrangement or misunderstanding between
the Chinese people and America. . . .”* Again, in 1946, Chou
En-lai made it clear to President Truman's special Ambassador,
General Marshall, that the Chinese Communists had no wish
o be totally dependent on Sealin. “Of course we will lean to

-?9’”‘9“ States Relations with China., Department of State, August
3 Allen Whiting, on June 28. 1971.
4 Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, 1945,
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one side,” he said. “But how far we lean dependstl
you.”® 3

It has also become apparent that the. notion of
communism with its headquarters in Peking” has beens
myth than reality. China had little or nothing to dod
North Korea's attack on South Korea in 1950, and entered
war reluctantly only to counter General MacArt

reckless thrust to the border of Manchuria. China alsg

According to an article of lasc June 30 in the Christian St
Monitor drawn from previously unpublished Pentagon pz
the United States “ignored eight direct appeals for aid:
North Vietnamese Communist leader Ho Chi Minh in th
five winter months following the end of World War ;
more astonishing, according to this account, "Ho alsg

several messages through secret channels even earlie

accorded the ‘same status as the Phlhpj:mes—an i
mined period of tutelage preliminary to independence.”
If there is any truth in this version of events—a

either of the great Communist powers has been benigg
friendly but only that they have not been consistent ing
hostility, which in part has been provoked by our ownj
they have seldom acted in concert; that both have influey
but neither has ever really dominated the Comm
movements of Southeast Asia; and that both of the}
Communist states and certain of the small ones—in
North Vietnam—have on certain occasions been will
even eager to come to terms with the United States. 7
For reasons ranging from our dismay with Stalin's K
after World War II to the intimidating effects of the enl
anti-Communist hysteria at home, American policy m
clung tenaciously through the fifties and sixties to the my
the Communist monolith. It was in that frozen fran#
reference that our foreign aid programs were designed,§
with an unprecedented array of alliances and a m#
buildup of American military power, as part of ag
strategy for the containment of “international commus
Well over half of our aid to the so-called "devel
countries has been military and paramilitary assisg
Foreign aid, economic as well as military, was sold to
as a national security measure. The “developing
were portrayed as cold war battlegrounds which would be
vulnerable to communism if we did not sustain thems
undeveloped countries, John J. McCloy wrote 1960, prom:
be “the principal battleground in which the forces of freg
and communism compete—a battleground in which the-f
shape of society may finally be tested and determined.”®
Even if the premise of a unified aggressive “interna
communism” had been sound, the strategy for counter
with foreign aid was not. Experience has shown that, al
military assistance can be a potent factor in ¢
insurgency, it is by no means a reliable one, while Ame
economic support has almost no influence whatevel
whether a country “"goes Communist,” as Cuba and Chil
shown. This is not for lack of skill or technical know-

Vol. VIII, The Far East, China, Washington, 1969, p. 274.
5 Whiting. ibid.
6 Quoted in Richard J. Barnet, Intervention and Revolution (
p. 27. ;
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ur -part but because of the irrelevance of the instrument to
e objective. The countries of Asia and Africa—I must here
xclude Latin America—which have remained non-communist
ave done so not because the United States has succeeded in
uying their allegiance or in launching them toward “takeoff”
nd self-sustaining economic growth, but because they have
ot wished to become Communist, regarding communism as
n alien ideology, or because their populations have been too
oor‘and illiterate to be interested in such sophistications as
leology or revolution.

Revealingly, the Russians have had no greater success in
uying  ideological coaverts ‘with aid than we have had in
ying to head them off. In one or two instances, small African
ountries have unceremoniously packed off their Russian aid
chnicians when their presence became too intrusive. Egyprt,
hich has been the largest single recipient of Soviet foreign
d for the last fifteen years, has rigorously suppressed its
weraal Communists and repeatedly warned the Russians
gainst meddling in internal Arab affairs. In July of this year,
resident Sadat responded to a Soviet appeal for Egyptian
ressure against the crackdown on Communists in the Sudan,
ichian- angry address before the Arab Socialist Union in
hich he declared that Egypt would never become Communist
r recognize an Arab Communist government—although,
resident Sadat added, Egypt would remain friendly to the
oviet Union, even after a possible settlement with Israel.”
)ccurrences such as this suggest the advisability of giving
redit where it is due: when it comes to using aid for political
urposes, the Russians have a greater talent for alienating
eople from communism than we do.

Nonetheless, our Administration persists in the delusion
atit can buy influence with aid. So President Nixon seems to
elieve in his insistence on letting military and economic aid
lter> through to the government of West Pakistan, even
jough American arms may be used to carry out the savage
sppression of the people of East Pakistan. When the House
f Representatives voted in early August to suspend aid to the
Test ‘Pakistani regime, except for relief assistance in East
akistan and for East Pakistani refugees in India, President
lixon' expressed his disapproval on the ground that an aid
woff*would jeopardize the Pakistani government's ability to
‘eate ' “'stability” and would undermine our own ability to
nfluence the course of events .. ."8 In terms of the realpolstik
' which this Administration seems so fond, our continuation
‘aid “already in the pipeline” to Pakistan is supposed to buy
i influence with the ruling generals in Islamabad and help
Tset the influence of Communist China. The cost of this
nfluence”—such as it may be—is the loss of our influence
ithdndia, which has now concluded a friendship treaty with
e Soviet Union. Worse still, as the New York Times put it

a recent editorial, our continuing support of the Pakistani
wernment “has put the United States in the position of
bsidizing, and thus seeming to condone, crimes against
1manity unequaled since Hitler’s time."®

While experience has shown that our aid programs have
tle if any relevance either to the deterrence of communism

the encouragement of democracy, they have been effective

certain instances in keeping unpopular regimes in power.
tey have cerrainily contributed to that end in the cases of the

‘eek colonels, the Pakistani generals and the Brazilian ‘junta.
1 ‘of these regimes are dicratorships, but they are anti-
mimunist and therefore pass our eligibility test for
‘mbership in the “free world." A government may torture

1 terrorize its own population but—from the standpoint of

Vew York Times, August 6, 1971.

’ress Conference of August 4, 1971,

"“Stability’ in Pakistan,” New York Times, August 6, 1971, p. 30.
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our policy makers—as long as it remains anti-communist,
provides “stability,” generally supports American foreign
policy and is hospitable to American investment, it qualifies,
for purposes of aid, as a “free country.”

“Stability” is an antiseptic word; it reveals nothing about
how individual people live and die. “Stability,” as Richard
Barnet points out, “is an antidevelopment goal in countries
where the established institutions perpctuate poverty and the
ruling elites show no serious commitment to change.”!°

As the Tsars of Russia and the Sultans of Turkey
understood very well, there is no better defense against radical
revolution, no greater assurance of “stability,” than an ignorant
and inert population. Traveling in Latin America several years
ago, a Senate staff member noted repeatedly in his diary the
gentleness, submissiveness and conservatism of the campesinos
in one country after another. “Like the peasants of
northeastern Brazil,” he noted, “the Indians in the barriadas of
Lima are not revolutionary; they are too humble and ignorant
and are therefore subrevolutionary or prerevolutionary. That,
however, is not necessarily going to be the case with their
prodigal offspring, many of whom are getting a little schooling
and a little view of the world beyond the sierra and the
barriada. Some of them are going to get ideas and it only takes
a few who are smart and tough to make a revolution.”!!

When revolution comes—as it likely will in many of the
still “stable” countries of the third world—it will bear no
resemblance to the kind of benign, gradual “takeoff” into self-
sustaining growth envisioned by American aid officials and
private investors. The notion that a stable, non-revolutionary
social structure is the essential condition of economic
development is a self-serving rationalization. It enables
American policy makers to believe that the interests of the
United States, as they conceive them, are identical with the
social and economic interests of the poor countries. “Stability,”
they insist, is not only essential for the exclusion of
communism and the preservation of American influence; it
is also in the best interests of the developing countries
themselves, because—so the argument runs—revolution means
violence, disruption, inefficient management, and the loss of
investment capital as well. In this way, we rationalize our
support for regimes whose very existence is the principal
barrier in their countries to real economic development and
social justice.

The conditions essential for development are not so much
economic and technological as they are psychological and
political. No infusion of capital and know-how from without
can galvanize a society in which the rewards of development
are grabbed up by a small privileged caste while the majority
of people are left hopeless, debilitated and demoralized. As the
Brazilian bishop Dom Antonio Batissa Fragoso put it,

“We do not need paternalistic redemption. We need
conditions so that those who are now abandoned may free
themselves from their own underdevelopment with their
own united force . . . the poor have no hope in those who
still have economic power. And the poor are those who
struggle for justice. If those who fight for justice are
called subversive, then subversion is their hope.”1?

In countries long under the domination of corrupt
oligarchies nothing less than a radical redistribution of
political power may be the essential precondition for economic
development. If the bulk of the people are to make the
concerted effort and accept the enormous sacrifices required

10 Richard J. Barnet, “Can the United Scates Promote Foreign Develop-
ment?”’ unpublished paper, p. 17.

11 Seth Tillman, Diary of a Trsp and Viséts to the Peace Corps sn Latin
America, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, March 16, 1967,
pp- 16, 24, 33.

12 Quoted by Barnet, ibid., p. 12.
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for lifting a society out of chronic poverty, they have got to
have ‘some belief in the integrity of their leaders, in the
commitment of those leaders to social justice, and in the
equality of sacrifice required of the people. Reactionary
regimes have neither the ability nor the interest to foster such
a conception of social justice. They value aid from the United
States as a means of maintaining, not of abolishing,
inequalities of wealth and power. The lip service paid to
reform is a crumb for their benefactors; it helps to make the
Americans feel good and it costs them nothing. In fac,
American economic aid is commonly used to promote
industrialization programs which generate a high level of
consumption for the privileged, with little, if any, “trickle-
down” benefit for the dispossessed. At the same time,
American military assistance, and such para-military programs
as the training and equipping of a country’s police force, help
such regimes as those of Brazil, Greece and Pakistan to
suppress reformist movements. In this way, American aid is
being used \not to promote development but for the quite
opposite purpose of supporting the rule of corrupt and
stagnant—but vociferously anti-communist—dictatorships.
Even if we should succeed in purging our minds of the anti-
communist obsession which has driven us into league with
military dictatorships and oppressive oligarchies all over the
globe, it would still be all but impossible for us to promote
radical reform in the countries of the third world. Even indeed
if we were a revolutionary society ourselves and were
committed to a revolutionary conception of development—as
most assuredly we are not—there is still very little we could do
to foster social revolution in alien societies. The catalyst of
radical change in any society must be an indigenous
nationalism giving rise to a sense of community, commitment
and shared sacrifice. Can anyone seriously believe, for example,
that the United States, through massive infusions of aid, could
ever have persuaded, inspired or cajoled the demoralized
Chiang Kai-chek regime of the late forties into generating the
kind of collective spirit which the Chinese communists have
generated? Here is how James Reston describes it from
Peking in August 1971:
"Whatever you think of their political system, they are
consciously engaged these days in the common life of
rebuilding the nation and even in reconstructing
themselves. This country is engaged in one vast coopera-
tive barn-raising. They work at it night and day with a
pride and persistence that are astonishing . . "3
I do not suggest that the United States prefers or admires
the dictatorial regimes it subsidizes, but only that there is little
we can do with our aid to change them, all the more since
these regimes can blackmail us so easily with the threat of
communism if they should fail. The Kennedy Administration
did make an effort to encourage democratic and progressive
policies in countries to which it extended aid, especially in
Latin America, but that effort was a failure and the reasons for
that failure are instructive. We failed because we had neither
the ability to impose reform from outside nor the will to
pursue it from within. The one was simply impossible; the
other went against the priority of our own interests as we
conceived them. However much we may have wanted reform
and development, we wanted “stability,” anti-communism and
a favorable climate for investment more. The experience of
twenty years of aid shows that we can neither bring about
fundamental reform in tradition-encrusted societies nor pre-
vent revolution in those countries where the tide of change
runs deep and strong; all we can really do is to service the
Status guo in countries where it is not strongly challenged
anyhow.

13 “Lecters from China, V,” New York Times, August 18, 1971, p. 37.
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United States foreign aid certainly was unable to win
support at the time of the recent two votes at the Uni
Nations relating to the admission of the People’s Republic
China.

As you recall, the first vote was an important procedu
one, as a result of which member-states defeated the Unit
States resolution declaring that expulsion of Nationalist Chi
was an “important matter” and, consequently, required a w
thirds vote rather than a 51mple majority for passage. Fif
nine nations voted against our resolution and 15 abstained.

The foreign assistance bill, now before us, contai
authorizations totaling approximately $1.5 billion in milita
and economic aid for 42 of the 74 member-states that eith
oppesed our position or abstained on this key vote.

Correspondingly, the bill contains aggregate authorizatio
of approximately $2.4 billion for 55 member-states that eith
voted against our position, or abstained, on the secor
question that admitted the -People’s Republic to the Unit
Nations and expelled Nationalist China.

If our long-term loans, made in the name of nourishir
development abroad, serve neither to deter communism n
strengthen democratic government, and if they do so little 1
furnish the destitute with a broader measure of social justic
wherever they may live, why do we persist in making themx
To find the answer to that question, one must begin the searc
here at home, in the land of the lender. L)

There is abundant evidence that our foreign aid program:
much less philanthropic than we have cared to portray. Indee
the figures suggest that it is patently self-serving. Former All
Director William Gaud discloses that, as a result of tied loan
“ninety-three per cent of AID funds are spent directly in th
United States. . . . Just last year some 4,000 American firms:i;
fifty states received $1.3 billion in AID funds for product
supplied as part of the foreign aid program.” Similarly, Georg
D. Woods, former President of the World Bank, has observe:
that “bilateral programs of assistance have had as one of thei
primary objectives helping the high-income countries them
selves; they have looked toward financing export sales, towar
tactical support of dnplomacy, toward holding militan
positions thought to be strategic.”4

The oft-asserted lament that our foreign aid progran
lacks a constituency in the United States is just another-0
those myths we hold dear. Actually, our bilateral aid progran
is, in effect, the soft-loan window of the Export-Import Bank
it is the source from which foreign governments borrov
money on easy terms with which to buy goods and service
from within the United States. As such, it enjoys a livel
constituency which exerts steady pressure on the governmen
to keep the program going.

In addition to financing American exports, our foreign aid
both economic and military, has encouraged relationships
sustained dependency on the United States. In man
underdeveloped countries, repressive governments draw reas
surance from the arms we furnish and the milicary training w
supply. As the source of money and weapons for their armie
and police forces, the U. S. government acquires a certail
leverage over these regimes, while they last. Enticed b
attractive credit terms, by growing familiaricy with America
equipment, reliance on American replacement parts, b
bargain prices on obsolete equipment, training programs fo
their soldiers and police, and the sales promotion techniques‘o
our military advisory missions, these governments soo
enough learn to "think American.” - 3

No less than military aid, our economic assistance create
and perpetuates relanonshlps of dependency. The law requires
for example, that aid shipments be carried only in Americ

14 Quoted by Barnet, ibid., p. 7. %
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.that purchases be made only in the United States.
f these and other requirements, the Peterson Report
. that United States aid crosts recipients about 15 per-
e more than world market prices.'3
4 Sarplus food shipments under PL 480, on its face the most
Mmpic of aid programs, in fact have served to unload
ysurpluses, “at virtually no economic cost to the United
, ccording to economist Michael Hudson, a former
Soneaof-payments analyst for the Chase-Manhattan Bank.
ke | ne time, Hudson points out, the PL 480 program has
d-receiving countries in debt to us to the extent of
billion, “thereby tying them to the purse strings of
“Department and the United States Treasury for
cwenty years to come.”®
3 ndency on the United States grows steadily too with
$e mounting burden of servicing past debts. The Peterson
enort-acknowledges that mounting debts, which must be
pually refinanced on an emergency basis, keep the poor
@éma “short leash.”7 As grace periods end on loans
Biagidue in° the 1970’s and poor countries find themselves
yingiouc ever greater amounts to finance past debts, new
|: be effectively neutralized and the poor countries
eatened with economic paralysis.
ot‘may ‘well someday be a general default on debt
) the United States reminiscent of the defaults on

unwcies in the thirties and helped to drive us
nto the-isolationism of that era.

here have we seen more clearly the ineffectiveness of
&l ‘2% 'deterrent to revolutionary pressures and as an
frument for- the reconstruction of traditional societies than
® LurinAmerica. The Alliance for Progress represents the
gh warer mark of our innocence in supposing that we could
‘traditional societies from their centuries’ long legacy
Eygpny and scagnation with a little bit of seed capital and
%me stirring ‘rhetoric. It is the conclusion of one recent author
erica;who spent three months last year in search
# “Latin American reality,” that, despite the Alliance for
Sthings are getting worse, not better, that each year
e people are poorer, hungrier, less clothed, less sheltered
,h.ig.bg_;ycgr before, ‘and that all the indices project a
( on-of this negative trend for the foreseeable future.

S A ot

$ barely.tolerable for 80 per cent of Latin America’s 275
mﬂ.";fﬁ";@ﬂe;‘md‘it-wiﬂ be unspeakably worse for the 600
mecwdfor the year 2000."18

; %fthat»the -per capita income of Latin American

rie “risen” during the years of the Alliance for
M?-bug,jt has risen in so unbalanced and inequitable a
Wy that ithegains have gone almost entirely to the 20 per
;q#le;‘pppulation who live within the modern economy.
hb@gﬁ.s‘:accruing to the lower 80 per cent have not even
s *withepopulation growth, so that they have become
& Bodorcs y-and absolutely poorer. Progress, though visible,
bh'ybshlnlngmodem cities have arisen and the Alliance
ke  has brpught roads, transitor radios and Coca Cola
.hﬁﬂ!’At_ncncan countryside, but their social impact is
-and:disruprive. Labor-saving devices make life more

- for ‘the affluent few but they do not add to per
outputand they add ro unemployment where there were
h:i‘“?lusss to begin with. Indeed the effect of this
g '»-MWUIt?ble development, which widens the gap

- b"it.u Assistance in the 1970’s: A New Approach,
28100, D. C,, March 1:{, 2970, p_b32_ o
Statal n | Hudson, The Myzh of Aid.
 Foreign Assistance in the 1970’s, p. 33.
&‘?“:‘.’ﬂud‘wr of Revclusion Nexs Door: Latin America in
atiniAmerica: Who Is to Blame?” Commonweal,
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between rich and poor, is deeply demoralizing to the poor and
therefore detrimental to genuine development. As Erich
Fromm and Michael Maccoby have shown in their study of a
Mexican village, the impact of the "developed” ideology of
“Consumerism” and waste on a traditional society is to destroy
social cohesiveness, undermine personal psychological strength,
and rob the people of joy in their lives.!”

The distortions of public aid to Latin America are
heightened by the impact of private investment. Although
United States direct investment in Latin America grew from $8
billion to $15 billion during the 1960’s and continues to grow
at the rate of $1 billion a year, according to Gary MacEoin,
United States companies withdraw $2 in dividends, royalties
and other payments for every new dollar they invest. United
States private companies exercise a “double negative impact”:
at the same time that they decapitalize Latin America by the
withdrawal of profits, they plow back a part of their profits to
gain increasing control of the mineral assets, industry and
production of Latin American countries.?

Under this devastating North American onslaught, resent-
ment of the United States has grown apace and increasing
numbers of Latin Americans have become convinced that they
are the victims of a virulent new imperialism. As one Chilean
political scientist commented on the experience of the 1960’s,
“If that is what one decade of development does for us, spare
us from another. Foreign aid has been used, not to develop us,
but to acheive the political purposes of the donors, to smother
use in debt, to buy up our most dynamic productive assets.”"*!

In both Latin American and the rest of the third world the
conviction is taking increasing hold that the poverty of the
poor countries is not the result of imperfections in the old
“models” of development but rather the snevitable result of the
policies and practices of the rich countries. In his recent book,
The Challenge of World Poverty, Gunnar Myrdal describes
how the reforms promised in the Alliance for Progress were
“rapidly emasculated by interaction between the holders of
power in Latin America, including the American corporations
working there, and the United States Government and
Congress.” The resulting economic and social relationship, not
only between the United States and Latin America bur
generally between the rich and poor countries of the world,
may not be one of deliberate, malicious exploitation, but we
can hardly deny the name given to it by the Brazilian
economist Helio Jaguaribe. It is, he says, “an objectively
imperialist system.”

I can no longer cast my vote to prolong the bilateral aid
program, as it is now administered. I could understand—
though perhaps not condone—a foreign aid program that is
essentially self-serving. We live, after all, in a selfish world.
But the present program is designed primarily to serve private
business interests at the expense of the American people. In
far too many countries, as in the case of Brazil, we poured in
our aid money for one overriding purpose, the stabilization of
the economy in order to furnish American capital with a
“favorable climate for investment.” The search for foreign
investment opportunities by the largest American corporations
is relentless and irrepressible, as the biggest profits are to
be found abroad, where the tax bite can frequently be reduced
or averted. Moreover, the risk of loss due to political
instability, riot, revolution or expropriation, has been largely
lifted from the investor and shifted to the U. S. Government.
OPIC, the Overseas Private Investment Corporation, backed
by the Federal Government, readily insures American
companies against risks -abroad for which no comparable

9 Social Character in o Mexscan Vsllage (1970).
20 MacFoin, “Latin America: Who Is to Blame?”, p. 332.
21 Quoted by MacEoin, 16:4., p. 334.
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insurance is available at home. The multi-million dollar losses
incurred by American copper companies, resulting from the
nationalization of their holdings by Allende’s Marxist regime
in Chile, are likely to be born—not by the companies that
eagerly invested there—but by the American taxpayer. Our
foreign aid program has become a spreading money tree under
which the biggest American businesses find shelter when they
invest abroad! Small wonder that the crumbling ghettoes in
our cities, along with our declining rural communities, have to
beg and scrounge for new capital!

As my service in the State amply demonstrates, I am not a
foe of a genuine foreign aid program, having long since
acknowledged that any country as advantaged as ours should
do what it can to help other people improve their lot. But no
longer will I» endorse with my vote a foreign aid program
which has been twisted into a parody and a farce.

The major preoccupation of the present foreign aid pro-
gram is the massive disbursement of munitions which we
either give away or make available at bargain basement
prices. We ply half a hundred foreign governments with
our weaponry. Most of the world has become a dumping
ground for ships, tanks and planes, which we label as excess to
our needs. Easy credit is available at interest rates well below
the cost of money to the U. S. Government. The Military
Assistance Program has become a preposterous scandal. It
should be drastically curtailed, not enlarged.

As for our long-term bilateral loans made in the name of
promoting economic development, it is long past time that
this function were passed over entirely to the World Bank, the
Asian Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank and other
multilateral lending agencies, which were set up for this
purpose. I am prepared, now and in the future, to support
substantial U. S. contributions to these agencies. In this
manner, we could set a worthy example of international
responsibility and beckon other rich nations to share the load
with us.

I would confine our bilateral aid in the future to
technical assistance grants, administered, where feasible, by
the Peace Corps. It was through technical assistance—the
successor to Harry Truman's original Point 4—that the “green
revolution” was achieved in Asia and the hand of famine
stayed. This aspect of our foreign aid, involving outright
grants, not loans, has constituted the worthiest part of the
program. On account of it—and in hopes that the
objectionable parts would be whittled down and ulcimately
displaced—1I have tarried too long as a supporter and indulged
in too much wishful thinking.

Events of the past few weeks on Capital Hill have finally
dispelled my illusions. Instead of cutting back on the foreign
aid package, Congress is about to enlarge on it. We are in the
process of doing the same with the gigantic military budget,
approving more money for the Pentagon this year than we
spent at the height of our involvement in Vietnam. Incredible,
but true!

The acquiescence of Congress to these money demands of
the Nixon Administration make it clear that we have no
disposition, despite all the pious talk, of changing our
spending habits. The “"new priorities” promised the American
people won't be realized, as long as we refuse to cuc our huge
foreign and military spending. The long-neglected problems of
crime, drugs, poverty and pollution, which afflict so many of
our people here at home, will continue to fester and grow.

Shifting the necessary resources back to the solution of these
problems doesn’t mean we must chuck all foreign aid or turn
our backs upon calamity elsewhere. We can still afford to
ma(l;e generous donations when disaster strikes in other
lands.

VITAL SPEECHES OF THE DAY

Finally, I would advocate, as an alternative o the palhau§¢
of aid, that we lend positive support to developing countrie:
by entering into commercial arrangements that redress tbe
terms of trade which are now rigged against them.

As with so many of the difficult questions that divide and
agitate our society, the answer to the dilemma of aid lies 20
abroad, not in the slums of Calcutta or in the rural backland
of Brazil, but within ourselves. Essentially, the question 4
whether we are prepared to recognize the limits of our own
capacity—the moral and political as well as the technical and
economic limits—and allow nature to take what may well be
an uncongenial course in many countries of the third world
The question, to put it another way, is whether we czn
recognize that there are some things we simply canso
do—such as restructuring another country through our own
efforts—and other things that we cannot permanendy
prevent—such as social revolution, where and when its time
has come.

The dilemma of aid is not fundamentally different from ?he
dilemma of Vietnam. It is a problem of power—our own
power, the uses to which we wish to put it, and the moral and
intellectual limitations which have resulted in such wide
discrepancies between our intentions and our accompluh
ments. The dominant political attitude of the sixties was ane
of extravagant self-confidence. We were filled up and
infatuated with the “simple fact”—again to quote Profesor
Rostow—" that we are the greatest power in the world—if e
behave like it.” Now, in the wake of sobering tragedy, a new
outlook begins to take shape, and one may hope that it will

B

affect our thinking in matters ranging far beyond Vietnam. s
Gary MacEoin writes with reference to our excessive meddling
in Latin America, “As with the pacxﬁcauon programs 4ia
Indochina, the more total the penetration, the-more negatwe
the result. Political scientists must, in the future, cite this
experience as no less significant than that of the Vietnam war
when they discuss the limits of power of the great.”?2

Having concentrated for a decade and more on the gro
and uses of power, we may now perhaps be willing to culcivate
other national attributes—such as prudence and commou
sense. If so, we may be prepared to come to terms with such
conditions of our time as the following: that our
engineering, as applied to the poor countries of the world,.
shown itself to be irrelevant and dnsruptnve, that the threato
communism in the third world is exaggerated and, in any
case, beyond the lasting reach of our aid programs; thatfor
many countries radical revolution is the only real hope Afor
development and the single most helpful thing we can do isn
leave them alone.

Contrary to the development "models” worked out in tht
sixties by our Agency for International Development, it 0ov
appears that thoroughgoing social revolution is the necessay
prerequisite for the development of much of the third wogld
There is nothing the United States can or should doi®
promote revolution—to do so indeed would violate the United
Nations Charter and sound traditional standards of diplomacy
What we can and should do is to stop promotin
counterrevolution. Or, as Richard Barnet has succinctly put it

“As long as the United States views the successest
revolutionary governments as foreign policy defeats, we wil
continue to be an enemy of development.”??

Our aid policy is not only an aspect of our total foreig?
policy, it is also a reflection of the life and values of ou
society. As long as power and the application of power are ou
dominant preoccupations, as to a great extent they have beef
in the years since World War II, our impact upon the thi
3
22 Revolution Next Door, p. 12. :

23 “Can the United States Promote Foreign Developmente?” p. 3T
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world will be exploitative and damaging. But if, as a result of
the sobering experience of Vietnam, we are disposed to revive
more traditional American values, we may devise a construc-
tive foreign aid program designed to really help the struggling
r of the world. After all, one of the most deeply rooted of
all American political attitudes is the mistrust of power. Can a
ple who have found it wise and necessary to check and
ance the powers of their own government as applied to
themselves find it any less wise and necessary in their dealings
with ochers?
Several years ago Alan Moorehead wrote a book called The
Fatal Impact in which he recounted the disastrous and largely
unintended  effeas upon the Tahitians and Australian

The Econo

By LEONARD WOODCOCK, Preside
Delivered before the Economic Club of

it
#ADIES AND GENTLEMEN: On August 15th we
“~were told that the economic mess in our nation needed
strong medicine, and we agree that the nation does
bave.an economic mess. In the last 2145 years unemployment
bas gone from 2.6 million in December, 1968 to over 5
million in. the summer of 1971, and that’s not counting the
tlmost one million persons, mostly women, who drop out of
the labor force because of the impossibility of finding jobs, and
who are no longer. recorded as unemployed, and the several
million more who are underemployed.

Our unemployment has then gone statistically from 3.3 per
cent-t0~6.1 per cent, and this in large measure due to a
deliberately engineered recession, about which the country was
told by the President in October of 1969 when Mr. Nixon said
be bad.inherited an inflationary situation—and he had—and
that the only way in which that could be cured was by creating
an unfortunately sharp measure of unemployment whigh
would rein in the inflation.
¥ Well,”half of that promise was kept. We got the
masure of unemployment but we did not get the reining in of
‘oflation. The inflation which in 1968 had been mo

rate of 5.9 per cent, and in May through July of 1971 was
moving at an annual rate of 5.2 per cent. And thig’ with 27 per
cent of our industrial capacity idle. And our
Product in 1970 in uninflated dollars was d
ume since 1958.

We are experiencing in this year our firspadverse balance of
tm!e since 1893. We indeed are in an ecgnomic mess and the
mtion-was -ready for strong medicine,
polls—which we do not question. Bu
s it ‘The Wage-Price Freeze we say s unfair, inequitable and
obviously cannot be continued on
wages cerminly will be frozen, sin

aaism, but prices certainl
frozen because employers
mechanism: .

We say, what happens

the employers control that
would not continue to be
unilaterally control that

the suspended payments during
these 90 days? We have a er of Agreement, for example,
¥ith the MeDonnell Douglas Corporation attached to the old
g’;"mﬂi 'now expired, which says that on the 16th of
&P‘Mbcr_tl_le workers in that company were entitled to the

st cf”.“I.ng which had accumulated beyond the ceiling
Payments provided under the old contract. That money is 34¢
Per hour: It became effective under the Letter of Agreement

)

Detroit, Detroit, Michigan,

aborigines of the diseases, alcohol, firearms, laws and concepts
of morality brought to the South Pacific by the early European
explorers and colonists. Reflecting on his own voyages to
Polynesia, Captain Cook himself later wrote that "It would
have better for these people never to have known us."?*

It would represent a noteworthy advance in the standards of
international relations if the United States, profiting from its
own experience as well as that of others, could lift its well-
intentioned but no less fatal impact from the face of the third
world, so that in time it may appear that it was not so bad
after all for them to have known us.

24 Alan Moorehead, The Fatal Impacs (1966), pp. 61, 80-81.
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THOUGHTS FROM LABOR

/
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, International Unson, United Auto Workers

ctober 4, 1971

terms on the 19th of July. That 34¢ from the 19th of July
: ember for that company alone is over $5
ay it does nothing to fight inflation to take

feasury of the McDonnell Douglas Corporation.
why we say that money coming due during this
poney owed and must be paid. After the 90 days the
said, if our contracts are to be stopped in the

position was\unthinkable. Well, I submit to you that if an
individual sold a house in November, 1970 for $30,000 and
was receiving ‘payments month by month based upon that
contract for $30,000, and was told one year later in November,
1971, that sale \cannot be for more than $25,000, that
individual would certainly be free to say, “Well then, I will not
sell” And we will not sell either under those terms and—and
this needs to be thought about—if labor contracts can be torn
up based upon the sttoke of a pen, then obviously we can no
longer in the future negotiate contracts for any longer than
one year.

Now, some of the ‘economists—including some of the
economists on the Democdratic side—say that we really should
be grateful to the President because by his action he has taken
us off the treadmill of mounting wage increases to keep pace
with a mounting inflation. Well, we submit to you that we got
off that treadmill one year\ago. When we went into the
automobile and the agricultural implement negotiations we
were facing the prospect of bigger and bigger wage increases
in the later years of long-term agreements, in anticipation of a
future inflation. But unfortunately by virtue of getting those
bigger and bigger increases, making certain that future infla-
tion would come about.

And we told our leadership this was wrong. It was wrong in
their interest and it was wrong in\the nation’s interest, and
that we should negotiate for annual increases tied to the
national productivity, provided that such increases were
protected in their value by Cost of Living protection This
kind of contract worked very well for 20 years in the General
Motors Corporation and just short of that in the rest of the
industry.

The fact is that none of the three major inflations that we
have had since World War II had their origin in labor cost




ALTER FREDERICK MONDALE,

‘; ‘/ a forty-five-year-old Democrat
from Minnesota, is an increas-

ingly important member of the United
States Senate—one of the second tier of
leaders (the first is made up of those
whose power lies in their seniority),
who define the issues and get them
on the agenda, and occasionally even
win acceptance of their ideas. He is a
liberal in the Minnesota Democratic-
Farmer-Labor tradition. A protégé of
Hubert Humphrey, he became At-
torney General of the state at thirty-
two and Was appointed to fill Hum-
phrey’s Senate seat when Humphrey
was elected Vice-President in 1964,
Mondale was returned to the Senate
in 1966, and again in 1972. Despite
Mr. Nixon’s overwhelming victory last
year, Mondale won reélection then by
fifty-seven per cent, and his efforts on
behalf of Senator McGovern are cred-
ited with reducing Mr. Nixon’s vic-
tory margin in Minnesota to only six
percentage points. Mondale has estab-
lished credentials with both the center
and the left of the Democratic Party,

new ¥eres” A-REPORTER AT LARGE
- Y"’/'(’“'-".-?'?"7"743',?"cOstn‘sATloNvlTHASENATOR

and has a growing reputation among
members of the press and others in
Woashington who observe, and can af-
fect, politicians’ careers. He was co-
manager of Humphrey’s 1968 Presi-
dential campaign. He supported the
war in-Vietnam longer than many of
his Democratic colleagues did. He has
also fought for the powerless in our
society, identifying himself with such
unpopular issues as welfare and busing.

I interviewed Mondale recently, in
his Senate office—Room 443 of the
Old Senate Office Building. The office
contains the typical objects a politician
accumulates: the state seal; awards;
books written by colleagues and friends.
The furniture is Undistinguished Gov-
ernment Issue. Mondale, wearing a
short-sleeved shirt, sat in a corner of
the only unusual piece of furniture, a
pale-blue tufted Victorian sofa. Above
him were large color photographs of the
St. Croix River. Mondale is slim, youth-
ful, with a touch of gray at the temples.
He has prominent blue eyes, a nose that
is slightly beaked, and straight, dark-
blond hair cut in such a way as to

“Gee, he could be my great-great-great-great-great-great-great-
great-great-great-great-great-great-great-great-grandfather!”

P
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avoid commitment on the length ¢
sue. He has the earnest air of a s2"
of a Midwestern Methodist minist®
which he is. But he also has a streak !
wry irreverence, which has made k
popular among Senate staff membe®'
As we talked, Mondale piled the loc
pillows of the sofa under his right ar®”
arranging and rearranging them, a'™*
occasionally pounding them for er?
phasis. From time to time, he put ¥
feet on a coffee table that was in fré™
of the sofa. =
the
I BEGAN by asking Senator Mc "
dale about the dilemmas of t P
contemporary liberal. What gave 1
Senator his belief that . the social p1
grams of the nineteen-sixties w(
really worth defending? =Y
“Well, first of all, I have no arg
ment with those who seek reform "?
these programs, and maybe even t"
mination of some of them, because]e]
don’t argue that they’re perfect a'"
that there is not waste,” he replii "
“But T believe that the federal
ernment has a fundamental role in-c.-
livering services to people who N
overwhelmed by problems that %
can’t handle themselves:-hungry cl‘1 S
dren, and children who need to | °‘
educated; people who are handicapp.
mentally ill, or retarded; people w
have special learning difficuldes; p?o}:
ple who can’t find work; old fo,
who can’t care for themselves. .A g
then there is a need for social progra
that deal with the environment, tra:
portation, and a whole range of hum
problems, in which I think the fede; e
government has an indispensable role.It
leading, and helping to find natioi y
solutions. And I think many of thdin
programs must include the provision -
services, which means people, burey
crats, delivery systems; and th~
programs cannot be disbanded. ']:1(
President’s attack has not been one
reform. It’s been fundamentally ¢
of assaulting the whole notion of 're;
delivery of services to people who n¢
them. As a matter of fact, there’s |
very disturbing notion that I find wh, |
somehow suggests that in our free
ciety we’re incapable of efficiently
effectively delivering essential servi, .
through government employees.” .
I asked him if he believed we w.
capable of doing so. )
“I think there is more goed goi,
on than the President’s dark appra?u'
of these programs suggests,” he repli,»,
“Do you have appraisals that s
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FRANK CHURCH

monumental wave, we muse either utilize the nergy generated
by our escalating hopes, or risk further severe buffeting as
their tremendous force washes over us.

It is to the great credit of our nation that such hopes exist at
all. Withour our unparaileled pase progress, we would not dare
hope for—much less expect—so much more.

Whether we realize our dreams—whether we fulfill the
promise  of  America—is ultimately  dependent on our
compassion and generosity.

There is room—indeed. there is grave need—for all of us in
this great effore. I has been true of democracies through el ¢,
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ages that the effectiveness of government is directly
proportionate to the degree of citizen interest and citizen
participation.

Government can be relevant; it can be an effective device
for mceting critical citizen needs; it can function as it
should—as an extension of the people’s will.

Whether it does or not is dependent on our willingness to
demand  relevancy, to demand efficiency, and to demand
truthfulness—and o back up our demands with a commitment
to make representative democracy function as it should.

Thank you.

The State Of The Aging

LEGISLATIVE RELIEF

By FRANK CHURCH, Uprited States Senator from ldaho

Delivered in the U. S. Senate, Washington, D. C., February 7, 1972

R. PRESIDENT, recently 1 told the White House
Conference on Aging that our Nation seems to be
falling behind, rather than advancing, in terms of

achieving genuine security and well-being for older Ameri-
cans.

Nevertheless, my message was not one of pessimism.

Instead, it was one of challenge.

That challenge, very briefly stated, is that the 1970’s can be
either a period of triumph or one of despair for older
Americans.

We can seize this historic opportunity to translate the
recommendations of the 1971 White House Conference on
Aging into action—immediate and long-range.

Or we can fumble and fritter away our opportunity, with
the result that the elderly will taste more disappointment and
despair.

Quite bluntly, older Americans of today have already waited
too long for too little.

They will not be willing—nor will their successors—to wait
until the White House conference of 1981 for action to
begin.

For these reasons, | have requested time to make the leadoft
address today—the first in what might be called a state of the
aging message to be delivered by members of the Committee
on Aging and others.

Our purpese is to press home certain facts to the Congress
and the administration about the issues now facing the elderly,
the significance of the recently concluded White House
Conference on Aging, the immediate and long-range
opportunities for legislative action, and some thoughts about
the future of aging Americans.

And my own personal goal is to help generate impetus for
bipartisan congressional and administration efforts to make the
1970's a memorable decade of achicvement.

To begin, I would like to make a few comments on
comparative costs. What are we talking about when we ask for
reforms that would help older Americans?

Well, we could abolish poverty among the elderly for what
it costs to run the war in Southeast Asia for just 3 months.

We could broaden medicare coverage to include out-of-
hospital prescription drugs for what we now spend for an
aircraft carrier.

We could establish a comprehensive manpower program for
older workers for the cost of one submarine.

Given such incongruities in our present spending patterns,
it is easy to understand why the 1970’s could become a decade
of despair for older Americans.

They see a nation which boasts a gross national product of
more than $1 trillion, but in which nearly 5 million older
Americans subsist below the poverty line.

They see a nation where the median family income is almost
$10,000, but in which nearly one-fourth of all aged couples
have incomes below $3,000.

They see a nation in which $70 million is requested for
military aid for Spain, but in which only $30 million is
appropriated for service programs to enable elderly Americans
to live independently.

But they also see a nation where there is new reason for
hope. Through the voices raised at the White House
Conference on Aging, all of us have heard a stirring
declaration for action.

And that call has already produced momentum on two key
fronts.

Throughout 1971, the Congress struggled with a reluctant
administration for more adequate funding for the Older
Americans Act. And rightly so. A budget assigning the
Administration on Aging approximately the same amount of
money that was allocated to the Pentagon for publicity
purposes was not worthy of a great nation.

We questioned the administration on these spending
priorities. And finally, we won some limited victories,
including a $15 million increase in appropriations.

But it took a White House conference to turn around an
administration that was first willing to settle for $29.5 million
for the Older Americans Act, about $1.45 for each senior
citizen. It took a White House conference to demonstrate that
the clderly were deeply dissatisfied. And it tok a White
House conference to provide the necessary impetus to secure a
$100 million appropriation for the Older Americans Act, the
highest in its history.

There is also no doubt in my mind that the conference
helped to marshal support for establishing a national hot meuls
program. For nearly 2 years, the administration had opposed
this measure. Buring the week of the conference, though, the
Senate rejected this advice and approved the nutrition
program for the Elderly Act, S. 1163, by a vote of 89 o 0.
This measure, which was sponsored by the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Kennedy), is now before the House of
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Representatives.  And, 1 understand that the House is
scheduled to take action today on this proposal.

And behind it all, there is a firm bipartisan attitude in
Congress when it comes to issues affecting older Americans. No
where is this better demonstrated than in the Committee on
Aging, on which 1 serve as chairman. We may have 11
Democrats and nine Republicans on our committee. But in our
treatment of the issues affecting the elderly, we try to conduct
our business in a bipartisan manner.

What is now necessary is a joint effort by Congress and a
willing administration to construct a sound and coherent
program for the aging.

Before discussing what form this action program should
take, an c¢xamination of the administration’s “game plan” is
essential. This is not done in a partisan vein becuase no
administration to date—whether it be Democratic or
Republican—has really come to grips with the predicament of
the elderly.

Despite the crying need, the administration, until recently,
exhibited a narrow, negative attitude. Not only did it fail to
propose new programs of its own, but it resisted, opposed, and
even blocked several congressional initiatives.

Until last week, the administration opposed the enactment
of the Nutrition Program for the Elderly Act. Yet, 8 million
older Americans have diets insuthcient for good health. And
the administration’s own White House Conference on Food,
Nutrition, and Health strongly supported this type of
legislation.

The administration has opposed legislation to create a
midcareer development services program for older workers.
But today, nearly 1.1 million persons 45 and older are
unemployed. They account for less than 4 per cent of all
enrollees in our Nation's work and training programs,
although they represent 21 per cent of the total unemploy-
ment in the United States and 37 per cent of all joblessness
for 27 weeks or longer.

The administration has argued against the establishment of
a National Senior Service Corps, although 4 million older
persons may want to participate in this program. And many
pilot programs under Mainstream—such as Green Thumb and
Senior Aides—have shown beyond any doubt that community
service employment is good for the elderly as well as the
localities being assisted.

The administration opposed establishment of a National
Institute of Gerontology and an Aging Research Commission.
Yet our Nation probably spends no more than 8 cents per
person for biomedical aging research. And the low priority
assigned to aging research continues to be one of the major
problems in the field of gerontology.

The administration has presided over the continued decline
of the Administration on Aging. Today, AOA is no longer the
strong Federal focal point which Congress intended. Instead, it
is a crippled agency with no real clout in the Federal
bureaucracy.

To make matters worse, the administration now proposes
sharp cutbacks in the scope of coverage under medicare and
medicaid. Medicare protection has already eroded to the point
that the elderly, as a group, are paying almost as much in out-
of-pocket payments for health care as the ycar before this
historic law went into effect.

But the fundamental weakness in the administration’s game
plan is the failure to develop a real income strategy to provide
security in retirement. Its policy of adding a few dollars every
2 years of monthly social security checks is just not going to
get the job done.

Cost-of-living adjustments will also provide little protection
if the administration continues to insist that his escalator
should be pegged to an inadequate base. All this will do is
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perpetuate deprivation for persons who now receive low
benefits.

We in the Congress have long supported automatic
adjustments to protect the elderly from inflation. However,
there is one crucial differcnce: The Congress wants to raise
social security benefits to a more realistic level before
employing this escalator mechanism. Only in this manner will
older Americans have any meaningful protection from raising
prices.

The retirement income crisis which now affects millions of
older Americans is much too deep for the administration’s
shallow treatment. It cries out for much more far-reaching
action on several key fronts. And it deserves no less than a
national commitment to eliminate poverty for the elderly and
to allow them to share in the economic abundance which they
have worked most of their lives to create.

Yet the administration’s income strategy has been pursued,
to a large degree, in a half-hearted manner with no realistic
goals.

In 1970, for example, the administration was first willing to
settle for a 7-per cent increase in social security benefits. Later
it upped the ante to 10 per cent when an avalanche of
criticism forced reassessment. But the significant point is that
neither of these proposals would even have kept pace with the
rise in prices since the last social security increase.

Only because of bipartisan congressional insistence did the
elderly win a 15-per cent raise. And then the administration
threatened to veto this measure because of its “inflationary”
impact. But fortunately the measure was tacked onto a tax
proposal which the President could not veto.

Again last year, the Congress and the administration had
another go-around on social security. This time high-level
administration spokesmen urged the Congress not to rock the
boat by approving a raise in excess of 5 per cent. Later the
request was eased up to 6 per cent. But, once again, this
increase would have been wiped out by the time the elderly
received their first checks, and once again, a bipartisan
Congress ignored the advice of the administration and
approved a stopgap 10-per cent raisc.

The net impact of this action is that social security
recipients are now receiving about $4 billion more in benefits
than they would have received, if the administration had
prevailed. Equally significant, we would now have thousands
more on the poverty rolls if the Congress had accepted the
Nixon recommendations.

Now I turn to the President’s address to the delegates at the
White House conference. In some respects, his remarks
represented a step forward, particularly his proposal for
increased funding for the Older Americans Act. However, his
statement fell far short of prescribing what is really necded to
come to grips with the basic problems confronting the
elderly—relating to income, health, and housing. And once
again, this was symptomatic of the administration’s failure to
establish realistic goals.

The President, for example, recommended that HR. | be
approved “without delay.” At the outset, | wish to express my
support for early action on H.RR. 1. In terms of numbers of
persons  affected, this could quite possibly be the  mose
significant domestic legislation considered during this session.
But many important changes are still nceded to improve this
bill and to climinate some of its undesirable provisions. And 1,
along with other members of the commicee, will have more to
say about that later.

If the Congress were to accept HR. 1 without any
modifications, the elderly find themselves on the same old
economic treadmill. The 5-per cent increase i social security
benefits would not become etfective until this June. Even more
significant, this raise may not be suthcient to keep the clderly
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even in their desperate race with inflation. By June, tf‘ jump
in the cosmf-li\'ing‘ since the 1971 social security increase,
which became etfective last January, may well he in excess of 5
per cent.

Additionally, the proposed $1.560 income floor for a single
aged person is nearly $300 below the existing poverty line. By
the time this in ome standard becomes effective, it will fall
substantrally below the poverty index.

There are also very cruciul omissions of fact in the
President’s address. He did nor, for instance, inform the
delegates that his administration made no request for a social
security increase for 1972, The 5-per cent raise was principally
the result of bipartisan efforts in the House of Representatives.
Nor did he tell the delegates that his administration was firse
considering a $65 income standard for its welfare reform
proposal for the aged. With such a low threshold, this was
tantamount to no welfare reform ac all. Now chat standard has
been doubled, but once again largely because of bipartisan
congressional cftores.

During the last 3 years, our employment rate has jumped
fr m 3.4 tw 6 per cent, adding nearly 2.5 million persons to
the jobless rolls. Today more than 5.2 million individuals are
looking for work. More than 1.1 million have been searching
unsuccessfully for 15 weeks or more.

All age groups have felt the crunch of these economic
policies—whcther in the form of massive layoffs, shorter work
weeks, smaller paychecks, rising prices. high interest rates, or
just slow business. Buc older persons and their families have
been especially hard hit.

Many have discovered that they have lost more than jobs.
Thousands have also lost their pension coverage as well—even
though they may have worked most of their lives for this little
“nest egg.”

And the elderly—perhaps more so than any other age
group—have been especially hard-pressed by inflation. As
prices go up, their limited purchasing power goes down.

Yet, despite my earlier skepticism about administration
policies, I still find many hopeful signs for 1972 to be a year of
decisive legislation victories for older Americans.

First, White House Conference Chairman Arthur Flemming
has repeatedly emphasized the need for early action to
implement the policy recommendations of the 3,400 conferees.
Second, the President's White House Conference speech has
provided a possible signal that the administration may look
more favorably upon categorical programs for the elderly.

Third, issues related to aging now enjoy strong bipartisan
support in Congress. This has been demonstrated time and
time again. It may be revealed when Congress stands up and
demands chat social security benefits be raised to a much more
realistic level. Or it may be demonstrated when bipartisan
cfforts turn an inadequate funding request for the Older
Americans Act into a $10.5 million victory for the elderly.
Fourth, | believe that the Congress is ready. willing, and able
o act on several major proposals during this session.
Important momentum was generated during the week of the
White House Conference, and I look for this impetus to
continue during the months ahead.

Our Nation is now being challenged—as it never has been
before—to develop and implement a national policy on aging.
This will, of course, require a full fledged action campaign in
several areas if the later years are to be a time for dignity and
self respect.

Nowhere is this more evident than in the area of economic
security. Today more than 4.7 million older individuals 65 and
older fall below the poverty line, nearly 100,000 more than in
1968. And for the first time since poverty statistics have been
tabulated, their impoverished number have increased, instead
of decreased.
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poor as younger Americans. One out of every four persons 65
and older—in contrast to 1 in 9 for younger individuals—Ilives
in poverty. And the threshold, I might add, is a "rock bottom”
standard. According to the Census Bureau, it is $1,852 for a
single person and 82,328 for an aged couple.

Perhaps one of the most economically disadvantaged groups
in our society now is the aged widow. Approximately 50 per
cent live in poverty. And as they grow older, they seem to
£row poorer.

Equally alarming is the high incidence of poverty among
clderly minority groups. Their likelihood of being poor is
nearly twice as great as for the white aged population, and
four times as great as for our total population. Approximately
48 per cent are victims of poverty, compared with 23 per cent
for elderly whites. Especially disadvantaged is the aged Negro
woman who lives alone or with nonrelative . More than 88 per
cent—or nearly nine out of every 10—are considered poor or
marginally poor. And there is strong evidence to suggest that
they suffer from greater extremes of impoverishment. More
than 59 per cent, for instance, have annual incomes below
$1,500.

Another area of retrogression, in many respects, is in the
field of health care. Today, less than 7 years after the passage
of medicare, the threat of costly illness is still too real for too
many older Americans.

Medicare now only covers about 43 per cent of their health
care expenditures. And that coverage is being eroded further
with proposed cutbacks and rising medical costs.

The sad truth is that serious illness strikes with much
greater frequency and severity at a time in life when incomes
are most limited. Persons 65 and older have health bills
averaging almost 8800 a year, nearly six times that for
youngsters and three times that for individuals in the 19 to 64
age category.

If our Nation is to assure true economic security in
retirement, we must resolve the serious medical cost problems
which pose an intolerable drain upon their limited incomes.

Our Nation has al o made little progress in terms of
maximizing employment and service opportunities for older
persons. Many older workers are now being eased out of the
work force. Only about 17 per cent of all persons in the 65-
plus age category have jobs, usually part-time and in lower
paying employment.

Many persons now in their 40's or 50’s are also discovering
that advancing age may become a problem long before
traditional retirement. It may occur when age may make it
difficult to locate new employment, although we now have a
law prohibiting such discriminatory practices. In large pare,
this is rooted in other fundamental problems which work to
the disadvantage of middle-aged and older persons:

Inflexibility in adjusting employment patrerns during the
later working years;

False stereotypes about the undesirability or feasibility of
employing older workers; and

The lack of training opportunities to prepare older workers
for new and gainful employment.

Little improvement has also been made in developing a
comprehensive and coordinated system for the delivery of
vitally needed social services. According to a recent report by
the Gerontological Society, no community in the United States
has developed a comprehensive network of services to meet
the varied and changing needs of the aging. And that message
should be of major concern for all Americans, because an
effective social service system can enable the clderly to live
independently, instead of being institutionalized ac a much
higher public cost.

An effective income strategy must be complemented by
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that now exist. Adequate income will be of little consolation
to aged persons who are unable to go to the doctor, the
supermarket, or visit friends because suitable transportation is
unavailable or inaccessible.

Much of this lack of progress or retrogression, in some
respects, is reflected in the elderly’s living environment. Less
than one-quarter of a century ago, our Nation announced a
goal for a decent home and suitable living cnvironment for all
Americans. Bat this objective is far beyond the means of too
many older Americans. Nearly 6 million are estimated to live
in dilapidated, deteriorating, or substandard housing.

Yet, our housing programs have lagged behind their
demonstrated needs. Only about 350,000 units have been
constructed for seniors under Federal programs during the
past 10 years. This is only about the equivalent of the net gain
in their population during any one ycar.

Large numbers of aged homeowners are also finding
themselves in a “no-man’s land” for housing. Rapidly rising
property taxes and maintenance costs are driving them from
their homes. And alternative quarters at prices they can afford
are simply not available.

Complicating everything else is the fact that the elderly are
among the chief victims of our Nation's most pressing
problems: such as the decline in our cities, the migration from
rural areas, the disintegration of our public transportation
system, and the sheer wastefulness of a nation which
overspends for military hardware while tightening its fiscal
belt for human investment expenditures.

But even these problems can be solved if we insist on an
appropriate national commitment and a soundly conceived
strategy. And this session of Congress provides a splendid
opportunity to launch a comprehensive action program to
implement the goals of the White House Conference on
Aging.

First and foremost, early action is needed to make H.R.1 as
strong as possibie in terms of ending poverty for the elderly.
Several features adopted by the administration—such as full
social security benefits for widows, a liberalization of the
retirement test, an age-62 computation point for men, and
cost-of-living adjustments—provide a solid basis for genuine
reform of our social security program.

However, essential finishing touches are necessary to perfect
this measure. Heading the list, in my judgment, is the necd for
more substantial increases in social security benefits. And this
raise should be retroactive to January 1, instead of taking
effect in June.

The 5-per cent increase proposed in the Housc-passed bill,
though welcome, is simply not enough.

For these reasons, I am urging—as I have previously in my
omnibus social-security-welfare reform proposal—across-the-
board increases in social security benefits which would average
abour 12 per cent. This raise would also be weighted to
provide .larger percentage increases for persons who now
receive low social security payments. Under my proposal,
persons with very low benefits would receive benefit increases
averaging abour 21 per cent,

My bill also would abolish old-age assistance and would
replace it with a new income supplement program to be
administered by the Social  Sccurity  Administration.  For
persons who now receive social security benefits and old-age
assistance—about 2 million older Americans—this would
provide an efficient, single-step service. Another advantage is
that the Social Security Office has the trust and respect of most
aged persons; it does not have the same negative connotations
associated with the local welfare ofhce.

Particularly significant, my proposal would esablish an
income standard which would be sufficient for abolishing
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poverty among all older Americans. In contrast, HR. 1 fixes

the income floor for single persons only at §1,560 per year.
This is certainly a step forward. But the income standard in
H.R. 1 would still leave millions of elderly persons in poverty.
For these reasons, | urge the Scnate to raise the threshold in
H.R. I to an amount which would wipe out poverty once and
for all. Moreover, | recommend that there be cost-of-living ad-
justments to make this standard inflation-proof for low-income
older Americans in the future.

Important as a realistic income strategy is, we must not
overlook the need for further improvements in medicare
through H.R. 1. For many older Americans, the single greatest
threat to their economic security is the high cost of illness.
Gaps still exist in medicare, causing a further drain upon their
limited pocketbooks.

Two vital reforms, in my judgment, are needed: first, the
elimination of the premium charge for doctor's insurance and
second, coverage of out-of-hospital prescription drugs under
medicare. These measures were strongly supported by the
1971 Social Security Advisory Council, as well as the delegates
at the White House Conference on Aging. Now, [ believe, is
the time to extend this essential protection to the elderly.

Other changes are also necessary to improve the health care
provisions in H.R. 1. Since other members of the committee
will focus on these measures. | shall concentrate on two
provisions, which may seriously cut back the availability of
health care to the elderly:

The increase in the deductible for doctor’s insurance from
§50 to S60; and ‘

The $7.50 copayment charge for medicare patients for each
day in the hospital from the 31st day to the 60th day.

The copayment charge, alone. could add $§225 to the
hospital bill of an older American. Ironically. this provision is
likely to fall most heavily upon the very person medicare is
supposed to help the most—the individual who may be
exposed to costly health care expenditures because of a
prolonged period in the hospital.

These increased levies, I believe, should either be stricken or
substantially reduced by the Senate.

Another area for early action during this session is the
establishment of a strong Federal spokesman to represent the
elderly in the highest councils of Government. Recent
reorganization moves during the past 5 years have raised very
serious questions about the capability of the Administration on
Aging to serve as an effective advocate for older Americans.
Today, AoA is a weak agency with very little authority. lIts
program responsibility has been reduced by two-thirds during
the past 2 years.

In short, we need a new, strong, and coordinated apparatus
to serve as a cornerstone for a cohesive and comprehensive
Federal approach on aging.

Within a few days, T shall introduce legislation
implement this objective. Basically, the bill will be patterned
after the recommendations of the committee’s advisory council
on the AoA or a successor. Theit proposal—later adopted at
the White House Confercnce on Aging-—called for:

Estublishment of an independent office on aging at the
White House level to fo mulate policy and monitor programs
on aging;

Creation ot an advisory council o assist this oftice and w0
prepare an annual repore on the progress made in resolving
the problems of older Americans; and

Elevation of the AoA by placing it under the direction of an
Assistant Secretary on Aging in HEW.

Enactment of this measure, I believe, can provide the
operating governmental fr mework tor developing coordinat-
ed policies on behalf ot aging Americans. And early action on
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this proposal becomes imperative, because June 30 is the
deadline for extending rhe Older Americans Act.

Equally important, Congress should act promptly to enhance
employment and service opportunities for aging Americans.
With unemployment continuing to mount, mature workers are
finding that they are among the first 1o be fired. but the last to
be hired. Many now stand in need of a flexible manpower
program which is responsive to their needs. Large numbers are
jobless  because  their  skills have been  outdistanced by
technology or because they are secking the work of a bygone
Cra,

For these reasons, 1 urge the administration to reassess its
opposition to the Middle-Aged and Older Workers Employ-
ment Act. For thousands of unemployed or underemployed
workers 45 and over, this measure could provide the training,
counseling and other supportive services to enable them to
move back onto the payrolls or to more productive work. It
also authorizes placement and  recruitment services in
communities where there is a large scale joblessness because of
a plant shutdown or other permane ¢ reduction in the work
force.

Another area meriting early attention is broadened service
opportunities for older persons. Several mainstream pilot
projects have amply demonstrated that there are thousands of
older Americans who are ready and able to serve in their
communities. We do not nced any more proof that these
programs will work. What is needed now is a genuine national
commitment to build upon the solid achievements of these
projects. And cnactment of the Older American Community
Service Employment Act, S. 555, can provide a basis for
converting these projects into permanent, ongoing national
programs.

Far-reaching action in the housing field is also essential if
we are to assure a full and satisfying life for the elderly. We
must begin at once to eliminate the conditions which force
many older Americans to live in inferior and unsuitable homes
simply because they cannot find or afford better housing. The
chairman of the Subcommittee on Housing for the Elderly
(Mr. Williams ) will discuss in greater detail the committee’s
recommendations for improving housing programs for the
aged; and my remarks will be brief.

Basically, I have two points to make. First, legislation should
be considered during this Congress to make home repair
services available for elderly homeowners who would
otherwise have difhculty paying for these costs. Many urban
and rural neighborhoods are deteriorating because essential
home repairs must be delayed for several reasons—limited
income, failing health, or the lack of necessary skills to
perform the fix-up work. But these blighted neighborhoods
can be renovated with the establishment of a national home
repairs program, utilizing the skills of older persons to assist
aged homeowners.

Second, the administration should, I believe, spell out more
clearly its housing goals for older Americans. This should be
done early to enable appropriate congressional units to act on
administration proposals during this session. In this fashion, a
comprehensive housing package—combining the best features
of congressional and administration initiatives—could be
developed.

Concluding my list of suggestions for early action is a
proposal that legislation should be enacted early this year to
authorize mini-White House Conferences on Aging every 2
years. These periodic conferences would permit more intensive
review, one at time, of specific issues raised at the 1971
conference—such as retirement income, health, housing, and
others. Equally significant, this would establish a continuing
mechanism  for developing and implementing the policy
recommendations of the 1971 conference. It would also
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provide vital followup work to assure that the proposals
outlined by the 3,100 delcgates lead to concrete action instead
of more words. This concept, I am pleased to say. has been
enthusiastically endorsed in the report of the 1971 White
House Conference. In the very near future, [ shall introduce
legislation to implement this proposal.

My earlier remarks have been directed essentially at action
that can and should be taken now to meet immediate
challenges. But the development and implementation of a
national policy on aging would be incomplete without also
establishing long-range goals and direction.

As chairman of the Senate Committee on Aging, I believe
that cthe committee can play an important role in focusing on
crucial issues with far-reaching and long-term implications for
the aged of today and tomorrow. For example, the allocation
of work and income is still a major unresolved problem in our
country today. Instead of the “all or nothing” principle—100
per cent full-time employment during the adult years and then
complete inactivity during the retirement years—new work
lifetime patterns must be considered.

Greater experimentation, for instance, with phased retire-
ment, trial retirement, and sabbaticals will be essential,
particularly if the trends toward shorter work-weeks and
longer periods of leisure time continue.

The resolution of this crucial problem has a far-reaching
impact for all age groups. This point cannot be understated,
because more than seven out of every 10 children born today
can expect to reach age 65. And they can expect to spend
longer periods in retirement—perhaps a third of their entire
lives.

But how will these retirees make use of their new free time?
Will it lead to fulfillment and enjoyment, or just boredom and
frustration? All age groups, now and in the future, have a very
deep interest in these fundamental issues.

Another major question requiring immediate attention is
the crushing burden of the property tax upon the aged home-
owner. Many now find themselves financially paralyzed because
their property taxes have doubled, or even tripled, during the
past 10 years.

In 1970, property taxes hit an all-time high of $37.5 billion,
nearly 35 per cent higher than in 1967. This tax, moreover,
frequently takes a much greater chunk out of an elderly
homeowner’s limited budget because it is regressive in the
extreme. Renters also feel the pinch since landlords usually
shift chis burden to the tenant.

Several potentially helpful measures—such as the proposal
sponsored by the Senator from Missouri (Mr. Eagleton) to
provide a credit for low- and moderate-income homeowners
and renters who are 65 and older—have been introduced
during this Congress, and can provide welcome relief. Burt in
view of recent State supreme court decisions, other alternatives
may have to be considered for the financing of our elementary
and secondary schools. For these reasons, the Committee on
Aging will focus on several issues of vital concern to aged
property owners and tenants, such as:

It a substitute for the property tax is developed, what type
of an impact will it have on the aged? Will it provide
substantial relief for the elderly homeowner or tenant? Will it
protect them from extraordinary burdens?

If the property tax is still retained, what would be the most
effective method for providing relief for aged homeowners
and tenants? Should it take the form of a Federal tax credit or
rebate for individuals confronted with extraordinary burdens?
Should Federal assistance be made available to States which
provide such relief?

Or, should other alternatives be developed?

Additionally, the committee will work with senior citizen
organizations, educators, and others in the development of an
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effective system for the delivery of social and health services.
The necessity for co-ordinarily social and health services is
now widely talked about, but it is still rarely practiced. But the
much-sought goal—to assist aged persons to live independent-
ly, instead of being institutionalized—will not really be
resolved until that principle is widely applied.

Another key concern is to find ways to involve the elderly
more in programs meant to serve them. They must have a role,
a voice, and an input in the decision-making process. One
possibility is that our national policy should encourage the
development of whae might be called “Community Councils of
Older Americans.” Elderly council members could work with
governmental and private agencies to make programs more
responsive to the special needs of the elderly.

Eventually, as in the case of the council of elders in Boston,
these units could incorporate and become contracting agents
for such programs.

Establishment of these community councils can also enable
the elderly, more and more, to manage the programs which are
now meant to serve them. There are many experts and
professionals in the field of aging. But there is really no expert
like the elderly person who has lived and experienced the very
problems we are attempting to resolve.

Now 1972, it seems to me, can be a year in which we break
away from false, fixed notions about aged and aging
Americans. It can be a year in which we take advantage of the
momentum of the White House Conference to make certain
that its goals are implemented.

VITAL SPEECHES OF THE DAY

As we move toward these goals, we must also remember
that the field of aging will be the big loser if the politics of
expediency is practiced for narrow, partisan advantage. The
elderly need the cooperation ot Republicans, Democrats, and
Independents alike.

The administration and Congress must also work together if

we really intend to solve their problems, rather than debate
them.

Today there are more than 20 million Americans who are
65 or older, about one out of every 10 Americans. The
elderly’s combined numbers are nearly equivalent to the total
population in 20 of our States.

Equally important, each year 1.4 million Americans have
their G5th birthday. And by the year 2000, approximately 45

"million individuals will have become newcomers to this age

group.

Today our Nation has a unique opportunity to make
advancing age a time of fulfillment, instead of neglect and
despair. Perhaps even more significant, there is alrcady broad
agreement on many crucial policy goals and the course of
action our Nation should take now and in the future. In many
respects, the report or the White House Conference is a
ringing reaffirmation of recommendations advanced by the
Committee on Aging and its advisory councils.

With this broad base for support, our Nation can begin to
develop, for the first time in its history, a comprehensive
workable national policy for the elderly American.

Pesticides And Public Opinion

GET READY FOR THE TURNAROUND

By H. L. STRAUBE, Vice President and General Manager, Agricultural Chemical Division, StaufJer Chemical Company

Delivered at a meeting of the Western Agricaltural Chemicals Association, Portland, Oregon, January 12, 1972

HE THEME of our discussion today is "Marketing

Chemicals in Today's Restrictive Atmosphere.” In a

sense, it sounds like it could be the latest episode on
“Mission Impossible.” It doesn't really sound like it can be
done, but somehow, by the end of the program perhaps we
will find that it can be done, that things are not as bad as they
appear—and they very well may be getting better.

There are some who believe these restrictions have been
thrust upon us by uncompromising Federal and State
Governments. I do not think this is so. To me, this is simply a
normal political reaction to what was obviously considered a
problem.

If you examine our industry in the spectrum of American
business, we're fairly new on the scene. Think about it. With
few exceptions, virtually all the produts we sell today were not
even known 25 years ago. Ours is an infant industry built on a
foundation of technology and scientific facts. Our products
were conceived in research laboratories throughout the world,
tested in the experiment stations of our government and
leading universities, and their performance has been proven
over and over again on our nation’s farms.

The benefits have been tremendous. Americans cnjoy the
highest quality, the most abundant and the cheapest food
available in the world today. Before pesticides, in the 1930's
and 1940's, the American farmer produced enough w feed
himself and 11 others. Today he fecds himselt and 45 ochers.
At the same time, today in the U. S. only five per cent of our
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total work force is engaged in farming, attesting t che
massive increase in productivity during the past 25 years.

To look at it another way: Annual losses of crops and
livestock to pests in the United Srates are $20 billion. If
pesticides were withdrawn from U. S. agricultural production,
total outpur of crops and livestock would be further reduced
by 30 per cent. It is a fact that if pesticides were eliminated
starvation in this country would be rampant and the price of
farm products would likely increase by 50 to 75 per cent.

So much for statistics. With all of these herculean
achievements, why, then, the hue and cry to ban pesticides?
What has changed? Why are we constantly on the defensive,
fighting for our existence and the right to market what we feel
are highly bencficial products? Perhaps the answer to the can
of worms our industry is being fed is in this recipe—take
technology, stir in social concern, put it in a political pot, and
let it stew and simmner,

Let me elaborate on this recipe by first asking you to think
back. Over the past few years we have stood by in anazement
watching  dangerous  developments occurring around  us,
listening but not hearing the outside world.

Yes, we wlked about our accomplishments, bur juse as 1
stand  here nmow, wlking 0 you,  we  discussed  these
achievements then only among ourselves. Meanwhile, everyone
clse, even our own wives and children were listening o the
rightcous, the indignant, the advocaees of various groups and
crusades. Some ot the statements were startiing.
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.-that any given program may be entombed by:the Presiden
“—even when Congress has authorized it and appropriated
' ‘the money for.it—the “American people -will sense the;’

at is, .the outright refusal ‘by the President to

imoney, if blocked, - remains: in the General Fund

. concluded. that .no court _dccisions to ‘da'te _pass directly..
“‘may 'be ready to release. the $586 million in ' 1 ;

ater pollution”; or “under Congressional pres-

e Budget Burcau rcleased a backlog of 56 <% - ‘ship- between the. President’and -Congress . is. essentiall

'I'hcrc are occasnons, ccrtamly, whcn thc mpoundment
of appropriated funds is legitimate. For example, if only
part of an appropriated sum is needed for, say, an irriga- °
tion project, then duty dictates that the remainder not be
spent. Or, if Congress,:as it sometimes does, makes an
appropriation permissive, the President is obviously free to =
spend ‘or save the money as he chooses.:Or impoundment ..~

Rights Act, - where Congress mandates *the' executive . =
branch to. withhold certain funds from localities practxcmg,;-,' 2
unlawful discrimination.” The -area- of‘dispute’does not st
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‘1 Obvnously the Constltutlon dxd not mean to allow

him" no”item’ veto—if he finds a ‘specific spending -item,
unpalatable he'is’ obhgcd to veto the entire appropriatios

may be. ovcmddcn ‘by_a two-ﬂnrds vote of both bod
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As SenCharles Mathxas".(R. M. ), reoently observea,

*“We cannot allow . . . the Presxdent or the. executive
branch to have an mformal line " item veto of appropn-
“‘ated ' money ‘which cannot” be “overridden.” This is, in™
effect, to impound declared Congresslonal pohcy and
threaten Congras very existence. It is clearly in violation'*
of the spirit and intent of .our. Constxtuuon.

Tt should be- undcrstood that a-vital mgrcdxent of our’
democracy is the opportunity ‘afforded diverse political ="
interests—farmers, businessmen, veterans, the elderly and.: -
others—to- appeal in-a meaningful way to :Congress on = .
behalf of programs they favor. Once it becomes recogmzedf gt

futility of turning to their elected. representatives. This will
compound : an -already - discernible  sense;-of frustration,i:"
even helplessness, -that many -social observers find today:
among Americans. The -public; will .conclude that the::
executive branch, largely beyond local-reach, -is wholl
in-charge. Confidence and respect for. representative gov:
ernment will evaporate and the stagc could. be ‘set for th
coming of an American Cromwell B ; poiy
. What is to-be done?.Senators.of both parties and of: 3
dxffcnng political outlook have become increasingly con
cerned. Senator Mansfield, the Majority Leader, recently;
proposed that.the House, where appropriation bills cus=
tomarily begin - their legislative journey, institute a court
suit to challenge Presidential action. Legal scholars have

to tesort to ‘the courts,*on the ground that the relation

polmcal and not suscepuble to ]udxcxal nmedlcs i



for other mcans, 'Congressnonal “recourse - t0* the‘

ess of impeachment is clearly, too. harsh to be_ practi-
More realistically, Congress can deny,funds requested . .

the President for programs he.may:strongly favor, and
s bring pressure on-the: Chief Executive.to implement
: gressnonal intent in other areas.; This-tack. was sug-
ed in March by Sen. Allen Ellender, chalrman of. the
ppropriations Committee. . B
The most dramatic. expression : of Senate re_suveness
r the impoundment ‘issue: occurred. earlier this fall.
Foreign Relations Committee;: when reporting out.a
eign aid bill, included a provision forbidding expendi-
s abroad until the -President:had..released - selected

an-development funds impounded last year. SE

a minimum, in any struggle for rectification, Congress

pst strengthen and regularize “#s -review: of executive .
mpliance with Congressional appropriations. At present;

e an appropriation is passed,  Congress usually loses
t of it. The duties of the General Accounting Office,
| arm of the legislative branch, should be augmented to
lude supervision of expenditures- in order to.identify
jen impoundment occurs. The appropriations commit-

s of both House and Senate might be required to follow -
bpropriations through: the  executive branch to insure.

at they have been allocated and spent as directed. Going
er, legislation might be enacted requiring the Office
Management and Budget, formerly known as the
ndget Bureau, to mform Congress whenever funds are
mbargoed.

Sen. Sam Ervin of ‘N0rth Carolina, chairman of
Separation of Powers Subcommittee of the Judiciary
ommittee, recently introduced a bill, S. 2581, requiring
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Mr. Ruffini, a television and radlo news reporter, has been‘
2 working lournaltst m‘New York Cuy for the past ﬁfteen

ears. o

l

Dn June 28, a black gunman fired three bullets into the
read of Joseph Colombo, Sr., a reputed mob leader and
ounder of the Italnan—Amerlcan Civil Rights League. The
vent gave the police and the news media another chance
0 indulge in what Tom Buckley of The New York Times
alled “Mafiaology,” a study into- “the machinations of
he crime kingdom . . . none of it provable.” When un-
ible or unwilling to solve the crime, police can thus say
hat the solution is tangled irretrievably in “gangland
ivalry.” The news media can sell more newspapers or
ather more viewers and listeners by dispensing specula-
ion and rumor as fact. Some newsmen can transform
hemselves into “instant experts” by presenting what they
erm inside information. The public can pant over Byzan-
ine theories while saying, “Good riddance, another mob-
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C @ N ERVIN, continued from page 111

to'review its choice offpriorities and rearrange them if changed conditions make
such action desirable. But it will ensure that any rearrangement will be effected
by the Congress and not by the President, who has no Ieglslatxve power under our
Constitution.

The Impoundment Control Bill actually is rather sxmplc It requires the Presi-
dent to notify each House of the Congress by special message of every instance
in which he impounds or authorizes an impoundment by any officer of the United
States. Each special message must specify, first,/the amount of the funds im-
pounded; second, the date on which funds were prdered to be impounded; third,
the date the funds were impounded; fourth, any account, department, or estab-
lishment of the Government to which the impounded funds would have been
available for obligation except for the impoundment; fifth, the period of time during
which the funds are to be impounded; sixth, the reasons for the impoundment;
and-seventh, the estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary effects of the im-
-ponndmcnt.

""I'he bill further provides that the Premdcnt shall cease the impounding of
funds specified in each special message unless the Congress approves the im-
ponndment within 60 calendar days of continuous session after the message is
v,

%:The intent of the bill is to preclude any form“of impounding, withholding,
delaying expenditure or obligation of funds, or the termination of authorized
prbjects or activities unless such action is specifically mandated by Congress,
and to that end it defines “1mpoundmg of funds” in such .a way as to foreclose
1he ‘use of semantic strategems.

I hope that these hearings wil! akrt the Cengress aad the American people to
ng_ponsutuuonal crisis that we facefand to the urgent necessity that some redress
belzfs‘ound if our form of government is to survive. \

b
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by"}?HON. FRANK CHURCH ‘
U‘QM States Senator, Idaho, Democrat .

5
FrOm testimony given on January 30, 1973, before hearings on proposed legis-
lation to limit the impoundment of powers of the Preisdent held jointly before the
Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Separation of Powers and an ad hoc Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Government Operations Committee.

Ax'rlcu-: 1 oF THE Constitution explicitly states that Congress is an equal and
- separate branch of government, exercising exclusively prescribed powers in
some cases and sharing powers with the Executive branch in others. In no case,
does the Constitution contemplate that the role of Congress is to merely under-
write the power of the Executive branch. I have offered and worked for legis-
lation to strengthen the rightful role of the Congress to share with the Executive
on:a coequal basis, the formulation of national policy, whether it be in matters

Y:’ (Continued on page 115)
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“I hope these hearings will
alert the American people
to the constitutional

crisis that we face ...”

“In no case does the
Constitution contemplate
that the role of Congress
is to merely underwrite
the power of the Execu-
tive branch.” -
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l C @ N CHURCH, continued from page 113

’ ufwar and peace, the allocation of American assistance abroad, strengthening
our social security system here at home, improving our environment, or steering
pudgetary priorities along the path of productive and needed social services. The
history- of our nation provides ample proof that if the separate branches remain
sgong and vital they are an effective system of checks and balances on the exer-
ase of unfettered power; this system of restrained power is the bedrock principle
on whxch our political system was founded and has been the very genius of our
fom of government. As Aristotle noted long ago, “If liberty and equality .

are 1o be founded in democracy, they will be best attained when all [mstntutnons] “Congress’ prime role is
shnre in government to the utmost.” In this regard, Congress’ prime role is its its power over appropri-
P°!§£ over appropriations and directing the allocation of federal funds. This ations and directing the
poweris. the key to Congress’ independence, influence, and integrity. : allocation of Federal

i,@hder the Constitution, the right to appropriate belongs to Congress. Article funds.”
1, Section 9.7, of the Constitution reads, “No money shall be drawn from the
'I'rusury but in consequence of appropriations made by law . . .” In this century,
hmver, through a process of subtle attrition, Congress has gradually surrendered
I : gadmonal well-spring of strength. For example, the Budget and Accounting
| ‘Act'of 1921 enlarged the President’s spending discretion and established a pro-
! mdure whereby the Executive no longer needed to send up to Congress itemized
' budget nequests as had been the custom, and replaced this procedure - with a
budgctmg and appropriating system based on a ‘“keep the faith™ attitude among
executlve officials and appropriations committees. The Act also created the Bureau
of the Budget, now reorganized into the potent Office of Management and Budget.
Thls leglslatlon has, over a period of years, tilted the balance of political power
clea:ly in favor of the Executive. Instead of “More Power to Congress!” as was
the Ham1ltoman demand during the discussions preceding the Philadelphia con-
vcnnon in 1787, Congress, divesting itself of its own power, granted ‘“More power
R the Executlve"'

ugh the growth of *“central clearance,” then, the appropriations power,
once excluswely a legislative function, emerged as a strong new arm of the Execu-
One observer suggests with devastating candor that “Congress, according to
lhc Goqstltutnon must appropriate—but what is appropriated, speaking very gener-
ally,us what is presented to them by the Administration.” The growing volume
and complexnty of governmental transactions, and the flexibility with which they
must be handled in the absence of Congressional efforts to adapt its procedures
to handle greater complexity, inevitably has led to increased Executive control
over, pubhc spending. In the light of the major role that the Executive branch
has“ assumed the importance of safeguarding what remains of Congressional
P0Wer over the purse is manifest.

1

Executlve impoundment represents a clear threat to that remaining Congres-
slonal power, as recent history illustrates. In my view, it was during the Roosevelt
Admmlstratnon acting under a continual state of emergency in the Depression and
later j in World War II," that Executive impoundment changed its character from
that gf simple economy measures and became a widely used instrument for Execu-
“":kg‘Ollcy From 1933 on, a quantum jump occurred in the frequency of im-

“Executive impoundment
represents a clear threat to
remaining Congressional
power...”

(Continued on page 117)
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C @ N CHURCH, continued from page 115

poundment. Measures were passed by Congress to permit President Roosevelt to
pursue those activities he deemed necessary to ease the economic crisis of the
Thirties; and, similarly, during the Forties Congress supported the President in
his policy of deferring projects which he believed might absorb funds required for
the~-war effort.

s Throughout this period of crisis, the Executive branch based its rationale for
impounding funds chiefly upon the war powers of the President.

Congressional abdication of its “most effective check on Presidential power,”
the power of the purse, was directly linked to the war. However, several Mem-
bers of Congress, I am happy to note, were clearly unhappy and were concerned
that the claimed emergency powers might become norinal powers. A legislative
amendment introduced by Senator McKellar in 1943 was “the first across-the-
board curtailment of the Budget’s impounding procedure to be accepted by either
House of Congress.” After passing the Senate by a voice vote, the McKellar amend-
ment was resoundingly defeated in the House. The floor debate over the issue,
however, made it evident that even given the wartime emergency, many influ-
eatial Members believed that the Executive had stepped into Congress’ domain

“Breaking the Executive’s
hardening habit of im-

poundment is now one
and ‘a Constitutional crisis was in the making. .
of the crucial tests before
ir’f»The record on impoundment since the war discloses that—far from abating— us—if Congress and

thc'practlce has gro~n markedly, expanding beyond the general area of “national
defense” to challenge frontally Congressional control over all aspects of civilian
spendmg

Constitutional government
are to survive,”

ﬁBmakmg the-Executive’s hardening habit of impoundment is now one of the
crucml tests before us—if Congress and Constitutional government are to survive.
To'salvage a position of power and policy, both bodies of the Congress must draw
thezlme, Members need to live up to their oath of office and join together in a
concentrated effort to restore the power of the purse as required by the Constitu-
tlon. $.373, which I wholeheartedly cosponsor, requiring the President to come to
Congress for affirmative votes by both Houses for each specific instance of im-
ponndment, is a fitting legislative bulwark on which to stand and fight. The
Supreme Court represents, one would hope, another forum for fortifying Con-
gress’ dominant position in regard to control over the purse where suit might be
souﬁgit against the Executive for impounding federal funds.

Secn with startling regularity now are references to the impoundment of
funds for highways, for combatting water pollution, for housing, for flood control

prolects for hospital construction, for medical research, and other important domes- b

tic programs Is Congress to pass legislation creating and funding programs and “If the United States is to

lhcn plead with the White House to release the funds to implement duly enacted preserve its democratic

laws" Surely not! As Thomas Jefferson wrote long ago, “An elective despotism institutions, the President

uaamot what we fought for,” in our War of Independence. The words of a Sena- cannot be allowed to con-
ho served in this body during World War 11, speaking on the impoundment tinue his self-appointed

lsme are even more poignant today: “Then how does the Congress express itself privilege of ignoring a

or announce a Congressional policy? After all, we represent the people.” mandated appropriation.”’

if the United States is to preserve its democratic institutions, the President
@mot be allowed to continue his self-appointed privilege of ignoring a mandated

lpi;p_natwn. qt{,; (Cons: . )
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year Senate terms with all of the House members
and half the senators elected in presidential years.
He argued that “under normal conditions” such a
constitutional change ‘“‘would insure the same po-
litical complexion® with respect to the House and
the presidency and mean the ‘“likelihood” of the
same thing for both houses of Congress.

Ike versus Congress
The first session of the 86th Congress is no

nearing its end. At the beginning there was qfe-
fiant talk from the jubilant Democrats of serving
up to the President a batch of measures on a take-
it-or-leave-it basis. But after a couple of timorous
experiments, the Democrats demonstrated that
they could not quite muster the necessary two-
thirds vote in both houses to override Eisenhower
on even the most minor measure.

Had the 1958 recession continued well into
1959, the story might have been different, with
pressures from back home enough to sway the ad-
ditional votes against the President. By spring,
however, it was clear that a new boom was under
way. And the President, confident that he had
been right last year in fighting off massive spend-
ing, took the offensive on the budget issue. His
success against the big Democratic majority has
pleased him enormously and disgruntled the bulk
of his opposition.

Many observers in Washington continue to
consider the budget balancing or fiscal responsi-
bility issue, as raised by Eisenhower, to be a phony.
They argue, among other things, that whatever
pressures there are from the voters on something
vaguely called “the budget’ have their origin not
in federal taxes and expenditures, which have not
appreciably changed for some years, but in the
massive demands for greater spending by state and
local governments, with many resultant tax in-
creases at these levels.

The President has been getting some expert help
from fellow Republican leaders in his running
battle with the Democrats. The new House leader,
Indiana’s Charles Halleck, especially has been
getting under Johnson’s skin with his pronounce-
ments on the White House steps following the
regular Tuesday morning GOP legislative confer-
ences with Eisenhower. Johnson growled about
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‘““partisan slogans shouted hastily into a micy,.
phone on a Tuesday morning.” Halleck grinped
and retorted that “it would really be quite flayr.
ing if we were able to exercise any real controf gyf
the legislative program.” And GOP Chairy,,.
Morton hit another soft spot by calling the currens
Congress the Democratic “won’t-do™ Congres,

Thc Johnson-Rayburn strategy has always b
to make a Democratic record for the country 1.
judge. This has paid off in congressional clection..
It did not in the 1956 presidential clection. hu
no one really thought that any Democrat could
defeat the incumbent Eisenhower. Now the prol.
lem is to create a record on which to elect not only
another Democratic Congress but a President a.
well. Here the Eisenhower attack has knocked

the Democrats off balance.
Senator Church of Idaho \
A century and a half ago Henry Clay took his
seat in the Senate though he was still several
months under the constitutional agc of thir.
But in recent years Senate “babies’” have tended
to be newspaper items rather than imporiam
members of the upper house. Rush Holt of West
Virginia arrived in a blaze of publicity and waited
outside for his thirtieth birthday before taking
the oath. He soon departed into political oblivion.

Russell Long arrived at thirty in 1948. But his
record is hardly distinguished.

The current Senate baby, however, is something
else again. Now in his third year in Washington.
Frank F. Church will be thirty-five on July 23.
He is still mistaken by visitors for a Senate page
boy, and he speaks in the stilted manner of the
school orator. This latter characteristic, inci-
dentally, won him the national American Legion
oratorical contest and a $4000 scholarship at Stan-
ford University when he was a high school junior.
His eighteen months of wartime experiencc in the
infantry in India, Burma, and China delayed his
law degree but did not rub the youthful appcar-
ance from his face.

Church is a Senate liberal, but not a Senarc
radical. His boyhoad hero was Idaho’s long-tinic
lion, William E. Borah. But where Borah wasan
1solat10mst Church is an internationalist. And
where Borah often bucked his party leadership.
Church is a man on whom Democratic Majority
Leader Lyndon Johnson can usually count.

Two years ago Church was tapped by Johnson
to put forward and argue for a compromisc on the
jury trial issue in the then pending civil rights bill.
Earlier this year hee helped put through the John-
son compromise on loosening, however slightly.
the Senate’s filibuster rule.. In both cases he showec -
himself an effective middle-of-the-roader.,
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More and more this year Church
has begun to speak up on interna-
tional affairs. He has been able to
do so because he was given a seat on
foreign relations committee, making
him the youngest and most junior
senator in a long time to win such a
coveted post.

Church has joined that little band
of senators, including Humphrey
and Gore, who pay some attention
to disarmament. Young. enough to
be an enthusiast yet old enough in
politics to be practical, he has tried
to-find a middle ground between
Humphrey’s almost all-out support
of a nuclear test ban and Gore’s
reluctance to go-further than a ban
on tests in the atmosphere lest a
total ban inhibit American weapons
development.
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C 0 N—MORSE continued from page 113——

“If the ultimate choice is given us of staying there on a
unilateral basis, with no jurisdiction being exercised under
existing international law procedures by any one of these
three groups I have mentioned, or getting out, then’I am
for getting out. But not until then. Iido not think we will
ever have to get out, because I think|we will be surpnsed
by the enthusiastic response that a relieved world will give
to the kind of international statesmanship I am calling
upon my Government to exercise in respect to South
Vietnam. I think it will be hailed around the world.

“The Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense
have said that North Vietnam and Red China and others
should leave South Vietnam alone. If we would go over
there, we would find in countries in that area that the
sentiment is for the United States to let South Vietnam
alone. The truth is that the war there is a civil war. It
is not a war between two nations. It is a-war civil in
nature. It is true) that North Vietnam is receiving assist-
ance, but it is true also that South Vietnam is getting aid
from the United States, in the amount of over $1.5 million
a day now; and since the war began in 1946, $6 billion of
the taxpayers’ money have been poured into South Viet-
nam, not covering the cost of keeping American forces
there. Much of that, T want to say, and I sgy it sadly, has
resulted in great waste and has produced %t corruption
in South Vietnam.

“We are not going to end this civil war by any of the
courses of action being recommended by the White
House, the State Department, and the Pentagon Building.
We cannot win this war by the policies we are following.
We can win military victories. We can bomb and kill by
the thousands. We can destroy the cities of Red China
and Vietnam. We can destroy the nuclear installations of
Red China. But we will lose the war, for, do not forget, we
are dealing with a people and a philosophy of a people
to whom time does not matter. And after we win all these
military victories, what are we going to do with South
Vietnam and North Vietnam and Laos and Red China
and the rest of the nations that will be involved, assuming
for the moment that we might get into a nuclear war?
We would have to police them for decades. We have
neither the manpower nor the resources to rebuild that
part of Asia after that type of war. We will inherit as a
legacy for generations of Americans yet to come the undy-
ing hatred of the yellow man. He will hate us for hundreds
of years. It will be an unending war. Let us think not in
terms of the present time, but let us think in terms of
the next 100 years. We have the responsibility in our time
to lay out courses of action that will not produce the type
of holocaust that will bring about for millions of Amer-
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icammboys and girls the hatred of many people of the world
that incurred if we continue to pursue our course

of action 1ifi~South Vietnam.”

by HON. FRANK CHURCH
United States Senator, Idaho, Democrat

N

From an address given on the floor of the U. S. Senate
on February 17, 1965. Senn. Church is a member of the
Senate Foreign Relatsons end Intersor ond Insular Affairs
Committees.

“THE PENDULUM of our foreign policy can swing from
one extreme to the other. Once we thought that anything
which happened abroad was none of our business; now
we evidently think that everything which happens abroad
has become our business. In the span of 30 years, an
excess of isolationism has been transformed into an excess
of interventionism.

“To the case against excessive American intervention
in Africa and Asia, the State Department has a stock
answer: The Communists will not let us quit. South Viet-
nam is pointed to as the proof of our dilemma. If we
permit the Vietcong to overthrow the Saigon Government,
then the gates are open, so the argument goes, to success-
ful Communist subversion of all the other governments
in southeast Asia.

“But the hard fact is that there are limits to what we
can do in helping any government surmount a Commu-
nist uprising. If the people themselves will not support
the government in power, we cannot save it. We can give
arms, money, food, and supplies, but the outcome will
depend, in the final analysis, upon the character of the
government helped, and the extent to which the people
are willing to rally behind it.

“The Saigon Government is losing its war, not for lack
of equipment, but for lack of intemal cohesion. The
Vietcong grow stronger, not because they are better sup-
plied than Saigon, but because they are united in their
will to fight. This spirit cannot be impdrted; it must
come from within. It is nothing that we Americans can
supply from our side of the Pacific. The weakness in
South Vietnam emanates from Saigon itself, where we,
as foreigners, are powerless to unite the spoiling factions.
A family feud is never settled by outsiders. Only the Viet-
namese themselves can furnish the solution.

“As to the other governments in southeast Asia, they are
not so many dominoes in a row. They differ, one from
another, in popular support, and in capacity to resist
Communist subversion. The Malayans, with British help,

(Continued on page 117)
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ause of their own determined resistance to communism,
pessfully put down a long and bloody insurrection.
a wars—even when nourished from without—can

Jur reason for being in the Orient is not that of fash-
g Asian governments. It is not communism, as such,
ich accounts for our presence in the Far East, but rather
containment of Peiping. This can be best accomplished
‘China is ringed with stable, independent governments,
-refuse to be the pawns of Chinese ambition. As
via has proved in Europe vis-a-vis Russia, even a
munist govemment can play such a role.
It . would be to our national advantage to seek an
1ational agreement for the neutralization of the whole
at region that used to be French Indochina. The tran-
onal phase of such a settlement might be pohced by
Umted Nations, or by a special high commission set
to preside over a 'cease-fire in South Vietnam, to super-
the withdrawal of all foreign troops from both sides,
to maintain order, while an independent and unaligned
govemment is formed by the Vietnamese themselves.

he neutrality of the whole region could be guaran-

by the signatories to the intemational agreement.
us, the military might of the United States would remain

able as a deterrent against Chinese aggr&ssxon from
he north, which is—or ought to be—our govening na-
| objective in southeast Asia anyway.

n like manner, we may find it in our national interest
pledge our armed might behind the defense of India,
ailand, or some other Asian government, against any

ure Chinese attack, that these govemnments might avoid

eed for developing nuclear shields of their own, while
avoid the dangers of further proliferation of nuclear
. This kind of guarantee, which would be a real
errent to Chinese military aggression, lies within our
bﬂlty, and would preclude a power vacuum in Asia,
d by the architects of our present policy. If this

nd of defense commitment is sufficient to prevent an

2 t Chinese attack upon, say, India or Thailand, it ought
uffice for the rest of southeast Asia as well.

0 those who protest that such a policy will fail to

tect against growing Chinese influence over such coun-

S as Laos, Cambodia, Burma, or Vietnam, brought on
mugh intensified Communist subversion from within

CS;e countries, I submit that the scoreboard on our pres-

‘policy of direct intervention in southeast Asia shows
Wwe are now losing this contest. Burma and Cambodia,
gh both non-Communist governments, have been

moving steadily closer to China. Laos is in limbo, after
an American involvement, at heavy cost, in that country’s
internal affairs, turned sour. The war in Vietnam, despite
Saigon’s preponderant military advantage, is going from
bad to worse. .

“This somber truth is underlined in the stepped-up
Vietcong attacks upon American bases in South Vietnam,
and the consequent loss of more American lives. We must
hope that our retaliatory bombings of military installations
in North Vietnam, intended to demonstrate the strength
of our will and purpose, may persuade Hanoi and Peiping
that the United States is not, and never has been, a paper
tiger. Having made a solemn commitment to Saigon, we
intend to keep it. The military might we can bring to bear
upon North Vietnam is formidable indeed, and so it would
behoove the Communists to explore with us the way to a
peaceful solution in southeast Asia.

“As the beat of the war drums intensifies, and passions
rise on both sides, I recognize that negotiation becomes
more difficult. Already cries of ‘appeasement’ are being
directed at anyone who speaks up for a negotiated settle-
ment of this escalating war. So soon the country seems to
have forgotten the wise words of John F. Kennedy, that
we _should never negotiate out of fear. but never fear to
negatiate,

“All of us recognize the heavy burden of decision which
our President bears. And we would do well to remember
that the seal of his office is an American eagle, clutching
a bundle of arrows in one claw and an olive branch in the
other. The judicious use of both the arrows and the olive
branch represents our best hope for avoiding a widening
war in Asia.

“Those who would use the arrows alone are actually
calling for war. The systematic and sustained bombing of
North Vietnam, unattended by any proffered recourse to
the bargaining table, can only lead us into war. North
Vietnam, lacking air and sea power, must answer on the
ground. Her response, in the form of added military pres-
sures against the south, Saigon can hardly be expected to
withstand. As a consequence, the next step will be to send
American land forces into Battle, thus converting the,
struggle into an American war on the Asian mainland.’
That China will, sooner or later, enter such a war, I have -
no doubt.

“Let those who urge this course upon us answer for its
consequences. A spreading war on the Asian mainland,
pitting American troops against Asian troops, is a war we
cannot finish. In the end, after a tragic trail of casualties
out of all proportion to our real national interest, we will
have to negotiate a settlement with the Communists, even
as such a truce was finally negotiated in Korea. The ques-
tion really is not whether we should negotiate, but when.

(Continued on page 119)
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0 N—CHURCH continued from page 117——

o those who say that we must not parley now,
i sse we would bargain from a posntxon of weakness, I
sly-that they take too restricted a view of our strategic
f; on in southeast Asia. They look only to the plight
ithe war in South Vietnam, forgetting that American
wer in southeast Asia rests not upon the weakness of
n, but upon the strength of our own possession of
s& and air. Our recent retaliatory blows should make
; '“l ear to Hanoi and Peiping that we will not quit under
e, nor withdraw, nor submit to Communist coercion.
We can strike back with relative impunity, from floating
@ses which are beyond Communist reach, and inflict
eavy punishment upon them. Ours is not a position of
eakness from which to deal.

250 I would hope that the President of the United States
ill undertake to use, not only his arrows, but his olive
granch as well. Willingness to parley is not a sign of
gakness, but the symbol of strength, nor should it destroy
fhat remains of the fighting morale of the South Viet-
-_‘-_eu . Negotiations preceded the end of the fighting in
{ores by nearly 2 years. In South Vietnam, the active
pargaining for a peaceful solution could even lift morale
ffering some hope to the people that there might
pome an end to their ordeal. Moreover, an attempt to reach
“peaceful settlement would not be incompatible with the
eping of our pledge to give military aid and advice to
e Saigon Government.

‘It is mandatory, in these former colonial areas, that
establish foreign policy goals which are not beyond
it ‘reach; that we observe priorities which correspond
ith our real national interests; that we concemn ourselves
-§ s with other peoples’ ideologies, and that we adopt tech-
uques which are sensitive to, and compatfb]e with, the
prevailing sentiment of the people in each great region
"‘  the world. Measured by these criteria, we are too deeply
volved in the internal affairs of the emerging nations in
ca and Asia.”




“So one wonders to what purpose our aid was directed
in the first instance. To be sure, when the program was
first started, it was designed to give relief to people who
were the victims of war.

“There has been some success, not only in the develop.
ment of a country’s| resources, but in the reestablishment
of their economic systems. That has happened in some
instances. It has happened in Germany. What was the
result? A stable currency and a country that peddles its
merchandise practically\all over the globé. West Germany
has practically no unemployment. ;

“When the Chancelloﬁof West Germany was in this
country, the distinguished‘\(:hairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, or one of the /distinguished members
of that committee had a luncheon for him. I went to the
luncheon and I asked the Changellor about unemployment
in his country. He said, “‘We/could use a million extra
people right now.’

“So that country has do;ié it. It ‘has followed a pattem
tested by time and found/not to be'wanting.

“Are we to be in thc”/ﬁx of the antient Greek runner,
who collapsed when his'goal was in sight, finally bit on his
wrist, sucked his blood, won the race, But fell exhausted
and died at the end? Does that have to be the end of a
program of this kind, after all the good will we have
invested, together with our funds? Must that be the

reward for ourcountry?” ”\

by HON. FRANK CHURCH
v United States Senator, Idaho, Democrat

From ghe debate of July 27, 1966, on the floor of the
U. S. Semate during consideration of amendments seeking
2o curtail authorization levels in S. 3583, the Military
Assistance and Sales Act of 1966. Sen. Church is a mem-
ber of the Senate Commsittees on Foreign Relations and
Interior & Insular Affairs.

“THE PENDING amendment would reduce the authori-
zation for military assistance for fiscal 1967 by $100 million.
leaving with the administrators of the program all decisions
as to where the reductions should be made.

“In passing judgment on the proposed amendment, the
Senate should be completely clear as to what is, and what
is not, involved in this authorization bill.

“Vietnam is not involved in any way. The bill is ‘in
addition to such amounts as may be otherwise authorized

(Conssnued on page 218)

Ds CES 7 AVG 7966

: [' N—MCGEE, continued from page 215——

r ]
%
ey

s

e have to take these things as they occur. We ¢
ot prevent them. We cannot pre-set thefn. That 3
&rt of the price we pay for world leadershxp.. Unless
&te willing to be an aggressor, unless we are willing to
2 ‘make the world over in our image, we have to take ¢
Bhances as a sort of policeman and arbiter of the worl

Siticularly a world in which some still find some

#ard for the use of force.” -dl-

by HON. THOMAS E. MORGAN
nited States Representative, Pennsylvania, Democra
1

Eerom the debase of July 12, 1966, on the floor of
[.'S. House of Represensatives during consideratio
[ H-R. 15750, the proposed Foreign Assistance Act of 1

e bill, introduced by Rep. Morgan in bis capaci
rﬂ' an of the House Foreign Affairs Committec,
ied both the economic and military portions o
foreign aid program. In the Senate, these subjects

ed in separate bslls.
FIT LOOKS as though the Communists may be losin
@14 war, and they do not appear to be winning th
gar’ in Vietnam. '
BT do not mean to say that from now on gverﬁ'hx
be'all right. Any quick review of the world situation

Shat the United States is confronted with serious

{ms in all areas, and it is not too diffcult to'ﬁ
'pl&s of waste and inefficiency in our foreign aid

DN,

ENevertheless, ‘there have been encouraging d
ments. In countries where free elections have
e extreme leftists have been defeated and gove
mendly to the United States have been elected. Al
¥ number of countries governments have bee
and military dictatorships have taken
¢ new govemments appear to 'be ant
pinist, to be sincerely concerned with improvin
, conditions, and to desire the friendship and
of the United States. N
urthermore, if you look around, there 1S
hat many people are better off as a result of U.

;"
LAOUT)

There is a tendency to focus so much attentio
icrap pile that we overlook the skyscraper which
= y

I do not believe that there are very many h
hink that the idea of foreign aid is all wrong an
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by HON. DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER
Former President of the United States

From a letter writtens by Ms. Essenbower on March 5,
1964, to the Subcommstiee on Constitutional Amendments
of the Senate Commsittee on the Judiciary.

“I SUGGEST thatat any time a Vice President succeeds
to the Presidency he should immediately nominate
another individual as Vice President to fill the vacancy,
with the nomination to be approved, preferably, by both
bodies of the Congress rather than merely by the Senate.

“Should such an event occur during recess of Congress,

I believe that a special session should be promptly called |

so that there could be no question that public opinion, as
represented by the Congress, would approve of the new
President’s nominee,

“There, of course, arises the bothersome possibility that
some type of disaster might remove the President and
the Vice President simultaneously. I believe that to cover
this contingency we should retumn to the provisions of the
law that govemned succession before 1947, but with the
proviso that if both President and Vice President should
be lost their successor should be considered only as an
‘Acting President’ and the Congress should provide for
another election of a President and a Vice President to
serve out the Presidential term then current.

“I believe that these changes should be accomplished by
Constitutional Amendment.”
)

by HON. FRANK CHURCH
United States Senator, Idaho, D.

From am address on the floor of the U. S. Senate on
January 22, 1964. (See also page 157.)

“REPAIRS to our constitutional roof are rarely undertaken
when the Republic enjoys unobstructed sunshine; it is
likely that they will be made, if at all, at a time, like the
present, when recent crisis has dramatized the need.

“It is significant, however, that a constitutional pro-
cedure to insure that the office of Vice President woul
be promptly filled, when vacant for any reason, woul
render moot most of the argument about statutory su
cession to the office of President. For the need would ari
only in the unlikely event, against which careful pre-

. 148 -
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" cautions are taken, that both the President and the V'n

President should perish or suffer disability at the Sﬂme
time.

“Something akin to the constitutional role whxch ﬂu
House of Representatives plays in relation to the’ Pm,_
dency might be made applicable to the Vice Presiden
for the special purpose which here concerns us. Only the
House can elect a President if no candidate rcccfvé“;
majority of the votes cast in the electoral college. Ac-
cordingly, the amendment I am proposing would leave tbe
final selection of a Vice President chosen to fill a vacanq

in that office to the House of Representatives.

“Here is a procedure which conforms as closely as pos-
sible to the existing practice under the Constitution. "It
provides the President, the Senate, and the House of
resentatives with a role in the selection for which each
is best suited: The President exercises his responsibility
in such a way as to insure that the new Vice President will
be acceptable to him—reflecting the actuality of ‘our
present nominating procedures at party conventions—and
that continuity of party and policy can be-maintained;
the Senate scrutinizes the qualifications of each nominec;
free from the pressures to which a President may some-
times be subjected, to insure that each is fully qualified for
the second highest office in the Nation; the House, most
representative of the people, makes the final choice of the
candidate it believes to be best endowed with the qualities
of leadership and popularity without which no medent
can realize the full potential of the office.” § -

by HON. BIRCH BAYH
United States Senator, Indiana, D.
From a statement of January 22, 1964, opening bur-'

ings before the Semate Subcommittee om Con.ttxmbold
Amendments. (See also page 153.) i

“I BELIEVE strongly that we can provide a Vice Pr&sxdent
for the Nation by the relatively simple means of having 3
President nominate an individual for a Vice President,
when the Vice Presidency is vacant. Then the Congress
should act on the President’s recommendation by electing
or rejecting the nominee, g
“The President must have a voice in the selection of 2.
Vice President. It would assure the selection of a man—:
(Continued on page 150)%.
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®
Vietnam
DISENGAGEMENT NOW

N\
By FRANK CHURCH, Democrat, United States Senator from ldaho, Member of the United States Senate Foreign Relations
Commattee

N THE SECOND year of the American Revolution the
great William Pitt rose in the House of Lords and spoke
words which, in a less civilized nation, might have been

taken for treason. "My lords,” he declared, "you cannot
conquer America . .. You may swell every expense and every
effort still more extravagantly; pile and accumulate every
assistance you can buy or borrow; trafic and barter with every
lictle pitiful German prime that sells and sends his subjects to
the shambles . . . your efforts are forever vain and impotent,
doubly so from this mercenary aid on which you rely, for it
irritates, to an incurable resentment, the minds of your
enemies. . . If I were an American, as I am an Englishman,
while a foreign troop was landed in my country, I never would
lay down my arms-never-never-never! !

The England to which Pitt counseled was not a decrepit
nation but a rising empire still approaching the peak of its
power. The inglorious end of the American war, from the
British point of view, was not followed by a worldwide loss of
confidence in Britain’s word or Britain's power. Yorktown was
followed by Waterloo and in the nineteenth century Great
Britain acquired vast new domains, becoming the vital center
of world commerce and industry. The real loser of the
American Revolutionary War was America's ally, France,
whose prodigal waste of resources—all for the sake of
humbling England—almost certainly helped bring about the
French Revolution of 1789. To compound the irony, when the
British Empire finally did disintegrate, it was not in the wake
of defeat but of British “victories” in the two World Wars.

The paradox burns back upon us full circle. The victory
denied George III by ragtag American rebels fighting to end
foreign rule, has now, nearly two centuries later, been denied
to us in distant Vietnam by stubborn, native guerrilla fighters
equally determined to drive the foreigner from their land.

Faced with their implacable resolve, what kind of “victory”

1 November 20, 1777.

Delivered in the United States Semate, Washington, D. C., October 8. 1969

can be won? The "victory” of holding a proud people hostage’
The “victory” of inflicting a “favorable kill ratio” upon an
enemy who will not quit? The "victory” of maintaining a
puppet government in Saigon propped up by the money we
lavish on it, and sustained in the field by the troops we
send—and others we hire—to fight for it?> No, there is no
“victory” we can win in Vietnam worthy of the name.
President Nixon himself concedes as much when he says: "We
have ruled out attempting to impose a purely military solution
on the battlefield.”

In fact, our favored euphemism regarding Vietnam is not
victory at all but an “honorable settlement,” a term allowing of
almost unlimited possibilities of interpretation. In the present
circumstances, however, its meaning seems clear enough. On
the one hand. we have been unable to suppress the rebellion;
on the other hand. we do not wish to acknowledge that fact.
We do not wish to acknowledge it to the communists, for fear
their appetite for conquest will be whetted. We do not wish to
acknowledge it to our allies, for fear their confidence in our
power will be diminished. And most of all, we do not wish to
acknowledge it to ourselves, for fear'that our own, surprisingly
fragile confidence in ourselves will be undermined. And so we
seek an "honorable settlement,” an agreement under which no
one will say what everyone knows: that the United States of
America has made a bad mistake and finds it necessary to
liquidate that mistake.

The time has come for the pretense to end; for the prideful
nonsense to stop about securing an "honorable settlement” and
avoiding a "disguised defeat.” The truth is that as long as
our troops stay in South Vietnam, we shall occupy a hostile
country. There is no way that the United States, as a foreign
power and a Western one at that, can win a civil war among
the Vietnamese. Even now, five years after we entered the
conflict, it remains a struggle hctween rival factions of
Vietnamese for control of the government in Saigon. The
outcome rests, now as before, on the Vietnamese themselves.
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FRANK CHURCH

If we can find the resolution to end our protracted
involvement in this war, we shall suffer no lasting injury to
our power or prestige. I do not think that the liquidation of
our intervention in Vietnam will mean the loss of our global
greatness, any more than the loss of the American colonies
cost England her greatness in the eighteenth century, or any
more than the loss of Algeria and Indochina cost France her
national stature. On the contrary, the end of empire was not a
defcat for France but a liberation, in the wake of which a
demoralized nation recovered its good name in the world and
its own self-esteem. The termination of our war in Vietnam
would represent a similar liberation for America, and even a
victory of sorts—a victory of principle over pride and of
intelligent self-interest over messianic delusion.

The United States Government is not a charity-dispensing
institution; its primary obligation is not to the Saigon
generals, or to some portion of the Vietnamese people, but to
the American people, to their security and well-being. When
all is said and done about our “hinor” and “commitment,” the
fact remains that our presence in Vietnam can be justified—if
it can be justified—in terms of American interests, correctly
defined as the freedom and safety of the American people.

Before anyone can prescribe an American course-of-action
for Vietnam, it is necessary to be absolutely explicit about
what our interests are in that benighted country and what they
are not. I do not agree with President Nixon that, having
crossed the bridge of intervention, it is useless to belabor the
original issue®—as if the presence of half a million American
troops and the loss of nearly 40,000 American lives
represented an investment that had to be redeemed by
sacrificing still more lives, regardless of the wisdom of our
continued presence there. It is quite essential that we
reexamine the decisions of preceding Administrations, not for
the sake of political retribution, or even for the sake of history,
but for the express purpose of identifying our interests. Why
we intervened in Vietnam in the first place has everything to
do with whether and how we should get out.

“A great nation,” the President says, “"cannot renege on its
pledges.”® What pledges, indeed, have we failed to keep? The
amount of money, weapons, ammunition, food, equipment and
supplies we have funneled into South Vietnam is beyond
belief, vastly exceeding the outside help given North Vietnam
and the Vietcong by all the communist governments
combined. To fight for the South, we have sent an American
expeditionary force of half a million men; no Russians or
Chinese have been imported to fight for the North. Hanoi and
the Vietcong do their own fighting. I say that Saigon—with
larger and better-armed forces in the field than any arrayed
against it—must stop relying on us to fight its war. We have
kept our pledges, and done far more besides. We didn’t
undertake to make South Vietnam the 51st American State;
we didn’t promise to stand guard over the 17th parallel as
though it were an American frontier.

But, the President argues, if we were to allow the Vietcong
and the North Vietnamese to prevail, "the cause of peace
might not survive the damage that would be done to other
nations’ confidence in our reliability.” Here Mr. Nixon
espouses Mr. Rusk’s concept of an exemplary war, which
presumably demonstrates to other countries that the United
Srates stands willing to intervene wherever necessary, in order
to put down threats of internal communist subversion as well
as external communist aggression. Yet the President himself
has now announced to the world that the United States has a
new policy: in the futurc, Asian governments must defend

2 Address of May 15, 1969.
* Address of May 15, 1969.
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themselves against subversion from within, and not look our
way again. The motto, “No more Vietnams” cannot be
reconciled with the fiction that we are still fighting an
exemplary war in that country.

Withdrawing from Vietnam, according to President Nixon,
“would bring peace now but it would enormously increase the
danger of a bigger war later.”* The assertion that by fighting
in Vietnam we prevent other wars is pure speculation, rooted
not in evidence but in analogy, the analogy of the thirties
when appeasement whetted Nazi Germany’s appetite for
aggression.

No good historian will buy that analogy. History unfolds
more in paradoxes than in parallels. Mark Twain once
observed that “We should be careful to get out of an
experience only the wisdom that is in it—and stop there; lest
we be like the cat that sits down on a hot stove-lid. She will
never sit down on a hot stove-lid again—and that is well; but
also she will never sit down on a cold one anymore.”® In the
case of Vietnam we would do well to settle for the #rwisdom
that is in it and stop the sacrifice of real American lives for the
sake of saving hypothetical ones in some conjectural war in an
unforecastable future.

We dare not, says the President, abandon the South
Vietnamese to "a massacre that would shock and dismay
everyone in the world who values human life.” Here again we
are dealing with something that might happen; in the
meantime does no one who values human life feel “shock and
dismay” by the senseless sacrifice of American lives in endless
assaults on useless hilltops and by death tolls of hundreds of
GI's every week? Surely there is another way to protect those
South Vietnamese who may feel the need for sanctuary, if it
comes to that. Better that we open our own gates to them,
than keep on sending Americans to die for them in their own
land. As for the Saigon generals, there should be ample
facilities for them on the French Riviera.

What indeed does Vietnam have to do with the vital
interests of the United States, which is to say, with the
freedom and safety of the American people? I attempted to
define those interests four years ago shortly after our full-scale
intervention in Vietnam began. As to freedom, | said:

"“Freedom, as a matter of fact, is not really at issue in South

Vietnam, unless we so degrade freedom as to confuse it with

the mere absence of communism. Two dictatorial regimes,

one sitting in Hanoi, the other in Saigon, struggle for
control of the country. Whichever prevails the outcome is
not going to settle the fare of communism in the world at
large, nor the problem of guerrilla wars. They did not begin
in Vietnam and will not end there. They will continue to
erupt in scattered, farflung places around the globe,
wherever adverse conditions within a country permit
Communist subversion to take root.”
And as to the safety of the American people. 1 added:

"Nor can it be soundly contended that the security of the

United States requires a military decision in South Vietnam.

Our presence in the Far East is not anchored there. Saigon

does not stand guard over Scatde. We conquered the Pacific

Ocean in the Second World War. It is our moat, the

broadest on earth, from the Golden Gate to the very shores

of China. There is no way for the landlocked torces of Asia
to drive us from the Pacific; there is no need for us to retain

a military base on the mainland of Asia"*

After four years of futile warfare, [ see no reason to alter
that evaluation of American interests. The plain fact is that we
4 1bid.

& Pudd’'nhead Wilson: Pudd’'nhead Wilson's Calendar, ch. 11

6 “The Victnum Imbroglio,” Congressional Record, S9th Cong., 1st
Sess., Vol. 111, Pare 11, Senate, June 24, 1965, p. 14631.
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did not then, and do not now, have a vital interest in the
preservation of the Thieu-Ky government, or even in the
preservation of a noncommunist government, in South
Vietnam. Nor do we have a vital interest in whether the two
Vietnams are united or divided. We have preferences, to be
sure, and our pride is at stake after committing ourselves so
deeply, but preference and pride are sentiments not interests.
From the standpoint of our interests, we have been fighting an
unnecessary war for five long years, making it possibly the
most disastrous mistake in the history of American foreign
policy. It can never be vindicated; it can only be liquidated.

The war in Vietnam has been more than unnecessary; it has
been unsuccessful as well, and that, in the hard world of
politics, is wusually the greater crime. The Dominican
intervention was unnecessary, illegal, and destructive of our
relations with Latin America, but it achieved its immediate
objective, the suppression of a revolution, with the result that
the issue has not remained to plague and divide us. Had Mr.
Rostow and his colleagues been right in 1965 in their
supposition that the war in Vietnam could be won with
“surgical” air strikes and a few months of ground warfare, the
question of the war’s necessity would not be the lacerating
issue that it is today. But the Vietnam strategists were neither
wise nor prescient nor lucky. With disastrous insensitivity to
the thought processes of an alien culture, and with
contemptuous disregard of the warnings offered by some of us
in the Senate, they applied their “scientific’ theories of warfare
in the apparent belief that the Vietnamese would respond to
“graduated” degrees of punishment as they themselves would
have responded—by weighing immediate costs against
prospective gains. But the Vietnamese turned out not to be
scientists. They reacted irrationally and unaccountably by
refusing to give up. Their calculations of cost and gain turned
out to be different from ours; their willingness to endure
punishment turned out to be greater than we had thought
possible.

Our strategy in Vietnam has failed but neither the Johnson
Administration nor—thus far—the Nixon Administration has
been willing to acknowledge that failure. In lieu of the
tortured rationalizations of the previous Administration,
President Nixon experiments with a cautious troop withdraw-
al tied to the tenuous hope of a growing South Vietnamese
military capacity. In their Midway communique Mr. Nixon
and Mr. Thieu rejoiced in hamlet elections, in “the failure of
the other side to achieve its objectives,” and in the new-found
strength of the Saigon army, while Mr. Thieu himself recited
appropriate lines about the “constant duty” of the Saigon
forces “to assume a greater share of the burden in South
Vietnam.”

Perhaps this time, for the firsz time, the optimistic prognosis
will be borne out, so studiously does it ignore hard- issues and
well-known facts, that one strongly suspects that what we are
confronted with today is not a new strategy but a new “image”
for the discredited old strategy, a new device for postponing
difficule decisions, a new expedient for holding off the critics
of the war. It would appear that President Nixon, like
President Johnson, is becoming preoccupied with politics to
the neglect of policy.

This, in turn, leads to the frustration which gives risc to a
scarch for scapegoats. In much the same way that the German
General  Staff—which  had actually initiated Germany's
surrender in World War I—Ilater perpetuated the myth of
defeat by betrayal on the home front, the men who led us into
the Vietnam quagmire have sought to place the blame for the
catastrophe on their domestic critics, on those of us who said
that we never should have entered the quagmire in the first
place and who now insist that we ought to get out. The “real
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battlefield,” according to this self-serving doctrine of the
architects of failure, is not in Vietnam but in America, where,
if only the critics would be silent, the will of the enemy
would supposedly be broken. In its crude form as a spurious,
jingoist “patriotism,” the argument runs that the war critics are
near-traitors, provisioners of “aid and comfort to the enemy.”
In the scarcely more august language of our last two Presidents,
the critics are “"nervous nellies” and “neoisolationists"—deriders
of patriotism, as Mr. Nixon put it, a "backward fetish.”’
The critics are also credited with the failure to make
progress in over a year of negotiations at Paris. With a cold
eye fixed on the agitated state of American opinion, so the
argument runs, the enemy is emboldened to resist our
“reasonable” proposals. “It's awfully hard to play chess with

-twenty kibitzers at your elbow,” Mr. Kissinger complains, “all

of them demanding explanations of the purpose of every
move, while your opponent listens.”®

The “kibitzers” who are such an inconvenience to Mr.
Kissinger are the very dissenters whose protest finally
persuaded President Johnson to stop the escalation of the war
and go to the conference table. Had these critics remained
silent as the war makers would have had them do, the limited
war in Vietnam might by now have escalated into a full-scale
war with China. Whatever hope of peace there now is, it is the
“kibitzers' ” gift to the architects of failure. Long may they
“kibitz,” acting, let it be remembered, on their own concept of
patriotism—which is not the patriotism of silent acquiescence
in a policy they detest, but the patriotism of Camus, who
would have us love our country for what it ought to be, and of
Carl Schurz, that "mugwump” dissenter from McKinley
imperialism, who proclaimed: “"Our country, right or wrong.
When right, to be kept right; when wrong, to be put right.”

For all the misjudgment of generals and policy makers—and
for all the allegedly disruptive dissent at home—the root cause
of failure lies not with ourselves but with our Viernamese
allies. Had an honest and patriotic government ruled in
Saigon, it would probably have beaten the Vietcong long ago,
with no more than material support from the United States.
The Vietnamese people are not lacking in military courage and
resourcefulness; the Vietcong have demonstrated that. What is
lacking is the ability of the Saigon government to inspire
either the confidence of its people or the fighting spirit of its
army. There is little mystery as to why this ability is lacking.
An American study team madc up primarily of prominent
churchmen recently reported, after a trip to Vietnam, that the
Thieu government ruled by terror, using torture and brutality
to suppress political opposition, and that the regime relied
“more upon police state tactics and American support to stay
in power than upon true representation and  popular
support.”™

Of all the misrepresentations which have been perpetrated
about Vietnam none has been more insulting to  the
intelligence and offensive to the moral sensibilitics of young
Americans than the portrayal of the Saigon regune as an
upholder of freedom and democracy.

Mr. Clark Clifford. our last Secretary of Defense, who found
the courage to well President Johnson the truth aboue Vietnam,
had this to say of the Saigon generals:

“There is complete callousness about the cost of the war 10

us. They have no concern over the loss of our men or

treasure. They sec us as a big, rich country, well able to
afford it. They are gning one way and we are going another.

I sce no likelihod of our goals getting closer together. But

7 Speech at the Air Force Academy, June -4, 1009,

8 Quoted by Stewart Alsop in "The Powertul Dr. K..”
June 16, 1969, p. 108.

® The Washington Post. June 11, 1969

Newsweek,




FRANK CHURCH

they have become very adroit at saying what the American

public wants t hear . . . They are sweet talking us.”

What's more, 1| would add, they are exercising a
veto over American policy in Vietnun. At his latest press
conference, President Nixon reiterated thac we were willing to
negotiare on anything, except “the right of the people of South
Vietnam to choose their own leadets” Then, calling for
“internationally supervised elecrions,” Nixon said, "we will
accept the result of those clections and the South Viernamese
will as well, even if iv is a Communist government . . ."

Mr. Nixon may think so, but not Mr. Thieu. His immediate
reburtal was plain ¢nough. The Saigon Government, he said,
had no intention of accepting a “coalition with the
Communists™ or "domination by the Communists” under any
circumstances whatever. This is hardly surprising, since Mr.
Thieu has consistently defied American policy. No sooner had
he rcturned o Saigon from his love-feast with President
Nixon at Midway lust June, than he proclaimed: "I solemnly
declare that there will be no coalition government, no peace
cabinet, no transitional government, not even reconciliatory
government.'1?

In neither instance, did any disavowal issue from the White
House. President Nixon, like his predecessor before him,
appears to be manacled to the Saigon generals. Lyndon
Johnson flew five times to Mid-Pacific rendezvous with these
same men. Now President Nixon has followed in that beaten
path and emerged, litke Mr. Johnson, with the same
pretensions of harmony. Lacking either the willingness to
depend on their own army or the support of their own people,
the Saigon generals have held an ace-in-the-hole which has
kept them in power and in command of events: their influence
amounting to a veto over America's war policy. Had they
anything like the same influence in Vietnam that they have
had in Washington, Thieu and Ky would have overpowered
the Vietcong long ago.

Well, we have an ace-in-the-hole too: the fact that this war
is not now and never was essential to our interests, which is to
say, to the treedom and safety of the American people. Pride
has cheated us of the power deriving from our own interests,
because, in order to gain access to that power, we would have
to admit error. Thar same pride has been Saigon’s lever over
America's war policy: they survive on it, while Americans die
for it.

Sooner or later, Vietnam will revert to the control of the
Vietnamese. Whether on the basis of a negotiated peace or an
unnegotiated withdrawal, American forces will eventually have
to be removed from Vietnam. When that happens, if not
before, the Vietnamese civil war will be settled—as it should
and would have been settled long ago but for American
intervention—-by the interplay of indigenous forces within
Vietnam. If a formal settlement comports with the indigenous

balance of forces, whatever it may be, the settlement will be a -

lasting one. If it does not. it will be overthrown.

There are—as we have learned and should have known
without this trial by fire—limits to the ability of an alien
power to work its will in a hostile environment. Our own Civil
War provides an example: after four years of savage warfare
and eleven yecars of military occupation, the Union finally
withdrew its forces from the South, allowing that region to
revert to the political domination of the same people who had
dominated the secessionist Confederacy. Another example is
provided by the Boer War, Britain's turn-of-the-century
“Vietnam.” After more than two years of frustrating warfare
against a guerrilla force of provincial rebels—in the course of

10 The New York Times, June 10, 1969.
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which the mighty British Empire became an object of uni-
versal scotn and detestation—the British finally beat the Boers,
organized the Union of South Africa and then, petforce,
turned the political control of the country back to the defeated
Boers, who have dominated South Africa ever since.

The common factor in the American Civil War, the Boer
War and the Vietnam War is that each confronted a dominant
alicn power with an intolerable dilemma: it could impose its
will only by the sustained application of overwhelming force,
the alternative was to withdraw that force, leaving the
indigenous factions to strike their own natural balance more or
less as they would have if the alien power had not intervened
in the first place. In the one instance “victory” becomes
insupportable, in the other meaningless.

Weighing this dilemma along with the other main
considerations I have set forth—that this war is a failure and
was never in our interests to begin with—what is to be
inferred for a strategy of peace?

The point of departure is the clear, candid acknowledge-
ment of our own lack of vital interest in the internal regimes
of the two Vietnams. This means that we must break through
the pride barrier which has thus far deterred us from
admitting that, from the standpoint of our own interests, this
war is and always has been a mistake. The purpose of this
admission is not flagellation but freedom—the freedom of
action which will only be ours when we end our thralldom to
the Saigon generals and begin to act in our own interests and
no longer on the basis of theirs.

In recent weeks, there has been increasing talk of changing
the military mix in Vietnam by replacing American ground
troops with Vietnamese, while retaining American supply and
support troops in their combat role. This is not a formula for
extricating the United States from Vietnam; it is, rather, a
formula for keeping up to 300,000 American troops engaged

in Vietnam indefinitely. Its purpose is not to get out, but to

stay in.

The imperative is that we get out. This does not mean, of
course, that the South Vietnamese Government would have to
follow suit, or that it would be helpless in the face of its
enemies. It would still have 1,500,000 men under arms as
against 135,000 Vietcong and 90,000 North Vietnamese
soldiers now in South Vietnam. If the ARVN could be
inspired to defend the Saigon government, it would survive; if
it could not be so inspired, then the government does not
deserve to survive. In any case, we have done enough. We
have fought their war for five long years and sacrificed almost
40,000 American lives. It is enough.

The process of disengagement need not be a long,
protracted one. We can initiate it immediately by starting to
withdraw forces on a significant scale—not the token scale
initiated by the Nixon Administration. At the present rate of
withdrawal, American troops will be engaged in Vietnam for
the next 8 to 10 years!

Nearly everyone now recognizes that our intervention in
Vietnam was in error. Two years ago, our political skies were
still filled with hawks; today, scarcely a hawk can be seen on
the wing. President Nixon himself, once a ferocious hawk,
may not openly admit, but he implicitly acknowledges, that
this country has no vital interest at stake in Vietnam.
Otherwise, we couldn’t possibly leave the outcome for others
to decide, even in a free election.

But we have our own hang-ups: twenty years of obsession
with communism—deeply ingrained in the wormwood of our
politics. Mr. Nixon keeps searching for a settlement that will
be popular, or at least welcome, here at home. He keeps
pushing for an American-style election in Vietnam, presided
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over by a special electoral commission composed of all
factions, and internationally supervised, and then wonders
aloud why so “generous” a proposal should fall on such deaf
ears. For an answer, we might ask ourselves how, during our
own Civil War, the Union Government would have responded
to a British or French proposal for an internationally
supervised plebiscite on Southern secession!

A policy wrong from the start can't be made to come out
right. Our country is accustomed to imposing unconditional
surrender on its enemies, there can be no compromise
settlement of the war in Vietnam which will be applauded by
the American people. Nor can there be any settlement worthy
of reliance, regardless of its terms, for once we have left, no
force remains to keep it.

Still, Mr. Nixon stalls for time, trying to pry loose a°

setctlement with modest troop withdrawals. He talks of
bringing pressure on Hanoi. But you cannot bring pressure on
an enemy by starting to leave! His real purpose is to bring
pressure on Saigon to dignify our exit by accepting a
transitional arrangement that will make it seem to the
American people that the war has not been entirely pointless,
that all the sacrifice has not been in vain.

So we wait, month after month, for some miracle to occur
in Saigon or Hanoi that will bring the moribund peace talks
back to life. We hint to Hanoi that progress at the conference
table, or a wind-down of the war, will mean faster withdrawal
of American troops, while we tell Saigon that the pace will
depend on the demonstrated ability of their forces to replace
our own. In the resultant muddle, all we have succeeded in
doing is to place the time-table out of our hands into theirs. I
say American policy must wait no longer upon the pleasure of
either Saigon or Hanoi. It is time to come home!

For our own part, we have neither the need nor the right to
sacrifice a single American life for any objective exceeding our
own vital interest, which is the preservation of the freedom
and safety of the American people. If this be thought
ungenerous or unaltruistic, I put it to you that no nation has
the moral right to be generous or altruistic with the lives of its
own citizens. Perhaps a totalitarian nation, conceiving itself a
spiritual entity transcending its individual citizens, may claim
that right. A democratic nation cannot: its very existence is
for the purpose of protecting and serving its citizens.

That is why it has become so necessary to disengage from
Vietnam, leaving it to the indigenous forces in that tortured
land to vote, negotiate or fight their civil war through to the
conclusion which, but for our intervention, would long ago
have been reached.

We must get out of Vietnam because a process of
deterioration has begun in our society which cannot be
arrested, much less reversed, until we do get out. Dividing the
American people as no issue since the Civil War has divided
them, the war in Vietnam has been the cause and catalyst of
great domestic ferment in the United States. The crisis it has
directly caused is a moral one: the deep offense done to so
many Americans by the blatant incompatibility of this war
with the traditional values of our society. At the same time, by
diverting financial and political resources, and by dividing and
demoralizing the American people, the war has incapacitated
us for effective action in respect to the worsening crises of race
and poverty, crime and urban deterioration, pollution and
ecological decay.

None of this has to do with simple war-weariness, or, as
President Nixon seems to think, with weariness “of the weight
of free world leadership that fell upon us in the wake of

11 Air Force Academy Speech, June 5, 1969.
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World War IL"!' Something more fundamental than fatigue is
involved. Twenty-five years ago the American people were
simultaneously fighting two great wars on a vastly greater scale
and at an even larger cost than the war in Vietnam, and their
spirit never flagged. It is not just the burden of leadership or
the exertions of warfare that outrage so many of our citizens,
but #his war, with its blood-soaked strategy of attrition, its
unsavory alliance, and its objectives both irrelevant to our
interests and offensive to our principles. Nor is "weariness” in
any way descriptive of what the war critics are experiencing;
they are not tired but angry—angry about the needless killing
and the stubborn pride which has kept us from putting a stop
1o it.

I recently received a letter from a young man who is deeply
troubled by these matters. With your indulgence I will read a
portion of my reply:

“The deep disillusionment of young people in their country
has its roots in the Vietnam war. When the power of the
state is used to force young men to fight a war they believe
o be wrongful. under penalty of imprisonment if they
refuse, the seeds of sedition are sown. We now reap the
bitter harvest, manifested in angry uprisings on campuses
from coast to coast . . .

“"Whenever the limb is shaken, all the leaves tremble. Once
the moral authority of the government is rejected, on an
issue so fundamental as a wrongful war, every lesser
institution of authority is placed in jeopardy. Lvery sacred
principle, every traditional value, every settled policy
becomes a target for ridicule or repudiation. Cauldrons of
anarchy soon begin to bubble and boil.

“So it has happened that our country is coming unstuck.
The ferment distorts every issue: perspective is lost . . .

“I am convinced we must end the war—or at least our
participation in it—before we can begin to stick this
country back together again. Then we must have the help of
men like you, men who haven't abandoned all faith, and
who regard the job as worth doing.”

Even now there is one thing in which we can take hope, and
that is the great force of our American moral traditions. Qut
of all the dissent and disruption we have learned something
about ourselves—that we still believe in our own values, that
Jefferson’s idea of liberty and Lincoln’s idea of equality and
Woodrow Wilson’s idea of a world community of law are still
capable of moving us and guiding our behavior. We have
learned, to be sure, that we are capable of violating our
traditional values, but we have also learned that we are not
capable of violating them easily, or permanently, or indeed
without setting in motion the regenerative forces of protest
and moral reassertion.

There will be time enough, when peace is restored, to
contemplate the “lessons of Vietnam.” Perhaps, if peace comes
in the way that I believe it must come, some of our recent and
present leaders will take it as the war's “lesson” that America
has shown itself unworthy of world leadership. Others will
conclude that we must develop more sophisticated techniques
of intervention, or that we¢ must improve our “sociul science,”
or substitute political and economic for military means of
intervention.  Still others, ar the opposite  extreme,  will
probably judge that we must never again involve ourselves in
war on a distant continent. All of these propositions, and
variations upon them, will undoubtedly be put forth as the
“lessons” of Vietnam, but my own hunch is that none of these
will stand as a definitive "lesson™ or as a reliable guideline for
the future.

It may be that there is no lesson in Vietaam other than the
modest one suggested by Jim Thomson of Harvard: “never
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again to take on the job of trying to defeat a nationalist
anticolonial movement under indigenous communist control in

12 James C. Thompson, Jr., No More Vietnams? The War and the
Future of American Foreign Policy (Richard M. Pteffer, ed., New
York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 10681, p. 258
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former French Indochina.”'? Or the equally modest lesson:
that we have got for a time—not necessarily firever—to tend
to neglected matters at home. Or perhaps we will have learned
nothing more than that we are a people with a moral tradition,
a people who discriminate among their wars and who do not
casily act against their own traditional values.

Crime Legislation

WHAT HAPPENED CONGRESS?
By HONORABLE JOHN N. MITCHELL, Attorney General of the United States

Delivered before the Annual Conference of United Press International Editors & Publishers, Hamilton, Bermuda,
October 6, 1969

executives and guests of the Annual United Press
International Editors and Publishers Conference.

As you probably know, my introduction to the world of the
press was rather unusual. For many years, I maintained a quiet
practice as a Wall Street lawyer. Then suddenly, I became a
Presidential campaign manager and found myself surrounded
by reporters persistently probing and analyzing every aspect of
the campaign.

I soon discovered that my ideas of the press were the victim
of the generation gap and that the days of the "Front Page”
were over. My experience in the campaign, and later in the
Cabinet, has impressed me with the new generation of
reporter—well-educated, sophisticated about the working of
governmnent and particularly knowledgeable about economic
and social philosophy.

For example, the UPI reporter at the Department of Justice,
Mrs. Isabelle Hall, probably knows more about the activities of
our Antitrust Division than I do. She has surprised me by
quoting all of the latest statistics on economic concentration
and by digesting the most complicated theories about
conglomerate mergers.

The late A. J. Liebling wrote about the press as the
necessary “slat under the bedspring of democracy.” By that, he
meant to say, I believe, that without our kind of
press—knowledgeable, independent and at times querulous—
our experiment in representative government might fail.

Of course, the classic function of the press has been to
report what happens. But I also favor one new journalistic
trend which is to devote increasing in-depth coverage as to
why an event happens or doesn’t happen. For it is here, in this
process of extended news analysis, that the press tends to
measure governmental action against certain acceptable moral
standards of behavior,

In the old days of journalism, government was simple and
the ethical standards for governmental action were also simple.
The breaking point tended to be the commission of a crime as
in the Teapot Dome scandal.

But government is a great deal more complex now than in
the days of President Harding and ethical standards have
become more refined.

Today, government officials on the highest level are likely to
ask—not whether a certain decision is politically or legally
feasible—but whether it conforms to the morality of national
leadership. This is particularly true in our Administration
because we are extremely sensitive to the great divisions in our
society and to the necessity to heal these wounds as quickly as
possible.

In examining the changing standards of the press and the

IT IS A pleasure to address the more than 400 newspaper

changing standards of government, I think one of the most
important aspects should be a concentration on errors of
omission rather than, as in the past, exclusively on the errors
of commission.

Many of the worst mistakes committed by government are
the errors of doing nothing at all; of passively watching
problems and confusion over these problems mount on every
side.

The first action that government is likely to take when a
problem arises is to talk; and to hope that, if it talks enough,
the problem will go away. That, of course, is substantially what
occurred with the crime problem.

In February 1967, the President’s Crime Commission
reported: “There is much crime in America, more than ever is
reported; far more than ever is solved, far too much for the
health of the nation. Every American knows that. Every
American is, in a sense, a victim of crime. . . . The most
understandable mood into which many Americans have been
plunged by crime is one of frustration and bewilderment.”

The latest FBI Uniform Crime Reports shows that in 1968
there were 4.5 million serious crimes committed in the United
States, a 17 per cent increase over 1967.

There was a 30 per cent increase in armed robbery; a 15 per
cent increase in rape; a 13 per cent increase in murder and an
11 per cent increase in aggravated assault.

From 1960 to 1968, the volume of serious crime has risen
122 per cent, while the population has increased only 11 per
cent. The citizen risk of becoming a victim of a crime has
nearly doubled from 1960 to 1968.

Despite this Presidential report and the ever increasing
crime rate, there had been a tendency by government to shrug
its shoulders and to talk and to hope that the problem would
eventually disappear.

When the Federal Government did act, it tended to ignore
practical and immediate solutions in favor of the approach of
the social scientists who can explain the motivations of the
criminal, but who can do little to protect the innocent against
the mugger or armed robber.

Let me tell you that, as Attorney General, I am first and
foremost a law enforcement officer. I believe the Department
of Justice is a law enforcement agency. I think that persons
who break the law ought to be promptly arrested and
tried—today.

Of course, 1 sympathize - with physical conditions and
emotional problems which may cause persons to commit
crimes.

I recognize the need for and strongly support research and
development projects which may help us solve crime
tomorrow—sometime in the future.
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VITAL SPEECHES OF THE DAY

{/ Two Seni{nels Of The
Status Quo

US. & USSR

By FRANK CHURCH, United States Senator from Idubo, Member of the United States Senate Foreign Relations Committee
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Delivered on the Senate Floor, July 11, 1969
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OR ALL THEIR IMMENSE physical power, the two

dominant nations in the world—the United States and

the Soviet Union—suffer from a neurotic sense of
insecurity, although neither regards itself as being in imminent
danger of attack by the other. At tremendous cost, their
nuclear armories kecp them at bay and, even if each were
foolishly to add a new inventory of ABM missiles to the
awesome stockpile. the delicate equilibrium will hold, leaving
the two rivals in a state of chronic but only low-grade anxiety
over the danger of artack by the other. It is a costly and
desperately dangerous way of keeping the peace, but it is all
we have shown ourselves capable of thus far.

The immediate threat that each superpower perceives from
the other is its ideological impact on third countries, most
particularly those that it regards as its protective buffers. It is
one of the supposed realities of international politics—a kind
of higher law transcending such legal documents as the United
Nations Charter—that great powers are allowed to have
spheres of influence made up of “friendly” neighbors. In the
case of maritime powers such as the United States, the
neighborhood may extend to the fringes of distant continents;
but, whether or not the buffer is contiguous, the principle is
the same: In order to guard itself against even the most
remote or hypothetical threat to its security, a great power is
held entitled to intervene in the affairs of its small neighbors,
even to the extent of making the basic decisions as to how they
will organize and run their own societies.

This is where ideology comes in. Neither the Soviet Union
nor the United States seems to regard itself as being in danger
of direct ideological subversion by the other, although there
have been times—the period of Stalinism in the Soviet Union
and of McCarthyism in the United States—when they did. In
more recent years, the focus of great-power apprehension has
been on their small-power buffers. Over these, each great
power displays frenzied determination to exert ideological
control. Within its sphere, the Soviet Union insists on the
maintenance of Communist governments, inaccurately de-
scribed, for the most part, as socialist; the United States, on
the other hand, insists on the maintenance of non-Communist
governments that we, for the most part, incorrectly call free.

Starting with the assumption that ideology is an instrument
of foreign policy through which the rival great power will
establish its political domination over others, whenever and
wherever the opportunity arises, each great power seems to
look upon its own buffer states as peculiarly susceptible to
ideological subversion by the other great power. It is further
assumed that the ultimate aim of this subversion is to isolate
and undermine the great power itself; that ideology, being
contagious, is singularly suited to this purpose; and that, like a
disease, it must therefore be isolated and destroyed before it
can spread. These assumptions lead to the conclusion that it is
no more than an act of self-defense for a great power to take
such measures as it judges necessary to preserve the ideological
purity of its sphere of influence.

Seen in this way, the various interventions of the United
States and the Soviet Union are explained not only as
legitimate defensive measures but as positive services. Thus, in
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the case of the intervention in the Dominican Republic in
1965, American policy makers were untroubled by the fact
that the U. S. actions violated both the Rio Treaty and the
Charter of the Organization of American States and that the
revolution the U. S. suppressed was on behalf of a freely
elected government that had been expelled by a coup. These
were judged only superficial considerations when weighed
against the need to defend America from the specter of a
“second Cuba” while rescuing the Dominicans from their
foolhardy flirtation with communism. Similarly, in the case of
Vietnam, far from wishing to impose anything on anybody,
the United States, in former Secretary of State Dean Rusk's
view, seeks only to save the world from being “cut in two by
Asian communism.”?

It remained for the Russians to devise a doctrine of
ideological justification for the policy of interventionism. In a
document that has come to be known as the Brezhnev
doctrine, the Soviet government pointed out that, in invading
Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union and its protégés were doing
no more than “discharging their internationalist duty toward
the fraternal peoples of Czechoslovakia” and defending their
own “socialist gains” against “anti-socialist forces” supported
by “world imperialism” seeking to “export counter-revolu-
tion.”2 Turn this phraseology around, substitute “anti-
democratic” for “anti-socialist,” “world communism” for
“world imperialism,” “revolution” for “counter-revolution,”
and the resultant rationale differs little from the official
explanation of our own interventions in recent years.

Whether or not the Russians actually believed their excuse,
I would not venture to guess. At any rate, I don't believe it; I
believe that the Russians—even if they persuaded themselves
otherwise—suppressed the liberal government of Czechoslova-
kia because they feared the contagion of freedom for the rest
of their empire and ultimately for the Soviet Union itself. Nor
do I believe that, in suppressing revolutions in Latin America
and in trying to suppress revolution in Vietnam, the United
States is acting legitimately in its own self-defense. There are,
God knows, profound differences between the internal orders
of the United States and the Soviet Union—ours is a free
society and theirs is a totalitarian society whose leaders have
shown themselves to be terrified of freedom—but, in their
foreign policies, the two superpowers have taken on a
remarkable resemblance. Concerned primarily with the
preservation of their own vast hegemonies, they have become,
in their respective spheres, defenders of the status quo against
the pressures of revolutionary upheaval in which each
perceives little but the secret hand of the other.

Suppressing revolution in its own immediate vicinity is an
easy 1f embarrassing task for a superpower. Suppressing it on a
distant continent is more difhicult; and, as we have learned in
Vietnam, bearing down a strongly motivated, capably led and
well-organized indigenous force is a virtual impossibility.
Confronted with rising nationalistic movements, the super-

1 Press Conference of October 12, 1967. The New York Times,
October 13, 1967, p. 15.

= “Sovereignty and International Duties of Socialist Countries,” The
New York Times, September 27, 1967.
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powers, to their own astonishment, sometimes find themselves
muscle-bound. Their nuclear power, though colossal, is so
colossal as to be unusable except for keeping each other
terrified. But in dealing with the unruly “third world,” as
Presidential advisor Henry Kissinger pointed out, "Power no
longer translates automarically into influence.”™

Nor. one might add. does influence translate readily into
desirable or usable power. In Europe before World War One,
there was a significant relationship between influence and
power and between rterritory and  power—though  perhaps
even then, the correlation was less than it seemed. Yet, by
conquering territory or forming alliances, a nation could hope
to gain material resources and political predominance.
Accordingly, the balance of power was maintained—more or
less—by isolating and denying opportunities for territorial
expansion to the most powerful or ambitious nation. In our
own time, the balance of power is determined far more by
economic and technological developments within countries
than by alliances and territorial acquisition. China, for
example, has gained far greacer power through the acquisition
of nucleat weapons than if it had conquered all of Southeast
Asia

Nonetheless. the great powers struggle to establish their
influence in neutral countries. Guided by a ritualized,
anachronistic, 19th Century concept of the balance of power,
they seek influence for its own sake, as if it were a concrete,
negotiable asset. I am thinking not only of Vietnam but of
India, where we worry about Soviet economic aid, and to
whom the President once even cut off food supplies because
the Indian prime minister had sent birthday greetings to Ho
Chi Minh. I am thinking of Laos, where we are not only
fighting a proxy war against the Communist Pathet Lao but
are engaged in an agitated rivalry with the French for the
control of secondary education. And I am thinking of the
global propaganda effort of the United States Information
Agency, with its festivals and exhibits and libraries carefully
pruned of books that seriously criticize America, all aimed at
manufacturing a favorable image of the United States.

All this, we are told, is influence, and influence is power.
But is it really power? Does it secure something valuable for
either the other country or ourselves? If so, I have never heard
a satisfactory explanation of what it is; and that, I strongly
suspect, is because there is none. The real stake, I apprehend, is
not power at all, but a shadow that calls itself power.
nourishing an egotism that calls itself self-interest.

Vietnam, in this context, is a showcase of bankruptcy, a
hopeless war fought for insubstantial stakes. As a war for high
principle, Vietnam simply does not measure up: The Saigon
government is neither a democracy warranting our support on
ideological grounds nor a victim of international aggression
warranting our support under the United Nations Charter. As
an effort to contain Chinese power, the war in Vietnam is
irrelevant as well as unsuccessful; even if a Communist
Vietnam were to fall under Chinese control, as I do not think
it would, the gains to China would be trivial compared with
those accruing from her industrialization and acquisition of
nuclear weapons.

The case on which Vietnam must stand or fall—if it has not
already fallen—is the theory of an exemplary war, a war
fought not so much on its own intrinsic merits as to
demonstrate something to the world, such as that America will
always live up to its alleged commitments or that “wars of

national liberation” cannot succeed. The stake, then, is
ultimately a psychological one—influence conceived as
power.

*Henry A. Kissinger, "Central Issues of American Foreign Policy.”
in Agenda for the Nation (Kermit Gordon. ed., Washington: The
Brookings Institution. 19G8), p. 589.
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Knocking down the case for an exemplary war is at this
point very nearly belaboring the obvious. How we can
demonstrate faithfulness to our commitments by honoring
dubious promises to the Saigon generals while blatantly
violating our treaty commitments in the Western Hemisphere
—as we have done no fewer than three times since 1954*—is
beyond my understanding. As to proving that wars of national
liberation cannot succeed, all that we have proved in four years
of bitter, inconclusive warfare is that, even with an Army of
over 500,000 Americans, we cannot win a victory for an
unpopular and incompetent regime against a disciplined,
nationalist insurrectionary force. In the harsh but accurate
summation of a British conservative who was once a supporter
of the war:

Instead of the Americans impressing the world with their
strength and virtue, they are making themselves hated by
some . for what they are doing, and despised by the
remainder for not doing it more efficaciously.®

At least two prominent members of the Nixon Administra-
tion have explicitly recognized the bankruptcy of our Vietnam
strategy. Henry Kissinger writes:

Whatever the outcome of the war in Vietnam, it is clear
that it has greatly diminished American willingness to
become involved in this form of warfare elsewhere. Its
utility as a precedent has therefore been importantly
undermined.®

President Nixon's Ambassador to the United Nations, Mr.
Charles Yost, has made the point as forcefully as possible:

The most decisive lesson of Vietnam would seem to be
that no matter how much force it may expend, the
United States cannot ensure the security of a country
whose government is unable to mobilize and maintain
sufficient popular support to control domestic insurgency.
... If indigenous dissidents, whether or not Communist,
whether or not supported from outside, are able to
mobilize and maintain more effective popular support
than the government, they will eventually prevail.”

Vietnam is only one—albeit the most striking and
costly—instance of a general, if not quite invariable, American
policy of opposing revolution in the developing world. In
some instances, this policy has been successful, at least for the
short term. With our support, repressive governments in
Brazil and Greece and a conservative government in the
Dominican Republic, to cite but a few examples, have
successfully held down popular aspirations for social and
economic change. Through our support of reactionary
governments in Latin America and elsewhere, we are
preserving order in cur sphere of influence and momentarily,
at least, excluding revolution. But it is order purchased at the
price of aligning ourselves with corruption and reaction
against aggrieved and indignant indigenous forces that by and
large are more responsive to popular aspirations than those
that we support.

This policy of preserving the statzs quo is an exceedingly
short-sighted one. Sooner or later, there can be little doubt, the
rising forces of popular discontent will break through the
brittle lid of repression. So, at least, historical experience
suggests. We did it ourselves in 1776 and much of the history
of 19th Century Europe consists of the successful rebellion of
nationalist movements—German, Italian, Belgian, Greck and

+The covert intervention against the Arbenz government in Guate-
mala in 1954, the Bay of Pigs in 1961, the intervention in cthe
Dominican Republic in 1965.

% Peregrine Worsthorne, “Goodbye. Mr. Rusk,” The Neu Republic,
January 18, 1969, p. 8.

% "Cenrral Issues of American Foreign Policy,” in Agenda for the
Nation, p. 591.

"Charles W. Yost, "World Order and American Responsibility,”
Foreign Affairs, October, 1968, pp. 9-10.
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Slavic—against the powerful European order forged by the
Congress of Vicnna in 1815, In the 20th Century, we have
scen the great European empires—DBritish, French and
Dutch—break up in the face of nationalist rebellion in hardly
more than a decade after World War Two.

Since then, the revolutionary tide has continued to swell
across Asia, Africa and Latin America, and it seems unlikely
that even the immense resources of the United States will
prove sufficient to contain the tide much longer. We have all
but acknowledged our failure in Vietnam. What would we do
if Souvanna Phouma’s government in Laos should collapse, as
it probably would if we terminated our counterinsurgency
efforts and as it may, anyway? Or if a popular rebellion should
break out against the military dictatorship in Brazil? Or if a
Communist-Socialist government should come to power in
Chile through a free election, as it could in 19702 Would we
send armies to these large countries, as we did to South
Vietnam and the small Dominican Republic? With aid and
arms, we have helped delay the collapse of regimes whose very
existence is an obstacle to social and political justice.
Eventually, there seems little doubt, they will collapse, the
more violently and with greater upheaval for having been
perpetuated beyond their natural life span.

Thus far, 1 have been talking of the fragility and
shortsightedness of our policy of repressing revolution.
Something should be said about its morals as well. “Order” and
“stability” are antiseptic words; they do not tell us anything
about the way human beings live or the way they die. The
diplomatic historians who invoke the model of Metternich's
Evropean order in the 19th Century usually neglect to mention
that it was an order purchased at the cost of condemning
millions of people to live under the tyranny of the Russian
Czar, the Turkish sultan and other ignorant and reactionary
inonarchs. The absolute primacy of order over justice was
neatly expressed by Metternich in his assertion that,
“Barbarous as it is, Turkey is a necessary evil.” In a similar
vein—if not, let us hope, with equal callousness—when we
speak of “stability” and “order” in the developing countries,
we neglect to note that in more than a few instances, the order
purchased by our aid and by our arms is one that binds
millions of people to live under a feudalism that fosters
ignorance, hunger and disease. It means blighted lives, children
with bellies bloated and brains stunted by malnutrition, their
parents scavenging food in garbage heaps—a daily occurrence
in the omnipresent slums of Asia and Latin America. Only the
abstractions of diplomacy take form in high policy councils; to
see its flesh and blood, one must go to a Brazilian slum or to a
devastated village in Vietnam.

Besides being shortsighted and immoral, our policy of
perpetuating the sfatus quo has a third fatal defect—a defect
that represents our best hope for formulating a new foreign
policy: It goes against the American grain. That is the
meaning of the dissent against Vietnam and of the deep
alienation of so many of our youth. It is their belief in the
values they were brought up to believe in—in the idea of their
country as a model of decency and democracy—that has
confounded the policy makers who only a few years ago were
contending that we could fight a limited war for a decade or
two without seriously disrupting the internal life of the United
States. What they overlooked in their preoccupation with war
games and escalation scenarios was the concern of millions of
Americans not just with the cost but with the character of
wars they fight and their consequent outrage against a war
that—even at what the strategists would consider tolerable
cost—has made a charnel house of a small and poor Asian
country. In this moral sense, there is hope—hope that we will
recognize at last that a foreign policy that goes against our
national character is untenable.

VITAL SPEECHES OF THE DAY

The questioni to which we come is whether order, in the
sense in which we now conceive it, is, indeed, a vital interest
of the United States, or whether, in this revolutionary age, we
can accommodate ourselves to a great deal of disorder in the
world. My answer, as I am sure will be clear by now, is that we
must and can learn to live with widespread revolutionary
turmoil. We must because it is not within our means to stem
the tide; we can because social revolution is not nearly so
menacing to us as we have supposed—or at least it need not
be. If we can but liberate ourselves from ideological
obsession—from the automatic association of social revolution
with communism and of communism with Soviet or Chinese
power—we may find it possible to discriminate among
disorders in the world and to evaluate them with greater

. objectivity, which is to say, more on the basis of their own

content and less on the basis of our own fears. We should find,
1 think, that some revolutionary movements-—including even
Communist ones-—will affect us little, if ac all; that others may
affect us adversely but not grievously; and that some may even
benefit us.

All of which is to say nothing abouc the right of other
peoples to settle their own affairs without interference by the
great powers. There is, after all, no moral or legal right of a
great power to impose its will on a small country, even if the
latter does things that affect it adversely. Americans were
justly outraged by the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, not
primarily because we thought the Russians could have endured
Czech democratization without loss to themselves but because
we thought the Czechs had a right to reform their system,
whether it suited the Russians or not. Qught not the same
principle apply in our relations with Latin America and,
indeed, with small countries all over the world?

I believe that it should. I would go even further and suggest
that we rededicate ourselves to the Good Neighbor Policy
enunciated by President Franklin Roosevelt 30 years ago.
There is, of course, nothing new about the principle of non-
intervention: We have been preaching it for years. What I
suggest as an innovation is that we now undertake to practice
it—not only when we find it perfectly consistent with what we
judge to be our interests but even when it does not suit our
own national preferences. I suggest, therefore, as a guiding
principle of American foreign policy, that we abstain hereafter
from military intervention in the internal affairs of other
countries under any circumstances short of a clear and certain
danger to our national securicy—such as that posed by Castro's
decision to make Cuba a Soviet missile base—and that we
adhere to this principle whether others, including the Russians
and the Chinese, do so or not.

Surely, it will be argued, we cannot be expected to refrain
from interference while the Russians hold eastern Europe in
thrall and the Chinese foster wars of national liberation in
Asia and both seek opportunities w subvert non-Communist
governments all over the world. Would this not throw open
the floodgates to a torrent of revolutions leading to
communism?

Sctting aside for the moment the question of whether
Communist rule elsewhere is iovariably detrimental to the
United States, experience suggests a policy ot nonintervention
would nor throw cpen the floodgates o communism,
Communist bids for power have failed more oteen than they
have succeeded in countries beyond the direct reach of Soviet
military power—Indonesia and Guinea, for example, Of all the
scores of countries, old and new, in Asia, Atrica and Latin
America, only four are Commuanist. There 1s, of course, no
assurance that an American policy ot noointervention would
guarantee against new Communist takeovers—obyviously, oug
abstention from Cuba in 1959 was a tactor in the success ot
Castro’s revolution. But neither s there a guarantee  that
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military intervention will deteat every Communist revolu-
tion—witness  Vietnam.  Neither abstention  nor military
intervention can  be  counted on to  immunize  against
communism, for rhe simple reason thae neicher is of ulcimate
relevance to the conditions that militate for or  against
revolution within a country, in the first place.

We have, in fact. had positive benefits from pursuing a
policy of nonintervention. There is no country in Latin
America more friendly to the United States than Mexico,
which expelled American oil interests 40 years ago, while
seemingly enthralled with Marxist doctrines, and which even
now pursues an independent foreign policy, including the
maintenance of cordial relations with Cuba. The thought
presents itself that a policy of nonintervention could now
serve as well to liberate us from che embrace of incompetent
and reactionary regimes, which ignore popular aspirations at
home out of confidence that, if trouble develops, they can
summon the American Marines, while holding us in line by
the threat of their own collapse.

The critical factor is nationalism, which, far more than any
ideology, has shown itself to be the engine of change in
modern history. When an ideology is as strongly identified
with nationalism as communism is in Cuba and Vietnam and
as democracy is in Czechoslovakia, foreign military interven-
tion must either fail outright or, as the Russians have learned
in Czechoslovakia, succeed at such cost in world-wide moral
opprobrium as to be self-defeating. My own personal feeling is
that, in a free market of ideas, communism has no record of
achievement to commend itself as a means toward rapid
modernization in developing countries. But, be that as it may,
it will ultimately succeed or fail for reasons having little to do
with the preferences of the superpowers.

We could profitably take a leaf fr m the Chinese notebook
in this respect. The Lin Piao doctrine of "wars of national
liberation,” often mistaken as a blueprint for world conquest,
is, in fact, an explicit acknowledgement of the inability of a
foreign power to sustain a revolution without indigenous
support. This is what Lin Piao said:

In order to make a revolution and to fight a people’s war
and be victorious, it is imperative to adhere to the policy
of self-reliance, rely on the strength of the masses in one's
own country and prepare to carry on the fight
independently even when all material aid from outside is
cut off. If one does not operate by one's own efforts, does
not independently ponder and solve the problems of the
revolution in one's own country and does not rely on the
strength of the masses, but leans wholly on foreign
aid—even though this be aid from socialist countries
which persist in revolution (i.e., China)—no victory can
be won, or be consolidated even if it is won.?

One hears in this the echo of President Kennedy, speaking
of South Vietnam in 1963: "In the final analysis, it is their
war. They are the ones who have to win it or lose it.” Or, as
Theodore Draper summed it up, “The crisis in 1965 in South
Vietnam was far more intimately related to South Vietnamese
disintegration than to North Vietnamese infilcration.”®

Nationalism is not only the barrier to communism in
countries that reject it; it is a modifier and neutralizer of
communism in those few small countries that do possess it. As
Tito has demonstrated in Europe and as Ho Chi Minh has
demonstrated in Asia, a strongly nationalist regime will defend
1ts independence regardless of common ideology; and it will

% Lin Piao, “"Long Live the Victory of People’s War!” Peking Review,
No. 36, September 3, 1065, p. 22,

¥ Theodore Draper “The American Crisis: Vietnam. Cuba and the
Dominican Republic.” Commentary, January 1967, p. 37.
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do so with far greater effectiveness than a weak and unpopular
regime, also regardless of ideology. It is beyond question that
the Tit government has been a vastly more effective barrier
to Soviet power in the Balkans than the old pre-war monarchy
ever could have been; and as FEdwin O. Reischauer has
written:

It scems highly probable that Ho's Communist-dominated
regime, if it had been allowed by us to take over all
Victnam at the end of the war, would have moved to a
position with relation to China not unlike that of Tito's
Yugoslavia toward the Sovict Union.'?

If freedom is the basic human drive we believe it to be, an
act of faith scems warranted—not in its universal triumph,
which experience gives us no particular reason to expect, but
in its survival and continuing appeal. The root fact of ideology
to which we come—perhaps the only tenet that can be called a
fact—is that, at some basic level of being, every man and
woman alive aspires to frcedom and abhors compulsion. It
does not follow from this—as, in the rhetorical excess of the
Cold War, it is so often said to follow—that communism is
doomed to perish from the earth as a distortion of nature, or
that democracy, as we know it in America, is predestined to
triumph everywhere. Political forms that seem to offend
human nature have existed throughout history, and others that
have seemed attuned to human needs have been known to
perish. All that can be said with confidence is that, whatever is
done to suppress them, man’s basic aspirations have a way of
reasserting themselves and, insofar as our American political
forms are attuned to these basic aspirations, they are a long leg
ahead in the struggle for survival.

Faith in the viability of freedom will not, in itself, guarantee
our national security. But it can and should help allay our
extravagant fear of communism. It should enable us to
compete with confidence in the market of ideas. It should free
us from the fatal temptation to fight fire with fire by imitating
the tactics of a rival who cannor be as sure of the viability of
his ideas in an open contest. The Russians, when you come
right down to it, have better reason to fear freedom in
Czechoslovakia than we have to fear communism in Vietnam.
Appealing as it does to basic human aspirations, the contagion
of Czech liberty very likely #s a threat, at least in the long run,
to the totalitarian system of the Soviet Union; by no stretch of
the imagination can Ho Chi Minh's rule in Vietnam be said to
pose a comparable threat to democracy in the United States.

The greatest danger to our democracy, I dare say, is not that
the Communists wil! destroy it, but that we will betray it by
the very means chosen to defend it. Foreign policy is not and
cannot be permitted to become an end in itself. It is, rather, a
means toward an end, which in our case is not only the safety
of the United States but the preservation of her democratic
values. A foreign policy of intervention must ultimately be
subversive of that purpose. Requiring as it does the
maintenance of a huge and costly military establishment, it
must also entail the neglect of domestic needs, a burgeoning
military-industrial-academic complex, chronic crises and mara-
thon wars—all anathema to a democratic society. Every time
we suppress a popular revolution abroad, we subvert our own
democratic principles at home. In no single instance is the
self-inflicted injury likely to be fatal; but with each successive
occurrence, the contradiction and hypocrisy become more
apparent and more of our own people become disillusioned,
more become alienated or angry, while a few are simply
corrupted.

10 “\What Choices Do We Have in Vietnam?” Look Magazine, Sep-

tember 19, 1967, p. 27.
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Frank Church: The Man Spying On the Spies

By STEVE NEAL
Inquirer Sta/! Writer
WASHINGTON — In past years,
televised hearings made national fig-
ures of such diverse personalities as
Estes Kefauver, Joseph McCarthy
and Sam Ervin.

This year, such well-published
hearings are making a national fig-
ure of Sen. Frank Church, boyish
Idaho Democrat.

After five months of closed-door
sessions, Church, S1, last week
opened the public phase of his Senate
Select Committee on Intelligence in-
vestigation into the CIA. Immedi-
ately, Church’s comments on the
CIA’s illegal stash of deadly bacterial
poisons became large headlines
across the country.

That type of exposure could make
Church a leading contender for the
Democratic presidential nomination
next year — or finish his chances.

‘I recognize that it's a tightrope,”
Church said during an interview last
week in his Capitol office. *“Whatever
I do as chairman will be subject to
criticism from some quarters. In the
end, the committee’s work (and his
presidential chances) can only be
judged on the basis of the reports we
issue and the public hearings we con-
duct.”

So at least for now Church has
taken himself out of presidential po-
litics. “I am not interested in getting
involved until this investigation is
over,” he says. ‘It won't be over
umtil the end of the year. By then, it
may not be possible. The door could
be sealed and locked."”

Still, with the overcrowded field of
liberal Democratic hopefw.ls, none of
whom have caught fire, Church’s
prospects are considered as good as
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anyone’s. Beyond the CIA investiga-
tion, he has emerged as the most ar-
ticulate Democrat on the prestigious
Foreign Relations Committee, since
the defeat of Sen. J. William Ful-
bright last year.

He has also garnered attention as
the head of a subcommittee on multi-
national corporations. Among the dis-
closures of those hearings were the
efforts of the CIA and International
Telephone & Telegraph to undermine
the Marxist government of the late
Salvador Allende in Chile.

For now, Church says the CIA pub-
lic hearings will concentrate ‘‘pri-
marily on domestic misdeeds.

‘At the start, the committee reach-
ed a basic policy decision that we
would examine the foreign operativns
of the CIA and other intelligence
agencies in executive session,” he
says, ‘‘making public whatever we
thought should be made public by
means of committee reports.”

That posture enabled Church to ab-
tain CIA records on such top-secret
activities as foreign assassination
plots. The failure of the Rockefeller
Commission (initially empowered to
probe the CIA) to deal with political
murders gives added significance to
the Church committee.

“We have compiled a record of
8,000 pages of testimony on this
subject alone,” he says. “That’s
more than the entire report of the
Senate  Watergate Committee.
We've interrogated over 100 wit-
nesses and examined a vast array
of documents.”

And a committee report “of our
findings together with detailed evi-
dence of how it huappened™ is in
the works.
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Church has taken pains to make
his inquiry the most leak-proof in
recent memory and has been per-
sistently careful about making sen-
sational charges, although he has
taken an adversary role in the
hearings, speaking indignantly of
CIA abuses.

“If these tendencies are not
checked they could erode the
whole foundation of freedom in
this country,” he says. “They
could become a menace to the
liberty of the people and lead
gradually to the establishment of a
police state.”

To prevent future wrongdoing
by the CIA,Church would like to see
Congress exercise tighter control by
establishing a joint committee to
oversee and fund intelligence opera-
tions—a permanent c.mmittee with-

out a permanent membership.

Although some Democrats are tout-
ing Church as a fresh personalitv, he
has been in the Senate for 19 years.
He is the only Democratic senator
ever to win re-election in conserva-
tive Idaho.

One reason Church has survived is
that he remembers who he is and
where he is from. His staff gives
prompt attention to letters and phone
calls from constituents. Church has
also catered to home-state sentiment
by fighting gun-control laws.

But Church has waffled on fewer
controversial issues than the great
majority of senators. It was widely
predicted that his opposition to the
Vietnam war would defeat him.

Church’s willingness to take such
chances goes back to his little-known
bout with cancer when he was a law
student at Stanford. Doctors told him
he had six months to live. Then he
learned his cancer was responsive to
therapy. “When I found out I wasn't
going to die, I thought I'd take all the
risks in life that came my way. As a
result, I was much more inclined to
gample.”

After completing law school,
Church returned to his home town of
Boise to practice law and teach pub-
lic speaking at Boise Junior College.
While a high school student, he had
won the American Legion's national
oratory contest. He became active in
politics, serving a term as chairman
of Young Democrats of Idaho and
running, unsuccessfully, for the state
legislature.

Then in 195, Church, not vet 3I,
filed for the Senate. In the primary,
he edged out former Sen. Glen Tay-
lor, the singing cowboy who had been
Henry Wallace's vice-presidential
running-mate, by 170 votes. In the
election, he defeated Republican Sen.
Herman Welker, a McCarthyite witch
hunter, by 50,000 votes.

Upon entering the Senate, Church
came into conflict with then-Majority
Leader Lyndon B. Johnson. Agairst §
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Johnseon's orders, Church voted to lib-
eralize Senate ruies to end a filibus-
ter.

‘He put me in the deep freeze,” he
recalls. ‘‘Johnson didn't speak to me
for six months.”

Johnson changed his attitude when
Church succeeded in adding a jury
trial amendment to a civil rights bill,
which made it possible to pass the
bill without a filibuster.

“There  wasn’t anything he
wouldn't do for me after that,”
Church says. ‘‘He took me off the
Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittes and put me on the McClellan
rackets commitiee. And, as soon as
there was an opening, he put me on
the Foreign Relations Committee.”

Church was a hard-line cold war-
rior in those days. In his keynote
speech at the 1960 Democratic Na-
tional Convention, Church advocated
more missiles and bigger bombs.

But something happened to Church
in the early 1960s. He began to ques-
tion the wisdom of American inter-
vention in Vietnam. His first speech
dissenting from Johnson's war policy
came in February 196S.

Called to Briefing

Shortly afterward, Church was
among a group of senators invited to
a White House briefing.

Johnson began his remarks by
glaring at Church and snarling,
“There once was a time when a sen-
ator from Idaho thought he knew
more about war and peace than the
President.” LBJ was referring to
Sen. William E. Borah, Church’s boy-
hood hero, who after an illustrative
career on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, made the mistake
of predicting World War II would not
occur just weeks before it broke out.

Church avoided a confrontation
with Johnson, sensing that it would
be fruitless. But Johnson backed
Church into a corner to lecture him.

‘He always got his head around to
the point where he was nostril-to-nos-
tril. I always felt this put him at a
big advantage because anyone talk-
ing to him had to figure out bow to
position their head.”

On one point in their discussion of
the: war Church told Johnson, “I
agree with Walter Lippmann.” As
Church recalls it, Johnson’s response
was, “Lippmann is good on this.”

The next day, however, Church
read newspaper reports quoting
Johnson as saying, ‘“The next time
you want a dam in Idaho, you go to
\Walter Lippmann for it.”

“It served Johnson's purpose,”
Church says. ‘“He wanted to give
congressmen a warning that they
would understand.”

Later, Johnson called Church to the

White House to see the tent of a
speech LBJ was to deliver at John
Hopkins University in which he pro-
posed ‘‘unconditional negotiations’’ in
Vietram.

““McGeorge Bundy took McGovern,
Gabe McGee and me up to see the
President,” Church recalls. ‘“Johnson
was posing for a bust. It reminded
me of ell those pictures of Napoleon
3d sitting for portraits. He asked me,
‘How'’s the dam building business
going out in Idaho?" I said, ‘Just fine-
We're going to call the next dam we
get the Walter Lippmann Dam.”

Church seys that the room became
silent and Johnson's aides faces
turned ashen before LBJ started
laughing.

*‘Then Johnson said, ‘I wonder who
got that story started.’ I told him I
didn’t know. And he said, ‘Oh, prob-
ably some Republican.’

Recall Campaign

Church’s dovish position brought on
a right-wing recall campaign in 1967.
The effort was financed by California
millionaire Patrick Frawley who said
that big money would go further in a
small state like Idaho and Church’s
recall would send a meassage to
other politicians against the war.

“That comment made a lot of
people in Idaho angry,” Church says.
““Although the state was strongly pro-
war, they wouldn't buy the treason
argument at all. Idaho is still close
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enough to ‘‘High Noon’ that people
rallied behind my right to speak out
against the war. The recall people
were only able to gather 135 signa-
tures statewide.”

A year later, Church won re-elec-
tion by his largest plurality. His long
opposition to the war peaked in 1970
when he, with Senator John Sherman
Cooper, sponsored legislation restrict-
ing American involvment in Indo-
china.

The similarity between Church and

. the late William E. Borah is profund.

Both gentlemen from Idaho were ora-
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tors, vigorous critics of American for-
eign policy and staunchly liberal on
domestic issues.

‘“He was a very colorful man,”
Church says. “His role as chalrman
of the, Foreign Relations Committee
has been greatly misunderstood. He
was against entangling treaties as
George Washington was against them.
He strongly believed in international
law. He was the only major figure to
urge recognition of the Soviet Union
when it was anathema to do so. When
the day came that Roosevelt recog-
nized Russia, everyone said ‘How
sensible’ — just like when Nixon rec-
ognized China.”

May Be Chairman

It is expected that within the decade
Church will be the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, replac-
ing the aging John Sparkman of Ala-
bama. When that occurs, former
Pennsylvania Sen. Joseph S. Qlark,
who served with Church on the com-
mittee, says: ‘“My own guess is that
Frank will be the greatest chairman
of the committee of the past balf-
century.”

Church talks freely about the influ-
ence he would like to see the commit-
tee exert.

“I'd like to see it give a loag-term
direction to foreign policy. It can’t
make the day-to-day decisions. It
can't participate in crisis manage-
ment when emergencies arise. But it
could lay down long-term objectives
that make sense. For example, bring-
ing an end to American military en-
claves in Asia.

Church says the importance of the
chairmanship depends mostly ‘“‘on
whether the committes takes e po-
sition in support or opposition to the
President.”

Yet another position for which
Church is frequently mentioned is
that of secretary of state, should an-
other Democrat be elected President
next year. Having observed five sec-
retaries of state at close range,
Church says, ‘‘The job has its ap-
peal. But it would depend entirely
on the President's concept of the of-
fice."”

In the meantime, there are more
and more people who think Church
may win the presidential nomination
at Madison Square Garden next sum-
mer. Frank Mankiewicz, one of the
architects of George McGovern's
nomination, says Church could draw
off most support for other liberals.

Church has done nothing to dis-
courage speculation on his candidacy.
But he is skeptical about his chances.
“I coudn’t go into the early prim-
aries. I would have to wait and gather
money and put together an organi-
zation. It may not be possible to en-
ter the race at a late date. But I
have no alternative but to pursue the
investigation.”
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Election Results
1974 general: Patsy T. Mink (D) 86,916 (63%) ($97,104)
. Carla W. Coray (R) .ot 51,894 (37%) ($34,089)
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g Diana Hansen (R) 60,043 (43%) ($39,836)

IDAHO

Back before the turn of the century, when William Jennings Bryan was urging Americans to
abandon the gold standard for the unlimited coinage of silver, Idaho’s silver interests dominated
the state’s politics. Although silver is still mined in places like Sunshine Mine near Kellogg,
Idaho’s principal economic concern today is agriculture. Potatoes, for which Idaho is famous, are
grown in the rich farmlands of the panhandle region just east of Spokane, Washington, and along
the Snake River valley in the southern part of the state. Because there is so much farmland here,
Idaho’s population is not concentrated in one or two large urban areas as in other Rocky
Mountain and Pacific states. Idaho’s largest city Boise (pop- 74,000)—like many Western cities, a
conservative stronghold. The liberal voting base, if it can be called that, lies in the northern
ganhandlc counties. But any liberalism, at least in terms of national politics, is vastly overmatched

y the conservatism of the Snake River valley, and particularly of the large Mormon community
there—the largest outside Utah.

In the recent past, Idaho politics seems to have travelled full circle—usually in just the opposite
pattern of the nation as a whole. During the Eisenhower years, a public power vs. private power
controversy over construction of Hell’s Canyon Dam on the Snake River redounded to the benefit
of the Democrats, who took the public power side. During the late 1950s, Idaho Democrats won
most of the state’s Senate and House races. In 1960 John F. Kennedy, though a Catholic and an
Easterner, got 46% of the state’s votes—one of his better showings in the mountain states. But
during the sixties, the people of Idaho seemed to become increasingly upset with what they saw
as a Democratic administration dominated by an alien East Coast establishment.

In 1964, a strong conservative movement—it was especially strong in the southern Mormon
counties—resulted in 49% of the state’s vote going to Barry Goldwater. In that same year, the
state’s 2d congressional district ousted its Democratic Congressman for a conservative
Republican—the only district outside the South to do so in the year of the LBJ landslide. By 1968,
Hubert Humphrey got only 31% of the vote here, and George McGovern did even worse four
years later. Meanwhile, 13% of Idaho voters supported George Wallace in 1968, his strongest
showing west of Texas; and even John Schmitz, the hapless American Party candidate in 1972, got

9% of Idaho’s votes—his best showing in the nation.

But if Idaho was shifting right in national politics in the middle sixties, it has been shifting
notably to the left in local races in the early seventies. As Idahoans overwhelmingly rejected the
candidacy of Hubert Humphrey, they reelected liberal Democratic Senator Frank Church with a
resounding 60% of the vote. In 1972, when McGovern did worse here than in all but seven other
states, Democrats came within 3% of electing another Senator. In 1974, Church was again
reelected comfortably, and Democratic Governor Cecil Andrus, elected in an upset in 1970, was
reelected with a landslide 71% of the vote.

Andrus’s 1970 victory was one of the first signs of the burgeoning importance of environmental
issues in Western electoral politics. His predecessor, crew-cut, ultraconservative Republican Don
Samuelson, supported a mining company’s proposal to extract molybdenum (a metal then in
excess supply) from the White Clouds area, one of the scenic wonders of the Salmon River
Mountains. Andrus attacked the proposal and won enough votes to carry the panhandle easily,
hold even in Boise, and carry sometimes Democratic Pocatello in the southeast—and carry the
state by 10,000 votes. After four years of Andrus’s calm, conciliatory style, voters decided they
wanted more, reelecting him almost unanimously, and incidentally electing Democrats to most of
the statewide elective posts.

Andrus seems to have supplanted Church as the state’s most popular Democrat; indeed, for a
time in the late sixties, Church was just about the only elected Idaho Democrat. He was first

L e e




T~

S

214 IDAHO

clected to the Senate at the age of 32 in 1956, beating a Republican candidate with personal
Eroblems. Building up a friendship with Lyndon Johnson, Church soon won a seat on the Senate
oreign Relations Committee; when Johnson was President, he was one of the first Senators to
take a stand against the Vietnam War. Doves who make scholarly speeches are not ordinarily very
popular in Idaho. But Church has carefully catered to opinion at home. He has opposed federal
n control legislation, and he keeps a seat on the Senate Interior Committee (which most
nators relinquish, resenting Chairman Henry Jackson’s dominance), and has kept careful watch
over the state’s water needs. (Much of Idaho’s farmland would be worthless without irrigation.)
Moreover, his conticual attacks on the foreign aid program—he thinks it is so often misused to
rovide military aid to dictators, among other things, that we would be better off without
it—endear him, for somewhat different reasons, to most Idaho voters.

As a final counter to criticism Church can invoke the memory of a famous Republican Senator
from Idaho: William E. Borah. A progressive and isolationist, Borah served in the Senate from
1907 to 1940. Fiercely independent and scholarly, and an expert on foreign affairs, Borah is said
to have enhanced Idaho’s reputation as J. William Fulbright did Arkansas’s; Church supporters
argue that their man is in the same tradition.

At any rate, the 52-year-old Church is edging to the top of the seniority ladder on Foreign
Relations, now ranking behind only John Sparkman, 77, and Mike Mansfield, 73. Since Sparkman
surely won’t run again in 1978, and Mansfield would have to step down from the Majority
Leadership to be Chairman, Church has an excellent chance for the post soon. Already he was
chosen in 1975 to be Chairman of the special panel to investigate the CIA; in years past, that
position would probably have gone to a Southern conservative, but now Church is perceived—and
accurately enough—as well within the Democratic mainstream and responsible enough for such a
task. Indeed, as 1975 went on, Church was even being mentioned as a possible candidate for
President; preoccupied with the CIA probe, he made no moves toward the nomination.

Church was probably in his deepest political trouble in Idaho when his seat came up in 1968,
and he was saved, in large part, by his most bitter adversaries. More than a year before that
election, right-wing groups started circulating recall petitions against Church. Their drive
ultimatelé fizzled—it wasn’t clear if a Senator could be recalled—and people tended to rally
around Church. Then it was revealed that most of the money for the recall had come from
California conservatives—which allowed Church partisans to rally against out-of-staters dabbling
in Idaho politics. Finally, Church’s opponent turned out to be Congressman George Hansen (on
whom more below), an enthusiastic conservative but hardly an adept campaigner.

All of which resulted in a solid 6040 Church victory, his biggest margin yet. For 1974, the
betting was he would win by even more votes. His opponent was Bob Smith, an ordained minister
and former aide to free-market enthuasiast Congressman Steven Symms. But this time the
conservatives did not tip their hand too early; Smith’s campaign was quiet until October, when he
started spending significant amounts of money. He cut noticeably into Church’s lead, and by
November the Senator was reclected by only a 5743 margin. He had not been in real danger, but
the outcome illustrated the fact that a liberal Democrat like Church is always going to be
vulnerable in conservative Idaho.

The state’s junior Senator, elected in 1972, is Republican James McClure. A three-term
Congressman and member of his party’s conservative wing, McClure won a hotly contested
four-candidate Republican primary with 36% of the vote. Among the defeated candidates were
former Governor (1955-71) Robert Smylie, beaten for renomination by Don Samuelson in 1970;
and former (1965-69) and future (1975- ) Congressman George Hansen. After the primary,
Hansen reported that four big Idaho corporations had tried to talk him out of the race. That
caused McClure some problems, and so did environmental issues; he is not one to interfere with
businessmen’s interference with the environment. McClure’s Democratic opponent, Bud Davis,
had the misfortune to have announced his support of the United Farm Workers’ lettuce boycott.
McClure charged that the UFW’s next goal was the Idaho potato—a charge never given an ounce
of substantiation—and insinuated that Davis was a potato-boycotter. Davis was forced to make
the indisputable point that no Idaho politician would ever come out against the potato, but
McClure’s spurious charge may have made the difference in his 53-47 bid. In his first few years in
the Senate, McClure has been quiet as freshman Senators historically have been; his vote can be
counted just about invariably on the conservative side of issues.

When McClure went to the Senate, he left vacant the Ist congressional district, traditionally the
more Democratic of Idaho’s two seats. This includes the panhandle, which is connnected with the
rest of Idaho by just one two-lane highway and no railroads; economically and sociologically this
area is part of Spokane, Washington’s “Inland Empire.” With a large labor vote in Lewiston and
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DOI $51,973,000 15th (2.11%) Int.  $24,446,000  45th (0.12%)

USDA  $112,076,000 37th (0.90%) Other $101,454,000 Flection Results
Economic Base A%n'cullurc, notably cattle, potatoes, dairy products and wheat; food and kindred 1974 general: Frank Church (D) .....coccoeeveuremecenreuserunnens 145,140 (57%) ($300,300)
products, especially canned, cured and frozen foods; lumber and wood products, especially Robert L. Smith (R) ...c.cevevrerrerrerrerreenrnee. 109,072 (43%) ($127,926)
general sawmills and planing mills; finance, insurance and real estate; chemicals and allied 1974 primary: Frank Church (D) 53,659 536%)

Leon Olson (D) 8,904 (14%)

products, especially industrial chemicals; trailor coaches and other transportation equipment. =
1968 general: Frank Church (D) 173,482 (60%)

i Political Line-up Governor, Cecil D. Andrus (D). Senators, Frank Church (D) and James A. George V. Hansen (R) .....cccccovvrrrrrverennne. 114,394 (40%)
1 McClure (R). Representatives, 2 R. State Senate (21 R and 14 D); State House (42 R and 28 D).
I The Voters Sen. James A. McClure (R) Elected 1972, seat up 1978; b. Dec. 27, 1924,

Payette; home, Payette; U. of Idaho, J.D. 1950; Methodist.

Median voting age 43.
Employment profile White collar, 43%. Blue collar, 33%. Service, 13%. Farm, 11%.
Ethnic groups Total foreign stock, 10%.

C Practicing atty., 1950-66; Payette Co. Atty,, 1950-56; Payette
C?try”:\uy., l953g—66; Idaho Senate 1960-66; U.S. House of Reps.,

1967-73.
Offices 2106 DSOB, 202-224-2752. Also 304 N. 8th St., Rm. 434, Boise

“ ‘ Registration 440,114 Total. No party registration.

Presidential vote

1972 " NiXODURY it - tuveerestthoncigioonsonces 199,384 (71%) = 83702, 208-343-1421.
h McGovern (D) 80,826 (29%) 'f
i 1968 Nixon (R) ........... 165369  (57%) | Committees
' Humphrey (D) 89,273 (31%)
Wallacel(AD)r ... 200 " 36,541 (13%) Budger (5th).
Interior and Insular Affairs (4th). Subcommittees: Environment and Land Resources; Indian
Sen. Frank Church (D) Elected 1956, seat up 1980; b. July 25, 1924, Affairs; Parks and Recreation; Special Subcommittee on Integrated Oil Operations.

Boise; home, Boise; Stanford U., B.A. 1947, LL.B. 1950; Presbyterian. )
Public Works (4th). Subcommittees: Environmental Pollution; Economic Development; Water

Career Army, WWII; Practicing atty., 1950-56; Keynote Spkr., Dem. Resources; Transportation; Buildings and Grounds.
Natl. Conv., 1960; Mbr., U.S. Delegation to U.N., 1966.

Offices 245 RSOB, 202-224-6142. Also 304 Fed. Ofc. Bldg., Boise 83702,

208-342-2711 ext. 363, and 204 Fed. Bldg, Pocatello’ §3201, 208- Group Ratings
] . ADA COPE LWV RIPON NFU LCV CFA NAB NSI ACA
Committees 33 11 75 100 100
1974 0 18 22 36 18
. : : 1973 31 20 43 50 40 - 7 = - %
Foreign Relations (3d). Subcommittees: Foreign Assistance and Eco- 1972 0 20 17 40 0 0 - 86 100 94
nomic Policy; Multinational Corporations (Chairman). '
Interior and Insular Affairs (2d). Subcommittees: Energy Research and Water Resources
(Chairman); Environment and Land Resources; Parks and Recreation.
; ) ! : ' Key Votes
Select Committee on Intelligence Operations (Chairman). 1) No-Knock FOR 8 Gov Abortn Aid AGN 15) Consumer Prot Agy ~ AGN
Group Ratings 2) Busing AGN 9) Cut Mil Brass AGN 16) Forced Psych Tests ~ AGN
3) No Fault AGN 10) Gov Limousine AGN 17) Fed Campaign Subs ~AGN
ADA COPE LWV RIPON NFU LCV CFA NAB NSI ACA 4 F-111 FOR  IDRR Featherbed ~ AGN 1) Rbod Chrome Ban 470
1974 83 56 90 5) Death Penalty FOR 12) Handgun License ~ AGN en Legis Meetings
1973 82 78 78 gg I8080 - 17070 “ 0 g 6) Foreign Aid Y AGN 13) Less Troop Abrd ~ AGN 20) Strikers Food Stmps AGB?
1972 70 80 90 72 88 78 90 33 0 17 7) Filibuster FOR  14)Resume Turk Aid  FOR 21) Gov Info Disclosure A
Key Votes
B r;°'_Kn°°k AGN 8) Gov Abortn Aid  AGN 15) Consumer Prot Agy ~ FOR Election Results
using FOR 9) Cut Mil Brass FOR 16) Forced Psych Tests AGN . 161,804 (52%,
3) No Fault AGN 10) Gov Limousine AGN 17) Fed Campaign Subs FOR e {cm?:,: 'EMBSE;R(S){) """""""""""""""" 140:913 546%;
4) F-111 ABS 1) RR Featherbed FOR 18) Rhod Chrome Ban ~ ABS Jean Stoddard (Al) ... 6,885  (2%)
5) Death Penalty  FOR 12) Handgun License =~ AGN 19) Open Legis Meetings AGN 1972 ori . James A. McClure (R) 46,522 (36%)
6) Foreign Aid AGN 13) Less Troop Abrd FOR 20) Strikers Food Stmps ABS primary: George Haneea (R) " 35412 (27%)
7) Filibuster FOR 14) Resume Turk Aid  AGN 21) Gov Info Disclosure  FOR Glen WEGNET (R) v 24,582  (19%)

Robert E. Smylie (R) ...ccceerremrrrrenrrrnrnrens 22,497 (17%)




egarded as Russia’s friends and flunkeys.

€) by ne great unknown. Will not the Kremlin,
. hag ople in the Kremlin, realize (if they haven't al-
Of ne .so) that the restoration of the monolithic
ide i ire _cannot be achieved in 1968? And will

Whicy pot | arf?group of leaders who, to save the Socialist
0 the economic, ideological and psychological chaos,
Lenjs. that a quick withdrawal of the “allied” troops
EXplaiy slovakia can alone restore some degree of

1e fan. rder and mutual confidence? It is rumored
'elopeg “and Suslov- (yes, even Suslov who worries
28 fize: & ’orld Communist movement, and the great
fitee of uled for next November in Moscow) were
RS painst’ the invasion. Will not Suslov, who played
Irse. in grole in overthrowing Khrushchev in 1964, now
10 i e fall of Brezhnev, the number-one villain
’c“;““" w’h tragedy" The Czech people with- their
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5 huve rhas ‘written exlensrvely on. Idaho pohucs, par-
‘e fu- he Boise Intermountain-Observer. Heé is also a
am in for the Republican magazine, The Ripon "
me o
Nt an B
blown oise
Jj’ “the dlrtrest Polmcal fight that will be waged in
m the conventions to the elections will be
asion b'y George V. Hansen, Republican Representa-
e el- the, Idahq 2nd District, to capture the seat of
ation é;Sen Frank Church.
se of long been a fortress of reaction, and one of
reau- ost isolated from the movement of the nation.
| calt ivil Wgr the then Idaho territory was settled
nsor- ederates ﬂeemg the Reconstruction in Dixie,
{ ths day is, outside the South, probably the most
there =in’ the natron—desplte a marked absence of
one .whom to exercise prejudice. In addition, it is
bout iithe last states whose economy depends almost to-
until culture; over the vears, powerful farming in-
itely kept a tight clasp on Idaho, shielding it from
than World and from such things as industrializa-
nced “’Wages and living conditions and urban renew-
1inst “climate the John Birch Society thrives; Idaho
1ore e five states where Birchism is said to be the
ent. he present Republican Governor, Don Samuel-
ere. - listed by Newsweek (January 31, 1966)-as a
on- 0 the John Birch Society, when he was running
and S
in background, Hansen is mounting a furious
the against Senator Church, issuing bigoted appeals
.c., Y's traditional conservatism, and. apparently feeling
No l'clls liberalism will unseat him. One issue that
and as raised is civil rnghts for minority groups
ted been. an effective supporter of civil rights
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state 'Sen.” William Roden of Boise, who called Hansen’s

“to his police to “shoot to kill or maim” Negro looters.
,Recommendmg this” as a step.to bé taken nanona]ly to

_riot,”? Roden said. . ok O

“Brezhnev-Hitler” posters seem to reallze it only too well.
All reports from Prague show that the young Russian
soldiers who occupied .the city are extremely perplexed
by the reception they got from the Czechs. They had been
told that they were sent as friends to “save their allies
from counterrevolution and from a West German in-
vasion.” They will have many sad stories to tell when
they go home. But in a police state like the Soviet Union
—getting worse in this respect every year—revolutions do
not come from below; if anything is to change for the
better, it will have to come from above—from a palace
revolution inside.the Kremlin. The best hope, I think, is
for an agonizing reappraisal by the Kremlin of the entire
Czech problem. This cannot happen without the elimi-
nation of certain people. My guess is that Brezhnev will s
go before the end of the year But it is, unfortunately, no e
more than a guess.

leglslatxon and Hansen, who never voted for a cml rights
bill during his four years:in Congress -has been diligent
to rally Idaho’s racist vote.. = % iipmd sde - i
Hansen takes to the Idaho campaign trail as a hard—
line advocate of “law and order”; he has publicly called
for the firm and vigorous repression of Negro demonstra-
tions, demanded a moratorium on civil rlghts legislation
(which he charges causes riots) and raised the implication ;
of treason in a very wide spectrum of “Negro’leadership,
ranging from Stokely Carmichael and Rap Brown to Roy
Wilkins, Whitney Young-and even the late Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr. Of Dr. King’s assassination, Hansen ob- '
served that it was a case of “the chickens coming home to ...
roost,” and not the tragedy it'was being made out to be. &5
Hansen has also endorsed Chicago Mayor Daley’s order

“:,‘A A

“end violence,” Hansen concedes that it might resalt in"a
good many deaths but adds that a little killing now toend |
riots- might prevent more killing later. This ounce of lead . .
preventlon was too. much for ‘thg. GOP majority leader, .

statements “unfortunate,” “I don’t thmk he’s ever seen a . .
Others in Idaho have been more favorably impressed
‘by Hansen’s statements. The Idaho branch of the Ameri-
can Independent Party, which is oﬁenng candidates for
most state - offices, has. declined to run ‘a“candidate for
Senator,’ and has instead endorsed Hansen. AIP state
chairman Joseph,K Stumph, Jr., of Twin Falls, reports
that Hansen’s’ “strong gonservatism” and his “law-and-
order’ policies figured. in the Party’s decision to back him. |
Hansen has ‘enthusiastically accepted the aid of the party
which will run George Wallace for. President in November.
As well he mlght—Idaho is one Northern state where fear




of the “nigger” is so strong that in a three-way race Wal-
lace may well carry the electoral vote.

Another :area- that:has figured prommently in Han-
sen’s attack is foreign. policy.. Church is-one of the most
outspoken ‘‘doves” in the Senate, and a charter opponent
of Administration policies in Vietnam..In fact, his feelings
on the war are so intense-that earlier in the year, before
LBJ withdrew, Church indicated that he might support the
Republican candidate should the GOP offer a reasonable
alternative. Presenting himself as a super-hawk, Hansen
deplores. the-‘‘appeasement” policy of President Johnson,
and ridicules the notion of peace talks. He talks of the
Vietnamese conflict as part of a Moscow-based Commu-
nist conspiracy. to take over the world. He wants the Ad-
ministration to get tough with the Soviet Union, applying

any pressures necessary. Just what pressures he would in

fact favor, Hansen does not make entirely clear. However,
in other comments he has at times asserted that the best
way to preserve America’s “honor” and achieve a quick
~way out of Vietnam is by military victory. Asserting the
“need”.to-stop. communism_somewhere, Hansen favors a
~no-holds-barred . policy, saying he will not rule out either
nuclear warfare or an’ invasion of North Vietnam and
China. : y
Following_the recent Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia,
Hansen has further intensified his hawkishness: the Soviet
action has proved to his satisfaction that communism is
an evil system and can never be trusted. Following this
line, Idaho ‘Republican leaders have been quick to imply
that Church’s dovishness was somehow responsible for
what happened to the Czechs (though Church has issued
strong condemnation of the Soviet action).

In general, the Communist label has been fre-
quently and indiscriminately used against Church ever
since Hansen became the GOP candidate. The less re-
spectable levels of the Hansen campaign have been sug-
gesting for some time that a vote for Hansen is a vote
against communism. Or, when communism is not the issue
it is often “the nigger,” although the more vociferous
Hansen supporters seem often to equate “niggers” and
“Communists.” Church, on the other hand, has refused
to compromise his liberalism, and so far has managed to
avoid mud slinging. The Church people have, in fact, al-
most avoided mentioning Hansen, and have conducted a
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seat two years hence. However, Governor Samuelso:
be up for renomination and re-election in 1970, ‘an:
GOP stalwarts already wonder whether he can’ H"
for another term. The Governor’s bumbling styleh
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ing a notable excepuon)' Though many" Republlcans "% 'So, win or lose against Church this year, George Hansen -
« think that Hansen made a mistake to go gunmng for will probably survive to work political mischief in Idaho.
. YAl rch, the fact that he has:proved himself an impressive - . But should Frank Church lose in November; not only
&8 cetter in the past'(70 per cent of the vote in his' 1966 would the forces of peace, racial equality“and: progressive
: onureSblOﬂBl campaign) :would 'stand in his favor .should change be deprived of one of their most effective spokes~
wish to try a comeback agamst someone of less formi- men in the Senate; a full take-over by the extreme right
gable stature than Church. Samuelsoﬂ looks to be the ob- wing would ‘destroy whatever thin hope hberallsm may
sous victim. ' have in Idaho.

hnlanthropr ’l‘he Golden Crowbar

EORGE G. KIRSTEIN et caid and Medicare laws provnde payment for the mdxgent
Ir. Kirstein was publisher of The Nation from 1955 to 1 965 from federal, state and municipal funds, and for all those,
b1is article has been condensed from a chagler in his forth- indigent or not, over the age of 65. The healthy poor wend
“”“’;f'ﬁblzxofwgheuzﬁz o‘:gc—{::z_ I;‘l’fferent which Ho"gh' their monotonous way to the welfare office where gov-

g ’ ernmental funds are doled out. Indeed the rich benefactor:.
looking for a charitable organization which would distrib--
ute funds to- those-*“deserving  persons” mentioned by Mr.
Getty would be hard pressed to find it. Today the donor
who -wishes to heap largess on his favorite hospital:will
discover that his money is required not to maintain. poor '
patients but to refurbish outmoded buildings or construct
new facilities for the installation of scientific devices. If a
cure for cancer is discovered in a beautiful new research
building it is obvious that poor and rich' alike- are bene--" -
fited. If knowledgc is advanced by a new library memorial-

repositories for excess individual wealth. Tax laws favor izing Bl doporin’ lefiersycarved mto marble the society
@ 8n1s to philanthro ress acclaim and public approval 2 : :
p Py; P P PP as a whole 1is enrlched ‘ SEREET

==§crwet announcements of the donations. Government- B =t
==®hcensed philanthropic institutions, those which enjoy tax . v ‘ BEY;
emption, supposedly assure the rich man that his money But though continuing problems of the poor have
@il not be wasted. Billionaire John Paul Getty’s observa- proved to be too urgent to leave to the whims of the rich,
Bon is typical: “Like almost all wealthy men—certainly, the.nch still require conduits tprough which t9 siphon-off
_7 with whom I am acquainted—I make my contributions their surplus wealth, and §electlng the most su1t-al.)le recep~
S8y 10 organized, legitimate charities. . . . This is the tacle poses a problem. Julius Rosenwald, an original part-. .
iy way one can give money with any degree of assur- ner of Sears Roebuck, once declared that he found it
hace that it will be received eventually by deserving per- ~  nearly always easier to make $1,000,000 ‘honestly-than #
5. This timesaving and generally applauded approach to dispose of it wisely,” and any number of Tich men have
few critics. One of the more acid was O. Henry who echoed his words. This type of remark may- infuriate a
ote at the turn-of the century: “How properly to allevi- great many people who have strived a lifetime to accumu— :
2 the troubles of the poor is one of the greatest troubles - late far less than a million dollars, but the fact remains:
§-{ the rich. But one thing agreed' upon by all professional =~ that many rich men have pointed to their acquisition’ pri-
Milanthropists is that you'must never hand over any cash - marily as an instrument for philanthropy. Andrew Car-
@ * \our subject. The poor are notoriously temperamental; negie pontificated to the young graduates of a commercial
@ ¢ when they get money, they exhibit a strong tendency f:ollege: “As an end, the acquisition of wealth is ignoble
'8 ™ ‘rend it for stuffed olives and enlarged crayon portraits in the extreme. I assume that you save and long for wealth
i Micad of giving it to the installment man.” only as a means of enabling you the better to do some
8 But both Mr. Getty and O. Henry are talking of an- =~ good in your day and generation.”
®r era, despite the fact that the oil man’s comment was Giving to philanthropic institutions is invariably hailed
Tade fairly recently. Today, charity, in the ancient sense as an act of personal generosity, especially by professional
¥ dving alms to the poor, has been taken over by the fund raisers and public relations spokesmen for the in-
®emment, and all who pay taxes share the burden. Not stitutions that receive the gift. Listen to the speeches at
4 ¢ rich but the government declares “war on poverty”; the dedication of a new building on the hospital grounds
nnized philanthropy has very little to do with allev1atmg or college campus, with the donor in beaming attendance
Miseries of the poor. This function today is the re- as he is heaped with praise for his generous gift. But here
orsibility of federal, state and municipal governments “generous” is equated with “large” rather than with any
! distribute funds raised by taxation to recipients en- motive of the donor. If we think of the word generosity
to aid as a matter of right under law. Today, Medi- -~ as connoting some sacrifice on the part of the giver,
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@only the rich are in the umqup posmoﬁ of having more*
@roncy than they need or can use; thus for them, and only
¢ them, the singular question arises as to what t0 do
ith the excess. The social institution to accommoOdate the

h in disposing of this surplus is organized philanthropy.

n¢ enormous number of philanthropic organizations that
have burgeoned in this country to support the church, the
nate school or college, the voluntary hospital, the li-
rv, or the museum are exactly tailored to serve as
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- e o 77 "and fishermen to the’ whlms of ‘an_incipient b
; As;cars streamed: into the stadlum lots for - the ﬁrst foot-: “ernment.” Anyone not ‘sharing’ their_ antediluy i"‘d (71)
;; ball game of the- fall season -in ‘Boise,: Idaho,- they. were-: tive ‘on” world "affairs is :an enemy, and this Sie prospe
greeted by young Volunteers for. Church. and .Andrus . _intend 'to.do something about their enemies.& fesurgence
“(Cecil :Andrus:is-the incumbent: Govemor)“ Each® vol-g» CAt the top of “its eénemies list’ the Berh s}i‘p - :‘5 _NOW
~ unteer carried :two sets of bumper stickers: *‘Church for - 5 clations
Idaho”.- in‘red; *white and’: blue: and’:*Andrus” in bold = The def
< white letters: agaxnst a blue background Church is. seek--o 8 Hon—wot
' ing.a fourth: term..in the Senate and 'Andrus a second =d would
et term as: Govcrnor., Both Dcmocrats :they: are. domg'muchs ¢ : %'Olggre
& 3 2 ofold: t
% ed’ “at- d to sy
A pcehng the: snckers ‘and smoothing * them side” by side 8ob Smith
- 3¢ on: the “bumper: The: few-:who - declined the'stickers did’: More 1
s {so pohtely, until” ;the: twcnneth car.’ After accepting “An- rch ha
: ».-drus,” the dnver S heavy, buckskm—clad wife:. stormed, ®e for ey
iy ._a"amst Church. “How can a sweet gal like- you ‘be_for ;glc_a:d i
. ished ;
i Sl oey, ‘John Schmitz, the right-wing Presxdentml candxdh & the Joh
F‘ ounous but chxeﬂy seeklrlg dlversxon from the kneel-peel-‘ *jcan Party), won his'largest vote-in .Idaho=s : l«’;‘ﬂd i
¥ ¢ and-smooth-routinez.,. - 5 ~ ~ ‘per cent. Andrus and Church are the onl =
» “*Have ya heard of the Seabed: Treaty' You bctter look *left in" the upper ranks of Idaho politics: The arti
t “linta that Church Hes ]usi hke ‘Nelson : Rockefeller' rxght-wmg Repubhcan with- ‘strong, Birch  tiesiWé Rrly stand
' to - Congress, ‘ joining “a- sumlarly ‘inclined#tJ xr hyp
i ‘(McClure) ‘elected two years, before. Earlier’ %L h that
= The Seabed Treaty. . It is not a. normaI topxc of .\ other incumbent Congressman, a moderat - ept, wi
- conversation for. Idahoans, but it does appear in.a long friendly toward Church, was defeated in the tence in
htany of charges leveled against Church in a pamphlet 3 conservative Republican who 'is ‘now - favo g atar
. prepared and circulated throughout: Idaho- by.the-John ° the seat in the: general election—if ' he ¢ A Unrn
Birch Society. Recently some legislators, including Church, - - rent- investigations.into “his campaign financing: h:m,“mm‘
~-had discussed the. possibility of financing. the ‘United Na-' In short Birch-'oriented p‘oliticians have ils‘kc qu
i w
(L);;uch (.Sohnson is- ¢r1nl:hltcal ,;.crenust at’present on leave from '/ rd no(:
0 'University to-observe the:ldaho Congressional elections. ol

He “has -contributed:-achapteron' Senatogr Church's*foreign i" for the’ Birch Socn:ty is"Idaho’s senior- Senafo seconc
pqu.-y to A Psychological -Approach- to: Political Man (Her---- believe that he is vulnerable. Not only is-Ch F e, d Ce
_mann and Mllburn, eduor:)' to! be publlshed by the Free record gencrally hberal but; unhke the pop! - » Who
Pre.rs early next year.-__ SRS T b has




made some enemies.“All-of these years, more-~  products; and has been criticized ‘by ‘some Idaho liberals -
“been-spent 'in 'Washington where the decisions - for not being more sympathetic‘to Chavez’s fight on behalf
re far-reaching-and controversial than those faced of migrant farm ‘workers.” Church’s “vote at the 1972
Jdahi governors. Added to this is the almost inherent - Democratic Convention put the Idaho delegation on record
Jdahoan  distrust - of ‘the federal govcmment no doubt . in opposition to the Chavez boycott. ‘The Birchers even
2 by -Watergate e CEvos i o suggest that Church would support’a Chavez-led boycott

R S X e ‘ ~.of Idaho potatoes, ‘which is as likely as"a Kansas' Senator’
“of Idaho makes Church unusually vul-‘ declanng on Meet the Pre.n' that comn ls‘hazardous to_‘
Birch' attack. The voting population is rela-- your “health.”" LA 3

(around'300,000) and concentrated, mahng ““The Seabed Treaty is. a favonte‘ Btrch target. From

Church’s point “of view, the mineral resources that lie '
_beyond national Jurzsdlctxons hold promise as an xmportant @
source. of revenue for: 'the ﬁnancrally faltering United
Nations. Fundmg the U.N: in this manner would permit [
a’ reduction’: in ‘the. substantral U.S. _contributions to: the
* -organization, “and release ‘money that is badly ‘needed for
domestrc programs. - Of course, ‘any proposal -looking. to
1mprove the affairs of the UN.is anathema to the Brrchers

; et
; ost fanciful—and shameful—of - the Buch
L allegatlons is the ‘slur upon Church’s administrative assis-
. tant, Verda’ Barnes -A daughter of Idaho pioneers and a
government case worker: on’ Capltol Hill for years, Mrs."
~  Barnes is reputed by the Birchers to be the means whereby
* " the Communists control Church. She is a mainstay on the. - .
‘."_.Senators ‘staff, but’for none: of the reasons ‘suggested by (.
* the 'Birchers;” ‘A fence-mender “par- excellence, her days =
are spent on the phone to Idaho, cultivating friendships for
" the Senator ‘and smoothing the - ruffled feathers ‘that’ in-
evitably arise in ‘any Senator’s oonstrtuency ‘Her ‘advice -
-on .Idaho" political quesnousr has’ _been - wise® ~and “helpful *
to* Church; however, ‘when it "‘comes’ to foreign- “policy  or
any of the other. issues " whxch 50 provoke the John Birch' %)
Society, - Frank : Churclr «rnakes‘;up'_hrs wn . mind’ ,wrth F583

50 years old, Churchcould lead the Foretgn
_Cotmmttee for 'the rest of this. century. "
e eat ‘of ‘Church and ‘Gravel—and possibly Cran-
uld be a major coup for the John Birch Society
d ogld serve, it believes; to intimidate other members
“bf ‘Congress. Thus_far’ their tactics in Idaho" have been

T fold:;to drstnbute their attack . against Church’s ‘record .

2 ‘c‘ln"ng
have already been dxstnbuted throughout the state,

nolPCLIOF every postal patron in many areas. It originally - the “research” of Frank (Francis A.) Capell, an American

veppeared in American Opinion (March 1974); a monthly - Opinion “contributor. I 1965 * Capell was. indicted ‘and . *

( and cdlth by RObm welCh, founder and head pleaded no ‘contest * to ‘a -chargc mvolvug consplracy "'to 3 '8

. defame “former : Repubhcan Sen.: Thomas *'Kuchel *of ‘ ;

innuendo displayed ‘in” the amcle demonstrate - California +with “a *phony allegation “'of * homosexuality. -
tactics of McCarthyism linger on.”. /7. “Twenty years earlier, Capell ‘was convicted ‘on"a" felony
cle begms with an atlempt to drscredrt Church’ : charge for’ consprracy ‘to ask, acéept and receive’ bn’bes

,;’t';,nd against /the war in -Vietnam . by .making h1m durmg his ‘service’ with the War: Production Board.*+*

Ahypocritical. It Q“Ot“ Church as saying in 81965~ *““The Church staff believes that, like the:other Bircher

at America’s “commitments solemnly made must, allegatmns, this ‘attempt to damage ‘him' by attacking Mrs.

hether wxsely or unwisely.” However, the next " “Barpes will fool only those who know mnothing about the

his speech is conveniently omitted: “But there facts. They worry, though, about the many newcomcrs 0 <8
any. time, has been any commitment on the: part: . Jdaho ‘who know: little about Mrs.: Barnes’s-integrity Or= A
Jnited States to fight the: war.in South’ Vietnam.?.: ,fr Chureh’s-true-position on the issues raised by the Society. -
The-John  Birch* Socrety ‘relies” on " the’ susceptibihty of -
.rhese new : arrrvals “Still;* Church Temamsrconﬁdent cthat™
. the “smear attempt -will fail. “I" ‘have ‘devoted all of my
- life to the service of my country both in:war. [Church won
a: Bronze Star.m World War a1 and peace,. ‘he: .recently A

% Cl "f‘and Idahoans ares

"uotmg Abe . Lincoln 2 as ‘saying ‘he would carry
work "< ahce, wrthout addmg the words

el nd; allegati :’Tthat 'Church enthusrastlcally :
ad dorsed Cesar Chavez; head of the United Farm Workers-

Inion;swh 'leddhe nationwide lettuce: boycott.=Actually
opposed; boycotts against any farm
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to: stop the stampede 1o socialism”:- (one- is: re in
Goldwater’s phrase in>1964 - about“tstagnatmg‘ ;
swampland ~ of collectlvxsm") Taking hear from:;

’on"' its other: basic. tenets——especlally its:

4 hy of th
" hatred of collectivism and the federal government. Most of Arkansas history, Smith is convinced. that vo ::gr )eould i
,\all Smith fears.the démise of the free-enterprise system in . . the- country: will :send. other incumbeats ‘to: jo Oty After six ye
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coupled with é relentless hunt for Reds‘ is.the- backbone there too long,” Smith told a meeti g of the :Nez:
' of the Birch organization,  too.:What makes ‘Smith:an County Republican. Central Committee.. “They.
-attractive spokesman for this and other’ nght-wmg groups -to get rid of career polmcmns *’ He promises:to; e
s that he is suﬂimently arttculate, soplnstxcated and attrac- .

erlogy at Northwestem, law! at" the University of Idaho,

t 4 there much |

as well as a certificate’ in Chinese. from Yale Umversrty, experience i
. Smith. has been ‘a_Methodist ;missionary - in® Malaysia, a - 4 text. For th
5?‘pmct.lmng attorney in: Idaho, and the manager of a success- 4 Inca Indian:

“*ful Congressional campaign in: 19‘12 for Rep. Steve Symms..
Most recently,” Smith-was. Symms S admmrstrauve ‘assistant
4% iniWashington.” “(Symms is ‘a | favorite. speaker: at Birch';
“*.Society gatherings'and:was" the! keynote speaker at the

1974 Birch Society: banquet. in Chicago.) ' Thus -Smith
~'combines the smoothness of ‘@n educated man, he, “mix-
5 xug" abilities of a preacher ‘and some political expenence.' )
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continent, ar
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.agncultural,, conservauon and  sewer. prole'
. ass:duously culsivated constituent ties over the:
ing ombudsman-like *citizen conferences”, in even
on a regular basis; and he is one. of thesnation’s.

25 Historicall
“In public. Smith, steers clear of some of the. more bizarre , olic Church :
Jirch posmons (e. (i3 Nelson ‘Rockefeller is part of an ripod suppo:
‘inner - circle”- out: to - ‘control the world), and stresses Church is no

_subjects havmg a broader appeal: "cutting back on federal -
.'taxes, red tape and bureaucratic, regulations.: Church,_too, ]
" has - anti-federal 'strains in his’ pl'ulosophy He is’ against
§il federal gun controls for example,,and in 1967 was the ﬁrst :
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err lvxllzatlon is in “jeopardy .
: mee our tradmon_of ‘free enterpnse- and hunted govem- e

: : claim hotly dxsputed by the Rrght,‘" : 'A:gg how ¢

PR T Lxma Peru revolution -as Communist, and by the Leftt:h i1 g)rg;;er:

There are three truths, runs ‘an: old. Chinese proverb: - et the regi e Fascxst % could D - ¢ family al
yours, mine and the truth. It is an apt description of Latin - = ¢s. In cont

America these days because so’ ‘many. seem: to: have: a .
monopoly on the truth—the generals in Chile, Castro in- = -
Cuba and the Peromstas (all five: wversions: of them) i 3
Argentina. But nowhere is the-truth-so- elusive- as-in: Peru,> 75 >
where a six-year-old military government’ claims to have = -
started a non—capxtahst, non-Commumst revoluuon—-a s
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) forelgn pohcy tends to
fixed positions long after

“is the contmued statlonmg of
two fd_]l combat divisions — some °

“American troops, including
porting units—in South

er challenge nor disclaim
¢ commitment to defend,
ver means may be neces-
'-‘inhe [integrity of the Republic

A

orea. The fixed position to

do so. The perpetuation of
: Eneans is, I believe, demon-

combat divisions in Korea?
¢ the end of. the Korean fight-

s2ing.in 1953, -we have given nearly

Adollars' iri‘aid to South

350,000 men, and is sur-
: nly by the United States,

.Far East, including Korea. Dur-
.Worl'd War II, Senator Church

couple .ﬁnds aJI effeotwe methods »'that the Tesultmg stenhty 1s hkely
- of contraception burdensome,- or if - 4 :
..they are contmually accident-prone

when using -contraceptives, sterili-
zation of husband or wife should be
given - thoughtful consideration.
They should be:counseled by their
doctor against- it if either husband
or wife has any reservations, or if
their marriage is unstable. Further-
more they should both be told-pre-

cisely what -surgical - procedure is -
- contemplated and should be warned

.' Y Senator .Frank Church

Korean - Army combat-ready, and
equipped it with the most ‘modern *
weapons; it ‘should, by mnow, be .

"more than a match for the smaller

North Korean force. If it is not, the °
American people are - entitled to
know how and where their money

- has been squandered.

The argument that we must leave
50,000 American sentinels on the
front line in Korea to guard against,
not a North Korean attack, but the
possibility of another invasion by

Communist China, is transparently
weak. Against ‘an all-out Chinese -

attack, two divisions of American
troops would never suffice. Should
Korea be 'so _invaded again, 'the

- United States ~would have to in.

tervene with the whole of her mil-

itary might. Tq pretend othermse
~is merely to tempt fate.” ciodl e
If . another -armed challenge of 3

this dimension® were to ‘occur in
South Korea, we would have to re-
spond with forces mow stationed °
outside that country. And we are
prepared to do so. Our armed forces

are far stronger and more mobile

than in 1950, when the last inva- -
sion occurred. Our formidable base
and staging area at Okinawa is

within easy reach.” Moreover, the

success -of the recent “Operation
Big Lift,” which flew a‘whole divi- .
sion from Texas to West Germany,
indicates how swiftly we can-move
our, troops from one part of: the

- globe to another. Should a big new

invasion ever require it;c we could

quickly . airlift formidable numbers ..~

of American sol‘die{s into the Korean
peninsula.

The. customary retort . to thesev

“sitions convincing. But; to play it ab:

"~ which they could be speedxly air--

10 be permanent

The Human' Betierment ‘Association
for - Voluntary Sterilization, ~ Inc.,
in New York City, is a voluntary or- =
ganization concerned solely with hu- =
man sterilization. It collects facts ..
about sterilization and transmits them
to the medical and lay public. Also, it
advises individuals on sterilization and
will assist couples,; whose situations
meet the requirements of its screen-
ing committee, to achieve sterilization.

v~.r 'A:- PN T e

Amencan dlvxslons must ‘none the
less remain in' Korea as a psycho-
‘logical deterrent to any future Com--;
‘munist adventures, and to keep the
-South Koreans reassured of our de-
termmatlon to defend their ‘coun-
“try. As to the’ latter, one wonders
why further reassurance should be
needed after so vast an outpouring-*
of American life and fortune in the -
"Korean War; as to the former, if -
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