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If present and voting, the Senator

from Wyoming [Mr. HANSEN] would vote
"yea."

The result was announced-yeas 57,
nays 35, as follows:

[No. 83 Leg.]
YEAS-57

NOT VOTING-8
Hansen Long, Mo. Pell
Javlts McCarthy Smathers
Kennedy. N.Y. Pastore

So Mr. MURPHY'S amendment wa.;;
agreed to.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MURPHY. M1'. President. I move
to make this amendment a part of the
original bill. It has been accepted by the
manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
INTYRE in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the motion to make the
amendment a part of the original bill as
well as the Smathers-Williams substi
tute.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
we cannot hear back here.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President. I join
the 8enator from California in asking
that the amendment be made a part of
the original bill as well as a part of the
Smathers-Williams substitute.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I have no objection to it. This appears
to be the will of the Senate.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
it would be helpful if we knew what was
gOh1g on. We cannot hear what is going
on in the Senate.

Th:; PRESIDING OFFICER. The SEn
ate is about to vote on a motion offered
by tl.1e Senator from California [Mr.
MURPHY] to make the amendment that
has just been agreed to, a part of the
original bill, as well as a part of the
Smathers-Williams substitute. [Putting
the question.]

The motion was ~greed to.

Nelson
Pearson
Percy
Prouty
Proxmlre
Randoiph
Ribleolf
Russell
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Oak.

Aiken
Allott
Baker
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brewster
Brooke
Burcllck
Byrd, Va.
Carlson
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
Dominick
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin

Anderson
Bartlett
Bayh
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Churell
Ciark
Dodd
Ellender
Fuibright
.Gore

Fang
Grlfiin
Hartke
Hiekenlooper
lilll
Holl<md
Holllngs
Hruska
Inouye
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Kuchel
Lausche
McClellan
Miller
Monroney
Morton
Mundt
Murphy

NAY&--35
Gruening McIntyre
Harris Metcaif
Hart Mondale
Hatfield Montoya
Hayden Morse
Jackson Moss
Kennedy, Mass. Muskie
Long, La. Tydings
Magnuson Williams, N.J.
Mansfield Yarborough
McGee Young, Ohio
McGovern

l\IESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading derks, armounced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 11816) to provide certain benefits
for law enforcement officers not em
ployed by the United States who are
killed or injured while apprehending
violators of Federal law.

TAX ADJUSTM:ENT ACT OF 1968

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (HR. 15414) to continue the
existing excise tax rates on communica
tion services and on automobiles, and to
apply more generally the provisions relat
ing to payments of estimated tax by cor
porations.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be printed in the REC
ORD.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, is as follows:

On page 22, after line 14, insert the fol
lowing:
"SEC. 8. EXEMPTION FaoM ESTIMATED TAX FOR

INDIVIDUALS ENGAGED IN TRADE OR
BUSINESS.

"(a) Declaration of Estimated Tax.-Sec
tion 6015(c) (defining estimated tax in the
case of individuals) 1s amended by striking
out paragraph (3) and inserting in Heu
thereof the following:

"'(3) the sum of-
"'(A) the amount Which the individual

estimates as the sum of any credits against
tax provided by part IV of subchapter A of
chapter 1, and

"'(B) in the case of an individual whose
estimated gross income from the active con
duct of a trade or business for the taxable
year is at least two-thirds of the total esti
mated gross income from all sources for the
taxable year-

"'(i) in the case of a taxable year begin
ning in 1969, the lesser of $1,100 or an
amowlt equal to 20 percent of the sum. of
the amounts described in paragraphs (1)
and (2) minus the amOU!lt described in sub
paragraph (A);

"'!ll) in the case of a taxable year begin
ning in 1970, the lesser of $2,200 or an
am0tmt equal to 40 percent of the sum of the
amounts described in paragraphs (1) and
(2) minus the amount described in subpara-
graph (A); "

" '(il1) in the case of a taxable year be
ginning in 1971, the lesser of $3.300 or an
amount equal to 60 percent Of the "um of the
amounts described in paragraphs (1) and (2)
minus the amount described in subparagraph
(A);

,. '(tv) in the case of a taxable year be
ginning in 1972, the lesser of $4.400 or an
amcunt equal to 80 percent of the sum of the
amounts described in paragraphs (I) and (2)
minus the amount described In subpc.ragraph
(A); and

"'(v) in the case of a taxable year be
ginning after 1972, $5,500:

"(b) Failure by Individual to Pay Es
timated Tax.--Section 6654(f) (relating to
computation of tax for purposes of determin
ing underpayment of estimated tax) is
amended by striking out paragraph (3) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

"'(3) thesumof-
.. '(A) the credits against tax prOVided by

part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1, other
than the credit against tax provided by sec
tion 31 (relating to tax withheld on wages),
and

"'(B) in the case of an individual whose
gross income from the active conduct of a
trade or business for the taxable year is at
least two-thirds of the total gross income
from all sources for the taxable year-

"'(i) In the case of a taxable year begin
ning in 1969, the lesser of $1,100 or an
amotwt equal to 20 percent of the sum of
the amounts described in paragraphs (1)
and (2) minus the amount described in sub
paragraph (A);

"'(il) in the case of a taxable year begin
ning In 1970. the lesser of $2,200 or an
amount equal to 40 percent of the sum of the
amounts described in paragraphs (1) and (2)
minus the amount described in subpara
graph (A);

" '(111) in the case of a taxable year begin
ning in 1971, the iesser of $3,300 or an
amount equal to 60 percent of the sum of the
amounts described in paragraphs (1) and (2)
minus the amount described in subpara
graphs (A);

.. '(iv) in the case of a taxable year begin
ning in 1972, the lesser of $4,400 or an
amount equal to 80 percent of the sum of
the amounts described in paragraphs (1) and
(2) minus the amount described in subpara
graph (A); and

.. '(v) In the case of a t:txable year begin
ning afwr 1972, $5,000.'

"(c) Effective Date.-Tbe amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to taxable years beginning after December
31,1968."

Renumber succeeding sections of the bill.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, this is
a very simple amendment and I do not
think it will require a long time to ex
plain.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MA.1IlSFIELD. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?
Mr. HARTKE. I am happy to yield to

the distinguished majority leader.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,

would the Senator consider a limitation
of time?

Mr. HARTKE. I would be glad t3.
Mr. MANSFIELD. One hour?
Mr. HARTKE. I do not need that

much time.
Mr. MANSFIELD. H3Y,' much time

\...ould the Senator suggest?
Mr. HARTKE. I would say, in my

opinion, one-half hour 15 minutes to a
side.

Mr. WILLIAM:S of Delaware. Mr.
President. reserving the right to object,
may we haye the amendment stated to
find out what it is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant Jegislatiye clerk ))rJ
ceeded to read the amendl:1ent.

M:r. P":>RTKE. Mr. President, I ask
t:.nanimous consent that fw·ther reading
of the amendment be dispensed ~ith. I
3."1allexplain it briefly. After that we will
agree to a limitation of time.
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we must It is estimated that this amendment
know what is in the amendment. would cost between $400 million and $600

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there million in lost revenue in fiscal 1969. In
objection to the request of the Senator 1970 it would cost between $700 million 0

from Indiana for unanimous consent and $1 billion in revenue losses. In 1971
that the reading of the amendment be it would cost between $900 million and
disoensed with? $1.3 billion. In 1972 it would cost between

ill'. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I would $1 billion and $1.6 billion. In 1973 it
object to any time limitation on an would cost between $1.2 billion and $1.8
amendment not read in the Senate under billion.
any circumstances. Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk Senator yield?
will read the amendment. Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall yield

M:r. HARTI";:E. lVIr. President, I ask in a moment.
unanimous consent that reading of the Mr. President, these are estimates fur
amendment be dispensed with. I shall nished to me by the Treasury Depart
explain it. It is the same amendment but ment. Mr. President, the result would be
it has been changed to coincide with the a substantial tax deferral. It would defer
Smathers-Williams substitute. It is the payment of taxes by businessmen
amendment No. 659 on the desks of taxes which they have to pay currently
Senators. at the present time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there The staff of the Joint Committee on
objection? Internal Revenue Taxation is often more

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- accurate than the Treasury Department
ident, reserving the right to object, I in estimating losses. They estimate that
would like to have a statement of what the amendment would involve a revenue
the amendment would do. loss of $800 million in the first year. Com-

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, this pare this tax cut to the bill which the
amendment is aimed at correcting an Committee on Finance reported which
inequity in connection with small, un- will accelerate the payment of corpo
incorporated businesses. rate taxes and, as a result, increase fiscal

Under the present law any business 1963 receipts by $680 million.
corpOration which has taxes of $100,000 It is one thing to do what the com
OI' less is not required to make those tax mittee did and provide for the accelera
payments during the current year. tion of corporate taxes in a way that

The House of Representatives changed' would give a small business corporation
the provision by providing that any cor- a break. However, the Senator, proposes
porate business would be required to ac- something that would cost a great deal
celerate its tax and pay it in the current more. In this case you would be reduc
year in which it was earned, if it exceeded ing taxes on the individual businessman
$40, the sum applied to individuals. by about $800 million a year while in-

In the Committee on Finance the pro- creasing the taxes on the rest of the
vision' was changed to provide that general public.
basically small businesses with profIts of I believe that Senators are familiar
less than $25,000, which must pay a 22~ with the tax provisions which allow self
percent tax on profits, would be allowed employed persons, including business
to continue under the old practice. Up to men, to defer taxes on amounts they save.
$5,500 in taxcould'bedefened. This proposal would come on top of that

The inequity is that in the present situ- tax reduction for those people and would
ation a small incorporated business with provide an additional tax cut.
a profit of $25,000 a year, paying a tax In view of the fiscal condition of this
of $5,500, would have a deferral of that Nation at this time, I do not think we are
tax payment for 1 year. But any single in a position to vote for a tax cut of, at
proprietor or partnership would be re- the start, between $400 million to $800
quired to make payment as L becqmes million, for people who are doing very
due. His business income payment is ac- well already, in the form of an amend
celerated but a comparable incorporated ment to a part of a bill to raise taxes on
business is not. Therefore there is created others.
a sharp inequity. Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-

There is onlY one argument against ident, will the Senator yield?
the amendment. It will probably cause Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
the Treasury to lose money in the first Mr. WILLIAl'.1:S of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
year or defer the collection of $400 mil- ident, I join the Senator from Louisiana
lion to $600 million. There is no waiver in urging that this amendment be re~
of the payment of the tax. jected. Not only would it result in the

The amendment would only provide losses of revenues mentioned but it
for the same l~ind of treatment for un- would also create a great inequity.
incorporated businesses as is accorded a Under this amendment any individual
corporate business with a profit of $25,- who was operating an unincorporated
000 a year or less, which means a tax business, if two-thirds of his income
payment of $5,500. comes from that business he would be

Mr. President, ~hat is the substance of exempted from filing an estimated tax
the bill. I am glad to yield to the distin- or paying a withholding tax. Every wage
guished majority leader or to anyone else earner has to pay an estimated tax, but
who wishes to propose a unanimous-con- under this proposal one small group
sent request. would be exempted. I think it is grossly

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- unfair to all of the other taxpayers who
dent, this amendment would cost a are required to pay their taxes in ad
greater amount of money-a far greater vance.
amount-than the provision we have in Fmthermore, the adoption of this
the bill for small corporations. amendment would result in a first-year

loss in revenue of around $800 million. I
hope that the amendment will be re
jected.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This discrimi
nates between employers and employees.
It would favor the employers and would
discriminate against employees. I would
hope that the amendment will not be
agreed to.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. HARTKE. I agree that this is a

temporarily expensive amendment, but
in equity and fairness we should take a
corporate business and treat it exactly
like an unincorpOrated business. If we
are going to be fair, one way would be to
return to the House amendment. Is it
not true, forgetting dollars for a mq.ment,
that an unincorporated business is
treated differently from an incorporated
business? The incorporated business is
entitled to a deferral of its tax but if you
are not incorporated, then you are not.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In this bill, we
are increasing the taxes of incorporated
businesses. We want to speed UP the rate
at which they have to pay their taxes.
The interest they would have earned on
these amounts will be lost. And during
the transition to this faster schedule of
payments, they will have to pay more in
a year. So we are increasing the taxes of
an incorporated business. We did decide
that we would not speed up the payment
of tax quite so rapidly on a small corpo
ration as we do on a big one, but most
small corporations wlll still have a tax
increase over the 5-year transition
period.

Now the Senator wants to give a big
tax cut to unincorporated businesses
while increasing taxes on incorporated
businesses. According to staff estimates,
the amount of money he would pass
through in tax cuts in 1 year to unincor
porated businessmen would almost equal
the amount that the bill as passed by the
House would bring in fiscal 1968 through
the measures, accelerating tax payments
of incorporated businesses, and continu
ing taxes on automobiles and telephones,
measures which would affect people all
across the country. Furthermore, his
amendment would discriminate against
employees in favor of employers.

Mr. HARTKE. Let me suggest-and
the Senator can correct me if I am
wrong-that if we do not accept this
amendment it means that if a man has
an incorporated business with a profit of
$25,000 a year or less, he will be per
mitted to defer his tax payment until the
next year; is that not true?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is
correct.

Mr. HARTKE. That is right. But if In
has an unincorporated business, or a
partnership, he is, by law, required to
make payments in the current year,
which puts him at a competitive dis
advantage and means that he is llot en
titled to the deferral.

Mr. LONG of LOUisiana. He pays tax
currently, as employees pay it currently.

Mr. HARTKE. All right, but what I am
saying is that if we are going to make the
employer incol1)orate, then \ve should
treat the employer who is unincorporated
in the same fashion. I cannot see why, if
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we believe in tax equity, we cannot ac
cept the amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There are
several ways in which the earnings of
small corporations can be taxed. The
corporation tax is often substantially no
more, and may be less, than a person
would be paying if he were not incorpo
rated, as long as he keeps his money in
the corporation. When he takes that
money out of the corporation, he owes a
tax as personal income to himseif and
he pays tax on it.

So it is true that there are some situa
tions under which a man who incorpo
rates his business can pay less taxes, as
long as he keeps the earnings in the cor
poration and does not distribute them,
than he would pay if the business were
unincorporated. But when the earnings
are distributed, he must pay tax at that
point, and what he gained by keeping the
money in the corporation may be lost. So
it depends upon the choice a business
man wants to make. He can incorporate
to gain a tax advantage or· remain unin
corporated to gain one-if he does not
want to incorporate then he does not pay
the corporate tax. It is purely up to him
to decide which way he thinks will be to
his advantage.

We have before us a bill to increase
taxes on corporations. The Senator
wants to amend the bill to cut the tax
on unincorporated business while we in
crease taxes on all corporations. There
may still be a tax advantage to doing
business as a corporation and the busi
nessman will be able to choose which
ever form of organization will be to his
advantage. If he wants to do business
as an individual proprietorship instead
of as a corporation, there are advantages
in some respects and dis:J.dvantages in
others.

To amend the law so that the tax that
a business pays would be the same re
gardless of the way it is organized would
cost us a fortune. And why do we want to
do that, if the businessman can do it
either way? If he does not like the tax
structure under one method, then he
can go to the other, If he thinks, by hav
ing a corporate structure, he will gain
some tax advantage, then he can go
ahead and incorporate. He has that
choice. No one will quarrel about that.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I asl~

unanimous consent that there be a time
limitation of up to 20 minutes, with the
time to be equally divided between the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] and
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE).

The PRESmm'G OFFICER (Mr. TAL
MADGE in the chair). Is there objection
to the request of the Senator from Mon
tana? The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HARTKE. I should like to point
out again exactly what the amendment
would do. It is a bill in equity. It would
treat unincorporated business as it treats
those which are incorporated. That is
what it is intended to do.

All I am saying is one of two things
should happen, either that the amend
ment adopted in the Finance Committee
should be deleted from the bill or that
this amendment should be adopted in
order t.e cease giving preferential treat
ment to incorporated businesses or part
nerships in contrast t.o individual
proprietorships.

I want to read some words from a
speech which the distinguished chair
man of the Finance Committee made on
February~4.

His speech is identically in line with
what I am talking about here today:

To other people, tax reform is a means of
achie-,ing equity between taxpayers with
similar Incomes.

Exactly what I am talking about.
Here is what the Senator from Louisi

gna further stated:
Generally what we mean here is that tax

payers in similar lines of business or with
similar types of income should pay similar
amounts of t.'lX. EqUity can also mean bring
Ing persons \vith cUfferent Incomes Into a
better tax paying balance with each other.
In large part, the Revenue Act of 1962 reflects
these approaches to reform. Many provisions
of that Act h~d the clear objective of making
the tax law more eqUitable as between com
peting businesses.

But the bill before us denies the ob
jective the distinguished chairmen then
talked about. The unincorporated busi
nessman has to gO ahead and pay his
taxes just as he usually does, through
the year, but if he is incorporated he
can go ahead and have his taxes deferred
and he can use that money all year long.

So far as I am concerned, in all
equity, one of two things should be done.
If the Senator from Louisiana, chairman
of the Finance Cammittee, wants to offer
to delete that portion for incorporated
businesses and place them on the same
basis as individuals, I would be glad to
join in such an amendment. Otherwise,
my amendment should be adopted.

II/Ir. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Loulsiana is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Over a period
of years, we have been speeding up the
rate at which corporations pay their in
come taxes. We continue that process
in this bill. We accelerate the payment
of corporation income taxes and by doing
that make the payments more current.
TilEY will not be quite as current as those
l'f an eE-,ployee, or other indiVidual, but
we: have rr~oved in that direction in this
bill.

Now the objective is to get all taxes on
a current basis insofar as possible. The
Senator seeks to swim against that tide.
Instead of making individuals pay their
tax'::;j cunently. he w9nts to postpone the
payment of their taxes. That would cost
us hundreds of millions of dollars. It
would be a matter of turning the clock
back rather than moving it forward.

The Senator talks about discrimina
tion. The:'" are tax !>dvantages that
I ha,'e indicated that corporations have
which individuals do not have, and vice
,·ersa. A businessman can choose wheth
er it is to 11is advantage to do business

as a corporation or to do business as an
individual. But there could be no greater
discrimination than what the Senator
proposes in his amendment. He would
give the boss a tax deferment of $5,500
that he would not give the employee.
What justice is there in that? Those two
people are taxpayers who stand in the
same situation. They are both individ
uals.

H one were to vote to say he is going
to give the boss the same tax break he
is going to give the corporation, then by
extending the same line of logic he would
have to agree to do the same thing for
employees. It would cost $800 million
in the first year to do this for unincor
porated businessmen. Goodness knows
what it would cost to do this for em
ployees as well, if we tried to be uni
form. Nobody would have any idea what
it would cost, but it would cost several
billion doUars. At that point, we could
forget about this bill because what it
would cost would completely negate the
whole purpose of the bill before us,
which was to raise $900 million this year
and $3 billion next year.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute. The Senator asks, By
what strange logic can one say he i~ try
ing to treat employees differently from
employers? That is what the Finance
Committee did when it accepted the
amendment for incorporated businesses.
The Senator cannot argue one way when
it relates to incorporated busine.,ses and
another way whcn it relates to unincor
porated businesses.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does not the

Senator know that every corporation is
taxed on a different basis than its em
ployees are taxed?

Mr. HARTKE. Yes. I want to apply the
logic of that by saying that, as far as I
am concerned, any business which is in
corporated shall be treated in the same
fashion as an unincorporated business as
far as the tax laws are concerned.

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

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am
ready to vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena
tGrs yield back their time?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield back the remain
der of my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. M:r. President,
I yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendnwnt of the Senator from Indiana.
On this question the yeas and nays have
be~n ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assil!tant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce t.hat the Senator from Missouri
1MI'. L07.\GJ is absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Arkansas IMr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator
from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], and the Senators from Rhode
Island [Mr. PASTORE and Mr. PELL] are
necessarily absent.
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AMEND:vIENT NO. 671

Mr. AIKEN. It would not apply to any
countries which are not considered to be
Communist?

Mr. MUNDT. These are not the coun
tries engaged in shipping the implements
of war. Some non-Communist countries
are shipping food, and so forth. However,
the MIGs and the other sophisticated
weapons are shipped from the Commu
nist countries. Three of them are cen
tered around Russia and Eastern Europe.

Mr. AIK&.'f. Is Russia the sole shipper
of these goods?

Mr. MUNDT. No. The same Commu
nist countries, as the Senator well knows,
from serving on the Committee on For
eign Relations, have been'very success
fully arming Nasser and Egypt, so that
another war in the Mideast is being
ignited.

Mr. AIKEN. The pending amendment
would also apply to those who supply
material to people or groups of people,
even though the material does not go
through the North Vietnamese Govern
ment.

Mr. MUNDT. As the Senator well
knows, under the Communist govern
ments, they have a collectivist economy
so that everything does gO through the
government.

Mr. AIKEN, That was my question. I
thought that ought to be made clear.

My other question concerns the pen
alty for trading with the enemy. The
penalty does not apply to trading with
the Vietcong or the people of South Viet
nam?

Mr. MUNDT. I do not know of a single
thing which is being sent into South
Vietnam under the basis of trade. It is all
picked up from the north, and from
Haiphong Harbor and other places by
means of truck or railroad, it is then
ferried down to the satellites in South
Vietnam.

There is no way in which the material
can be shipped direct to them in South
Vietnam.

Mr. AIKEN. Is petroleunl a war
material?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. Petroleum would be
covered.

Mr. AIKEN. Then, anyone selling
petroleum to the Vietcong or to the
South Vietnamese people would not be
subject to this penalty.

Mr. MUNDT. They would not be sub
ject to the penalty for selling it to the
Government of South Vietnam because
it is not a Communist state. It is not the
country with which we are at war. How
ever, if they ship it to the Government
of North Vietnam and they then ship it
to their Vietcong associ[l~tes. it would be
covered.

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator's
amendment apply to 'the Vietcong or to
the people in South Vietnam who are at
war with us?

Mr. MUNDT. I would have 110 objec
tion to that. I think it is covered because
I do not know of any direct shipments of
weapons to South Vietnam to take care
of individual Vietcong soldiers in South
Vietnam. I th,ink: a change would be un
necessary.

Mr. AIKEN. It is my impression that
the Vietcong are at war with us par
ticularly, and that they require a large

the end of the affiel1dInent, insert the
following new section:
SEC. -. Special 20 percent surtax on taxpay

ers trading with certain Commu
nist countries

ia) In addition to any other tax imposed
by .he Internal Revenue Code of 1954, there
is hereby imposed on every taxpayer who
during the taxable year has engaged in ex
port nade with any Communist country
which is supplying material to the Govern
l,:ent of Nonh Vietnam, a tax equal to 20
percent of E,e taxable income of the tax
payer for the taxable year.

I b) The tax imposed by subsection (a)
shall not apply for any taxable year to any
t"xpayer who submits to the Secretary of
the Treasury or his delegate a statement
under oath tllat he has not engaged during
tIle taxable year in trade with any Com
munist country which is supplying material
to the Government of North Vietnam.

(c) Terms used in this section shall have
the same meaning as when used in the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954.

(d) This special 20. percent tax shall cease
to be appUcable when the United States Is
no longer engaged in armed conflict with
North Vietnam (whether or not there has
been a declaration of war).

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, first of all,
this is the third test of our senatorial
position on trading with· the enemy in
war time in which the distinguished
Senator from Virginia has been the lead
er and in which I have been associated
with him. We have tried-successfully
on two other occasions to stir up support
reflecting our responsibility to the boys
overseas to do something to discourage
profiteering by American exporters who
are supplying raw material and finished
products to the Soviets and their satellite
countries which today, as I shall state in
my prepared remarks. are solely respon
sible for the fact that the war is con
tinuing now because they are supplying
all the petroleum and sophisticated
weapons and much of the rest of the
materiel which enables the North Viet
namese to prolong the fighting which
has brought about these terrifying cas
ualties of killed and wounded and which
stoke the fuels of obstinacy which keep
Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh from coming to
the conference table to negotiate a legiti
mate settlement to the war.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yi~ld to clarify the wording of
his amendment at this time?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. It is my understanding

that this 20-percent tax is to be imposed
upon any taxpayer engaged in export
trade with any Communist country
which is supplying material to the Gov
ernment of North Vietnam. That means
the 12 or 13 countries which are gen
erally recognized as being Communist
countries.

Mr. MUNDT. There are not quite that
many Communist countries actually en
gaged in supplying the Government of
North Vietnam. We have a list of those
countries. \Ve know exactly which ones
they are. And any exporter can learn by
a letter to his Government in Washing
ton the exact identity of the countries
involved.

Mr. AIKEN. This penalty would not
apply to those trading with France and
England?

Mr. MUNDT. It would not.

Griffin Morse
Gruening ~Ioss

Harris Mundt
Hart Murphy
Hatfield Muskie
Hayden Nelson
Hickenlooper Percy
Hill Prouty
Holland Proxmire
Hollings Randolph
Hruska Ribicoff
Inouye Russell
Jacl{son Scott
Jordan, N.C. Smathers
Jordan, Idaho Smith
Kennedy, Mass. Sparkman
I<:uchel Spong
Lausche Stennis
Long, La. Symington
Magnuson Talmadge
Mansfield Thurmond'
McClellan Tower
McGee Tydings
McGovern Williams, N.J.
Metcalf Williams, Del.
Miller Yarborough
Mondale Young, N. Oak.
Monroney Young, Ohio
Montoya

NOT VOTING-9
Kennedy, N.Y. Morton
Long, Mo. Pastore
McCarthy Pell

HARTKE'S amendment was re-So Mr.
jected.

Tile PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD

of Virginia in the chair) . The Chair rec
ognizes the senior Senator from South
Dakota.

Fulbright
Hansen
Javits

Aiken
ABott
Anderson
Baker
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brewster
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Case
Church
Clark
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dirksen
Dodd
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin I
Fannin
Fang
Gore

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, on behalf
of the distinguished occupant of the
chair [Mr. BYRD of Virginia] and myself,
I call up amendment No. 671.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will suspend until order is restored.
The Senate will be in order.

Mr. MUNDT. We have made one or
two mino, modifications in the amend
ment, one of which corrects a typo
graphical error. I ask unanimous consent
that our amendment, as modified in con
formity with our instructions, be read.

Mr. AIKEN. May we hear the modifi
cations?

Mr. MUNDT. I send the amendment to
the desk and ask that it be I'ead, as
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the senator from New York
[Mr. KENNEDY], and the senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], would each
vote "nay."

Mr. KUCHEL. I arinounce that the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HANSEN]
alld the Senator from New York [Mr.
JWITs] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MORTON] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from 'Wyoming [Mr. HANSEN] and the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MORTON]
would each vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 5,
nays 86, as follows:

[No. 8-1 Leg.]
YEAS-5

Bartlett Hartke Pearson
Bayll McIntyre

NAYS-86
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amount of supplies with which to carry
on the war.

Would the tax penalty apply to any
company or person in the United states
that sells to the Vietcong or carries on
export business within the country "with
a company which sells to the Vietcong?

Mr. MUNDT. I do not think it is a
realistic approach.

Mr. AIKEN. I think it is awfully real
istic.

Mr. MUNDT. There would be a much
greater penalty than that on such a
transaction because anyone selling to the
Vietcong is selling to a nonexistent gov
ernment. The seller could never collect.
The material is going to North Vietnam
and is being ferried down by truck, rail
road, and every other way they can find,
to their associates in Vietnam.

Mr. AIKEN. I think that the Senator
would find there is a very large market
at the present time in the hills of South
Vietnam for the enormous amount of
supplies that they require. Would any
body undertaking to supply them be sub
j ect to this penalty?

Mr. MUNDT. If th~ Senator would feel
happier and if the Senator from Virginia
agrees, that would be all right. I think
that it is however absolutely unnecessary.
We could cover that hypothetical case by
saying, "supply material to the Vietcong
or any other people with whol11 we are at
war."

Mr. AIKEN. And have it apply
to American people.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.
They will be the ones to pay the tax.

Mr. AIKEN. Suppose the Vietcong
bought a substantial amount of supplies
from American companies in Saigon,
what would be the situation then?

Mr. MUNDT. The American companies
would be subject to the tax. It would be
a rather unusual occurrence, but they
would be subject to it.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will
the senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. A cracking plant is

being built in Rumania by the United
Petroleum Co., which is a U.S. company.
It is nearly completed, and recently I
visited it. The plant was built in part
because our Government encouraged its
construction for many different reasons.

I assume that, whether the United
Petroleul11 CO. wants to or not, there are
certain things that the company must
continue to do there until the plant is
in complete operation.

As I read the amendment, the tax
would apply to their business. Is that
correct?

Mr. MUNDT. I would certainly hope
so. Rumania is supplying a great deal of
the petroleum to North Vietnam without
which the war could not continue and
without which our boys would not be
killed. If they are making that kind of
blood money, I would like to see such
business covered, and I believe it would
be.

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator know
the production from that plant is going
to Vietnam?

Mr. MUNDT. I know that a good deal
of the production from Rumania is going
to Vietnam.

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator know
whether this production is from that par
ticular plant?

Mr. MUNDT. It would not make any
realistic difference. If they were to take
it through a pipeline, one could not say
that it came from that particular plant.
However, if we have American oil com
panies making profit at the expense of
boys fighting in Vietnam, I think that a
20-percent war profits tax is too small.

I hope, however, that the tax will be
adequate t9 make them stop this kind of
blood tramc, because WRr is a serious
business. This may be profitable for a
few g;:eedy American companies, but it
is not profitable for the boys who are
fighting in the war.

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator know
"'lhethel' there are any so-called Iron
Curtain countries, which would not
come within this definition?

Mr. MUNDT. We get a list periodically,
because we have been following this and
we have page after page of what is being
shipped and by whom.

I would assume that a little country
like Albania might not have the where
withal to ship or to sell. I do not recall
from memory. But if it does, it would be
included.

Mr. MONDALE. Would it be fair to say
that most, if not all, the countries of
eastern Europe which are commonly
known as Communist countries would
probably be included within the defini
tion of this amendment?

Mr. MUNDT. It depends upon whether
the Baltic States, such as Latvia, Estonia,
and Lithuania, are included. They are
Communist countries. They probably do
not have en:mgh to eat, and certainly
have no war supplies to sell. But it would
be fair to say that most of the industrial
ized Communist countries of eastern
Europe would be involved.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from
South Dakota, I am certain, is aware that
we annually ship several millions of dol
lars of agricultural products to Poland.

Mr. MUNDT. I am. And they would be
inclUded.

Mr. MONDALE. The shippers would
come within the 20-percent provision of
this amendment?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes.
Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator from

South Dakota know of any military uses
to which this food would be put?

Mr. MUNDT. It is not a question of
military use. I would not expect farmers
who send grain to be exempted, any
more than people who are selling steel
and diamond-pointed oil drills. It all goes
to strengthen the economy of an enemy
country engaged in supplying Vietnam
with the weapons killing our boys in
the war.

I agree with Bernard Baruch, who
said:

When you're in war with an enemy, there
are no such irems as non-strategic supplies.

If you are trying to win, you shut off
everything ~'ou can. Even shipping food
to the enemy frees manpower from the
fields in the Communist country so they
can turn to the making of weapons of
war, to jeopardize the lives of American
boys, while a few avaricious people make

an extra few dollars profit. I want to tax
that profit, and tax it big.

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator
from South Dakota have figures which
show the types and quantities of military
assistance which, for example, Rumania
sends to North Vietnam?

Mr. MUNDT. I have figures, and if I
have an opportunity to deliver the speech
I have prepared, the Senator's ears will
be ringing with them, if he remains in
the Chamber.

Mr. AIKEN. May I ask another ques
tion? If Rumania buys crude oil and re
fines it and sells the finished product so
that any of it goes to hostile countries,
would the owners of the plant which pro
duces the oil sold to Rumania, if they
were Americans, be subject to the 20
percent tax?

Mr. MUNDT. The question sounds
somewhat obtuse, the way the Senato'r
has asked it.

The language of the amendment
reads: "Any country which has engaged
in export trade with any Communist
country supplying it."

If it is of thll-t pattern, they would be
taxed. The question is so obtuse that I
cannot follow whether or not this is an
American company.

Mr. AIKEN. If the American company
was incorporated in one of the Middle
Eastern countries and sold the oil toRU:
mania, would they not be subject to the
20-percent tax?

Mr. MUNDT. They would, if they paid
an American tax.

Mr. AIKEN. If it was American fi
nanced.

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. If this tax were im

posed-and it would be a substantial
tax--

Mr. MUNDT. Twenty percent.
Mr. MONDALE. The practical conse

quences would be, I assume, that most
trade involving a U.S. company or a U.S.
owned subsidiary with an Eastern Eu
rope nation would become competitively
unrealistic. This amendment would prob
ably eliminate most, if not all, of this"
type of trade.

Mr. MUNDT. I would hope so. Curi
ously enough, Communists are willing to
pay highly inflated war prices for prod
ucts they desperately need. Anyone who
wants to read profit and loss statements
of American companies that are making
money from the wa"r should examine
what those companies are being paid by
the Russians, and he will realize that the
companies can pay a 20-percent tax
without it hurting too much. That is why
we put the tax across the corporate in
come, not just on war profits.

Mr. MONmLE. Does the Senator con
template that this tax-which I agree
with him would have the effect of ending
virtuallY all trade between this country
and Eastern Europe-would have the ef
fect of denying these commodities to
Eastern Europe?

Mr. MUNDT. No. As I said before, they
will pay fantastically high prices to get
these items from this country, which has
the curiously indefensible policy of draft-
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ing its boys on Monday and encouraging
its exporters to sell on 'Wednesday sup
plies which next Monday can kill Amer
ican boys if those supplies happen to
wind up in Vietnam. The Communists
pay a high price. Why not, when our
country can be induced to shoot itself
with its own guns?

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator en
visage the possibility that this amend
ment might not deny anything to East
ern Europe, but rather give these cus
tomers to our Western Europe competi
tors? For example, would we lose mil
Hans of dollars of trade with Poland and
the other countries in agricultural prod
ucts, the, nonstrategic computer busi
ness. the petroleum business, the mod
ern tool business related to civilian cars,
and other items of that nature? Would
not the effect of the Senator's amend
ment simply be to give all this business
to Western Europe?

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Senator describe
for me. first. a machine tool useful in
making cars which is not useful in mak
ing tanks or planes?

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator knows,
a small Fiat factory is being constructed
in Budapest, and another is scheduled
to be constructed in Moscow or just out
side of Moscow.

Mr. MUNDT. That one was abandoned
because of the Byrd amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. The credit was elimi
nated by that amendment. However,
American tools are, in fact, a part of the
factory, but through other forms of fi
nancing.

As I understand this amendment, it
would not deny a Communist nation any
thing, but just cause them to gO else
where with their business. Would the
Senator agree with that?

Mr. MUNDT. I would not agree with
that.

Mr. MONDALE. What would they be
denied?

Mr. MUNDT. A great many of the
things they must get from this country
which are hard to get if not impossible to
procure elsewhere.

Mr. MONDALE. Can the Senator cite
an example?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. The Worden gravity
meter, which is exclusively an American
product, which we have been selling to
the Communist bloc. They buy it here
because it happen::; to be an American
invention, an American device. It is very
useful in killing many American boys, be
cause the enemy needs it to measure the
accuracy of its weapon trajectory. That
is why they are willing to pay a high price
to get these devices. And if they get them
here, those who sell them should pay a

• heavy tax.
Mr. MONDALE. If it is used for stra

tegic reasons, then our export system
should prohibit it.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator will be
shocked to learn what his President has
done. One thousand nine hundred items
are on the list of selective exports.
Ninety-eight percent of the requests
have been granted by the Johnson
administration.

Mr. MONDALE. What are they?
Mr.. MUNDT. If the Senator will re-

main in the Chamber until I deliver my
speech. I will recite them.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from
South Dakota, I am sure, is aware of the
remarkable liberalizing events in the
Eastern European countries, notably
Yugoslavia, Rumania, and to some extent
Poland, and of more recent date, Czecho
slovakia. These countries, although they
still proclaim communism, are demand
ing more and more independence. They
are becoming more and more independ
ent from Cornicon. which is the Moscow
dominated economic apparatus. They
have demanded more independence from
the Eastern Europe military apparatus,
and they are pursuing an independent
line in international affairs-witness Ru
mania in the Middle East crisis.

It would appear that the only remain
ing sanction which Moscow enjoys in
trying to impose its will upon these coun
tries is the dependence of those countries
on the Soviet Union for trade.

Is it not just possible that by trying
to eliminate trade between this country
and Eastern Europe in nonstrategic
items we are not denying them anything
because they will go to other sources.
Instead, we may be actually contributing
to the one thing which remains available
to Moscow for control of these Eastern
European countries; namely. trade de
pendence?

Would it not be far wiser for us to be
come more involved in nonstrategic
trade to encourage these nations to shift
their economies to the West, and there
fore place these countries in a position
to pursue a nondependent. nationalistic
course in international matters.

Mr. MUNDT. I would like to be able to
agree with the Senator, but his state
ments leave me on cloud 9. I have heard
them enunciated by others before. The
position should be explored. We heard a
lot of that at the time of the considera
tion of the consular treaty. The Secre
tary of State engaged in the same hy
pothesis that the Senator has just venti
lated: We were told are making fine
progress with the Russians, we are
getting to be friends. we ought to move
forward and approve the Consular
Treaty now because it will cement all of
these things.

Well, it has been over a year and the
Soviet Union has not ratified the treaty
yet. They have held us up to public
scorn around the world and they have
said that they induced us to ratify the
treaty, but they have not done so.

We are living in a realistic world. These
proposed changes are subject to demon
strable truth. In speech after speech and
at meeting after meeting the East Euro
pean Communists said, "We are going to
work to provide whatever it takes to as
sist our comrades in North Vietnam to
blow the Americans out of Southeast
Asia," That does not sound like a nice
Sunday afternoon conversation to me.

If there is anything to the hypothesis
of the Senator, he should vote for my
amendment to test it in the laboratory
of life.

All the Communist countries have to
do is to trade with the United states as
voluminously as they desire, and to de
sist from shipping the weapons of war

to Hanoi which are continuing the ugly
war in Vietnam and making us the scorn
of the world.

It is no wonder the free world turns
its back on President Johnson and our
country when they see us trying to chisel
out profits from the shipment of arms
while we are drafting boys to be sent to
Vietnam. They do not associate with
tIiat kind of crass materialistic concept

~pf war. The Senator wishes it were not
so and so do I. However, one has to look
at the facts of life.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
morning's New York Times contains an
article, which I shall ask to have printed
in the RECORD, describing what went on
at the Prague Conference to which the
new Czech leaders had been summoned
by the more Stalinist leadership in East
ern Europe.

It is quite apparent from this story
and other sources that this conference
was held to try to slow down the forces
of nationalism and democracy that were
being evidenced in Czechoslovakian life.

This story reports that the policy of
the Czech Government is to try to re
strain the country from the tendencies
that are operating in favor of a more
stable world. Working in favor of Com
munist control from Moscow was the
threat of economic reprisal based on the
present dependency of Czechoslovakia
upon the Soviet Union for capital, and
raw supplies to run its industry.

Does the Senator from South Dakota
think that we help the situation by mak
ing the Czechs more dependent upon the
Soviet Union, as this amendment would
do?

Mr. MUNDT. This amendment would I

not do that. We would help the situation
because we make it possible for trade
with Czechoslovakia to expand, provided
they do not use the trade to join in the
arming of the enemy we have in North
Vietnam. That is all there is to our pro
posal, Whether they are friendly or un
fliendly.

I do not accept the New York Times
as an authority on what happened in
Czechoslovakia any more than I accept
what they say in connection with Viet
nam because they say we cannot win
the war and that we ought to pullout.
Orie of the Senator's colleagues from
Minnesota agrees with thl.!m and an
other colleague of the Senator from
Minnesota disagrees with them. I am not
going to put the Senator on the spot but
I am not going to get confused by the
New York Times.

Does the Senator have other
questions?

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to have printed in the RECORD at the
end of the remarks and not during the
colloquy, an article entitled "Czechs'
Concern Over Bloc Rising" which was
pUblished on page 10 of the New York
Times this morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG in the chair). Without objection
it is so ordered.
. (See exhibit U

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President. will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
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Mr. SMATHERS. Would the Senator

be interested in having the present
'manager of the bill accept the amend
ment and take it to conference on a
voice vote?

Mr. MUNDT. I would have to talk with
my colleagues. I am a little more in
terested in having a rollcall vote because
I know the House conferees will be
obstinate about it. They were pretty
stubborn when we had the Byrd amend
ment on the Fiat Motor Co., and they
were stubborn when we had the next
amendment on the' curtailing of the
right of the Export-Import Bank to loan
American funds to finance trade over
there. If it is worth doing at all it is
worth doing right.

I shall insist on a rollcall vote.
Mr. SMATHERS. Very well.
I wish to ask the Senator a couple of

questions that occur in trying to make
this an amendment that could be

• enforced.
For example, the amendment provides:
(b) The tax .imposed by subsection (a)

shall not apply for any taxable year to any
taxpayer who submits to the Secretary of
the Treasury or his delegate a· statement
under oath that he has not engaged during
the taxable year in trade with any Com
munist country which Is supplying material
to the Government of North Vietnam.

Mr. MUNDT. Which is supplying ma
terial to the government of North Viet
nam.

Mr. SMATHERS. Very well. Supplying
material to the Government of North
Vietnam.

That would require every taxpayer in
the United States to comply with this
provision for an oath. Is that the inten
tion of the Senator?

Mr. MUNDT. The provision means
there would be an affidavit such as there
is on a joint income tax return that in
volves social security. There would be
one more statement to check to state that
you are not doing it.

Mr. SMATHERS. I gather that it is
the intenticn of the Senator to have
every taxpayer who fills out his tax form
to swear under oath. I guess the taxpayer
would have to go to a notary public and
say that he has not been doing any busi
ness with Communist countries.

Mr. MUNDT. It would be the same kind
of indication that is made in connec
tion with other matters on the Internal
Revenue tax return.

Mr. SMATHERS. That is, just a state
ment.

Mr. MUNDT. Subject to perjury.
Mr. SMATHERS. This proposal might

become law. What does the Senator
mean?

Mr. MUNDT. It is a fail' question.
There would be one tiny square follow
ing a short sentence at the bottom of the
page which would say, "Have yoU been
shipping to any Communist country or
trading with the enemy?" The taxpayer
would check the square marked "No,"
jnst as he now checks a square to indi
cate whether he is 65 years of age or
over. It would not take more than a sec
ond of any taxpayer's time at the most.

Mr. SMATHERS. If this bill should
become law, as far as legislative history
is concerned; it is the intention of the
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Senator that the taxpayer would not
have to file an oath.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.
Mr. SMATHERS. The taxpayer would

only check the square.
Mr. MUNDT. That would be right.
I would want it subject to the same

rules of perjury as the other parts of
the income tax return.

Mr. SMATHERS. But ail taxpayers
would do that, inclUding taxpayers who
work in the Capitol cleaning up the
dishes. I

Mr. MUNDT. It is very important but
it is only a little scratch of the pen. I
would think that anyone would be de
lighted to put an X in the square and to
save 20 percent of the tax required of
those l.mable to do so. I know I would.
I wish I had a lot of checks to make like
that in this era of high taxation.

Mr. SMATHERS. In other words, an
other section would be required to fill
out on the tax retmn, with a question
such as "Did you or did you not trade or
do any business with a country which is
doing business with the Communists?"

Mr. MUNDT. Along with all the other
X's we will be filling out on our income
tax forms between now and April 15. We
will be making a great many of them, but
none of them gives a 20-percent tax sav
ing as this one would.

Mr. SMATHERS. Then, if a person did
say that he was not doing business with
a Communist country, at that point there
would have to be some more lines on the
income tax form where they would figme
out the 20 percent of the $1,000 tax, and
figure that in it. In other words, we would
lengthen the income tax return which we
file, would we not?

Mr. MUNDT. I would not think so. We
might broaden it instead of lengthening
it. It would be but a smail sentence in a
small box.

Mr. SMATHERS. When the Eenator
refers to supplying material to Vietnam,
over what period of time is that?

Mr. MUNDT. During the taxable year.
Mr. SMATHERS. That is not in here.
Mr. MUNDT. Yes, it is.
Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator would

be willing to take care of that during the
taxable year, I assume? In other words,
legislatively--

Mr. MUNDT. Line 6 it is on. Page 1.
Mr. SMATHERS. As to whether a man

is engaging in trade with any Communist
country, that would be upon the taxpayer.
How about when the Communist country
supplies the material? Does the Senator
have any limitation on that?

Mr. MUNDT. Only as long as we are at
war. We are now at war. It could not be
ex post facto on this. It has to be during
the taxable year, or in futuro. We cannot
write legislation backward.

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator's idea is
to have this apply from the time it be
comes law-if passed-that is, thereafter.
In other words, we would say thereafter,
if any trade was engaged in.

Mr. Mu}'"'DT. That is correct.
Mr. SMATHERS. Then we should put

the word "thereafter" in here.
Mr. :MUNDT. It does not need it be

cause we cannot write, constitutionally,
ex post facto laws.

Mr. SMATHERS. Say that a fellow fl-

nally sold something to a Communist
country tIllS year, but he did not know
whether it actuaily was a Communist
country, is that dealt with here? A Com
munist country dealing eventually with
Vietnam say 2 years later? What do
we do about that?

!I'[r. MUNl)T. It says on page 2, line 5,
"which is supplying," and that brings it
to the present.

Mr. SMATHERS. All right. So then he
would not be prosecuted in the first in
stance if he supplied the material in
1968 and they did not supply it to Viet
nam until 1970, if that war is still going
on-which we hope it is not. But what
happens at that point? Will such a man
be prosecuted, or what?

Mr. MUNDT. I would not think it
would be occurring during a taxable year,
but if he developed a lush customer over
there and he continues to supply that
customer, then he would get caught with
the tax.

Mr. SMATHERS. One could be sym
pathetic with the idea that the Senator
is trying to bring out, but I am hopeful
that we would not undertake a measure
of this nature which really leaves much
to be desired in the manner in which
the amendment has been drafted. I have
no criticism to make of my friend be
cause I know it was drafted probably in
a hurry.

Mr. MUNDT. No complaint against
the legislative counsel, either. The Sen
ate's legislative council had to do it
quickly. If the amendment is adopted
as I certainly hope it will be-and it
goes to conference, the technicians will
be able to take care of any quibbles that
the technicians are now raising on the
floor of the Senate because they can get
to the meat in the coconut. Just like fly
specks on a sheet of music, they will be
ascertained and removed so that the
musical notation will be clear to all. In
other words, that we see to it trading
with the enemy is stopped or severely
penalized.

Mr. SMATHERS. Does the Senator
know the number of countries supplying
material to Vietnam?

Mr. MUNDT. I do not know them all.
I know some of them. Our Government
certainly knows them all. The taxpayer
could be kept advised. We can put an
order on it. We can get it.

Mr. SMATHERS. Well, if the Senator
does not know completely, how is the tax
payer supposed to know?

Mr. MUNDT. It will take longer than I
thought, but we will get to it. I have a
list of those countries showing where
supplies to Vietnam come from.

M:r. SMATHERS. My question is-and
I do not want to be understood as b~ing

against what the Senator is trying to do
just what countries are pending mate
rials of war to Vietnam. Row is the tax
payer supposed to know?

Mr. MUNDT. A 6-cent stamp will take
care of it. If the man is an exporter, he
will find out anyhow as to the legality of
it, and a letter to the Department of
Commerce in 'Washington will produce
the entire list.

Mr. SMATHERS. Well, suppose Al
bania-I do not know this-is supplying
material to Vietnam.
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Mr. MUNDT. They have got a record
of it. Anyone could get it upon request
with a 6-cent stamp.

Mr. SMATHERS. Then he will get a
letter back saying "we are not trading
with Vietnam."

Mr. MUN"DT. He can go to the Tax
Court. He does not have to worry if the
Commerce Department wrongly advises
him.

Mr. SMATHERS. What about a part
nership? Suppose we have a partnership
where one member is trading with Al
bania, and the other partners know
nothing about it. Does the action of the
one partner taint all the partners? Are
they all to be subject to the tax? Or just
the one that traded with Albania? How
does the amendment work in that case?

Mr. MUNDT. I am not sure what kind
of partnership it would be. It might be
limited. But that fellow who made that
kind of deal, he would be liable.

Mr. SMATHERS. If the other partners
had no kno\vledge that some of their
business was with a country supplying
material to Vietnam, then they would
not be subject to the tax, is that right?

Mr. MUNDT. That would be a deci
sion of the Internal Revenue Service and
the Tax Court. I cannot make legislative
history on the floor of the Senate to meet
every imaginary contingency.

Mr. SMATHERS. Well, legislative his
tory is made on the floor of the Senate,
is it not?

Mr. MUNDT. Right. I have said that
the partner who knows about that trad
ing would be taxed. The rest would have
to prove their total ignorance. It could
happen. That is why partnerships seem
to be going out of style these days and
corporations are becoming more popular
because so many people get caught with
bad partners quite often.

Mr. SMATHERS. What happens if
some goods are sent to a country in good
faith, say to Britain, and then trans
ferred by that country, or some inter
mediary, to someone in Albania Who, in
turn, will send it on to Vietnam?

Mr. MUNDT. They would be in the
clear, if it is sold to someone in a country
which is not Communist. We can ap
pl'oach those problems later on in the
session with a dilIerent approach. This is
the first step.

Mr. SMATHERS. Then all that this
would really require, if a person wants
to do business, and not pay the addi
tional tax would be for him to send his
products through an intermediary, say,
in Lichtenstein, and let the goods find
their way to Albania and then to Viet
nam. ThUS, once a product was sold to a
non-CommtU1ist country in good faith,
those who made the sale would not be
subject to the additional tax under the
Senator's amendment; is that not cor
rect?

Mr. MUNDT. If they sold it to an en
trepreneur in a free country, they would
not be guilty. We are not trying to cor
rect all things here. We are trying to find
out, really, what is the attitude of the
Senate t{)ward whether we want to make
this war possible to win or whether we
are just taLl>:ing and complaining about
it.

I do not believe we will ever bring the
war to an end as long as the industrial
genius of this cotmtry is supplying Com-

munist countries with the kind of ma
terial being shipped, knowing that the
Communist countlies have become the
sole reason why they continue to fight in
Hanoi. We raise a lot of quibbles and
technicalities here. I do not suppose the
boys getting shot at with something
which has been refabricated from an
American exporter is interested in try
ing to stop it.

Mr. SMATHERS" I do not want t{} get
int;) that aspect of the matter. I have
two sons, both of whom served in Viet
nam. Thus, I share the sentiments of the
Senator from South Dalcota.

Mr. Mllli"TIT. I know that the Senator
does.

Mr. SMATHERS. I want to get the
war over in Vietnam, as I know the
Senator does.

Mr. MUNDT. We have to start some
where.

Mr. SMATHERS. On the other hand, I
do not like to see us doing something
that does not look very practical. I am
afraid, that actually, we may be doing
that. If the Senator from South Dakota
could supply a list of those countries
which are giving aid to Vietnam, it would
help, frankly, in making legislative his
tory, to warn the taxpayers of this coun
try as to those countries they should not
do business with. But my question is, as
long as the Senator himself, who has
followed this sort of thing very closely,
and who is a member of the Foreign
Relations Committee, does not know
this information, then how is the tax
payer supposed to know it?

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from South
Dakota knows enough about it to know
that simply putting a list in the RECORD
to indicate that other Communist coun
tries are not included means it is a par
tiallist and it could subsequently be out
dated. I am talking primarily about Rus
sia, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Po
land. Those probably are the big four in
Eastern Europe. There are undoubtedly
others, but they will be published in the
Federal Register and they will be made
available to the public. There is no mys
tery about them. We know that the great
est part of this comes out of Russia, be
cause she is the great industrial complex
of the Communist world.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I w111 yield to the Sena
tor from Minnesota if he will associate
himself with me when the majority leader
comes here and asks if we can limit the
time on this amendment, and I have to
tell him I have not even had the op
portunity to read the first paragraph of
my prepared speech. The majority leader
would like to vote on final passage to
night and I would like to help him.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, how long does he
anticipa.te his speech will take?

Mr. MUNDT. It is going to take longer
now than I originally had anticipated,
because of some quibbling technicalities
which have been raised and which must
be answered.

Mr. SMATHERS. Can the Senator
estimate how long he will take?

Mr. Il'rUNDT. No; I do not know how
long it 'I'oill take the Senator from Minne-

sota and the Senator from Florida to
ask the remaining questions.

Mr. SlI,.IATHEHS. It would be helpful
if the Senator from South Dakota could
say how long it would take if he would
speak without interruption. If we could
work out such an arrangement for him
in making his speech. how long would he
estimate it would take?

Mr. MUNDT. It would take me some
time. How long it will take to answer
the questions, I do not know. I had antic
ipated originally that I could make the
whole case in less than an hour. I see
now that is not possible. In addition the
coauthor of this amendment, Senator
BYRD, has a speech to make.

Mr. SMATHERS. Does the Senator
think he can finish it an hour from now?

Mr. MUNDT. I doubt it. If ooly two
Senators who oppose have taken as long
as they have· in asking questions and
other Senators come to their defense, we
may be here the rest of the week.

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not know that
the Senator who has thus far spolten
was opposing the amendment.

Mr. MUNDT. That is encouraging.
Mr. SMATHERS. I am just asking the

question whether it is possible for the
Senator to accomplish what he seeks to
accomplish.

Mr. MUNDT. Realizing that there are
technicalities involved, and wanting to
get on with the general idea, if the Sen
ator would be willing to accept it and
then let the technicalities be worked out,
we could be through here in 30 minutes.

Mr. SMATHERS. I have indicated that
I would be willing to take it to confer
ence.

Mr. MUNDT. That is a good gimmick
to use on a freshman Senator, but the
Senator knows me well enough to know
I would not take that up. I think the issue
deserves a rollcall vote.

Mr. SMATHERS. I would never imply
that the Senator from South Dakota
does not know more about parliamentary
procedure than I do.

Mr. MUNDT. No, but I have sat on
many conferences, and I know how con
ference committees work. If we want to
do something about the problem, granted
that it is not perfect, granted that it
does not cover everything, but that it
gives some indication to the people of
the country and the people of the world
that we are not trying to mix profits
with war, that we want to shut olI these
supplies, that we are giving our help to
the war effort, then, fine work, let it go
to conference. If the Senate does not
want to do this, fine. But I think every
Senator is entitled tD have a rollcall
on his proposals at the appropriate time.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr\ President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator

for his patience and courtesy.
I have just returned from 3 weeks in

Eastern Europe. I am thoroughly con
vinced that this Nation's policy of re
stricting credit and imposing excessive
export controls and other restrictions
poison the possibilities of expanded
trade with Eastern Europe. It is a self
defeating policy which has actually con
tributed to control by Moscow over East
ern European countries, slowing down
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the day when the independent policies
of those COWltries can be asserted.

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Senator differ
entiate in his· mind the contributions
trade can make to better understanding
as between a time of war and a time of
peace, between countries which trade in
civilian goods, and do not ship military
goods to kill our soldiers in Vietnam, and
those that do; or does the Senator think
we should treat them all the same?

Mr. MONDALE. The first answer to
that question is that we are not denying
them anything. I think a proper name
of the amendment proposed by the Sen
ator from South Dakota would be the
De Gaulle amendment, because Presi
dent de Gaulle will be delighted if it is
adopted. It means that the $200
or $300 million of trade we have with
Eastern European countries will be made
available to him for his farming and
commercial interests. This is also true
of West Germany, Italy, and England.

So what we probably are doing, in the
midst of the balance-of-payment crisis,
if we adopt the amendment, is to deny
$300 or $400 million in favorable
commercial trade in nonstrategic items
and simply give this trade to others, our
competitors.

Mr. MUNDT. Is the Senator really
saying-I want him to correct me if I am
wrong, but this is the implication-that
it is all right in time of war for young
men to serve their country and leave the
farm and leave the school, in the neigh
borhood of 600,000 of them, and let them
make that sacrifice, but we should not
do anything in any way to curtail the
extra income that war profiteers are
making because they can sell to a plush
Communist market in .Russia the war
making supplies which in turn are re
fabricated or manufactured and shipped
as war material from there?

Mr. MONDALE. Does the Senator
thinlr it weakens the Communists and
strengthens us to inflict on ourselves the
denial of markets in eastern Europe for
our farm supplies and other supplies.
and leave them to France? In what way
does this contribute to the war effort
and weaken them and strengthen us?

Mr. MUNDT. Because many of the
products they want-and I would not
give concessions to farmers that I would
not give to everybody else-which are
approved for shipment and which we
send, a.re goods which are in rather short
supply in other areas of the world. So
they come in here and pay the American
profiteers fantastically high prices be
cause they have to have them to keep
their Russian economy moving at full
speed. In a desperate situation, one pays
any price to plug up the holes. So it does
weaken the United States not to force
them to gO to less productive markets,
where they have less to choose from,
where they cannot get such sophisticated
machinery as gravity meters, machinery
for oil wells, diamond drills, and all the
other new and modern tools to be used
in the bowels of the earth, which have
been developed in this country because of
our great oil explorations and 011 de
vElopment here. So those countries can
get many things here that they would
not· get otherwise or. elsewhere. We
strengthen· them by doing that.

It is my fundamental position-and
this is where we disagree-that we should
do nothing to strengthen our enemy;
that there is nothing we can sell the
Communist enemy that is nonstrategic;
that we should not sell our enemy any
thing, not a pencil or a pill, because I
do not want to do anything to strengthen
their capacity to prolong the war and
escalate our loss of life and treasure
overseas.

I think the basic flaw in the adminis
tration of the President-and the Sena
tor, instead of us, should be supporting
him, and I have supported him in Viet
nam-is that he relies too much on mili
tary strength, military effort, military
weapons, and military sacrifices, and has
not really begun to utilize our diplomatic
strength and our industrial strength and
our great commerce. We propose that
some should pay 20 percent. because
these certain exporters have been trading
with the Communists overseas.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? {

Mr. MUNDT. I will yield. if the Sena
tor will associate himself with me when
the majority leader consults us about a
time limitation and point out that he has
prevented me from even getting started
with my prepared presentation.

Mr. MONDALE. In the article to which
I earlier referred about the Dresden
meeting, Mr. Henry Kamm, reporting
from Prague on March 26, states:

A high member of the Czechoslovak Gov
ernment indicated in conversation that eco
nomic pressure had been put on Czechoolo
vakia to restrain her internal liberalization
and to hold the Soviet-block line In foreign
policy.

I emphasize "economic pressure."
In other words, what happened in

Dresden was that the Stalinist-type
Communist leaders summoned Dubcek
and the new leaders of the Communist
Party, because they were terribly con
cerned about the liberalization going on
in Czechoslovakia. The article implies
that the only thing available to Moscow
is economic pressure. and notes the par
ticular economic dependence of Czecho
slovakia on Soviet Russia.

Does the proposal of the Senator from
South Dakota weaken or strengthen the
Soviet Union? I believe it serves to
strengthen, by increasing that economic
dependence and the corresponding abil
ity of the Soviet Union to apply pressure.

I believe the Senator's proposal is bad
for our balance of payments. I thinl, it
is bad for the development of peaceful
coeXistence, free trade, and understand
ing between the East and the West. I
believe it is the one means by which
we can most strongly contribute to the
economic hold which the Soviet Union
\\ishes to continue to exercise oyer east
ern Europe.

Further, it denies nothing to eastern
Europe; it simply gives De Gaulle and
the other leaders of western Europe the
opportunity to supply what we would
withhold.

Mr. l\HJNDT. Mr. President, I should
like to answer that.

Let us take Czechoslovakia, since that
country is the example the Senator has
quoted. I, too, have been in Czechoslo
Yakia. though not recentl~'-not with-

in the last 8 months-so I bow to my
friend from Minnesota as being much
more expert than I am for that reason,
and also because he reads the New York
Times with much greater dedication
than 1.

I remind the Senat.Qr, however, of the
events of the last liberal uprising in
Czechoslovakia when tha t great liberal,
Jan Masaryk, was murdered by being
thrown out the window. That is how that
one ended. So tIns time ~hey are rE'sort
ingtto economic pressure. Let us explore
that.

We can say to the Czechs, "You need
not trade much with Russia any more.
\Tve have a lot of wonderful merchandise
over here. You make some fine things
we would like to have in our country. We
can work it out, just as soon as you will
agree not to ship weapons to Hanoi to
continue to prolong the war," which is
causing such agony in this country and
which Is actually the reason we are de
bating this bill today.

The proponents of the measure are
saying, "Let us tax everybody 10 percent
lngher." I say, "Let us shorten the war
by curtaiEng the supplies whi.ch are pro
longing the war," and we run into a maze
of technicalities. I believe it is just as
plausible that we can help make this
split more certain by saying to the
Czechs, "You can count on us; you just
quit shipping supplies to Hanoi," and
thereby putting a little bit more pressure
on Russia. Russia is having something
of a hqrd time meeting her commitments
now. She is trying to establish superiority
in antiballistic missiles. We hear debates
as to whether we now have a missile lag
with Russia or not. She is developing a
tremendous new navy. She has been able
to arm North Korea.

The administration says that we could
not have protected the Pueblo when she
came near the coast of North Korea.
Why? Because of 75 Russian Migs just
over the hill. Where did they come from?
From Russia; from this great military
economy they have built up in part be
cause we and others have come to their
aid, have taken care of their civilian
needs, and have let them put all of their
resources into the military.

We have thereby permitted the arming
of the Arab States, and they are on the
verge of another war, simply because
RU3sia and othel Communist States have
supplied arms to Nasser and his friends
the Senator knows it and I know it-and
we made it easier for them to do it by
satisfying the needs of the Russian civil
ian eCDnomy, so that they could take the
men, the materiel, the planes and equip
ment that would normally be used for
civilian needs and concentrate on mak
ing- themselves the great, big military
merchant and supply source of the
world.

I want to stop that just a little bit.
I want to do it so badly that I am willing
to accept a technical diffiCUlty or two in
drafting the legislation. I think an ex
pression by the Senate on intent is the
important thing. That is Why I want a
rollcall.

Good gracious, if the majority of Sen
ators feel as does the Senator from
Minnesota, fine; that is what a rollcall
is for. Let us reveal that. If they feel,
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however, as do I, that we ought to do
something different after 5 years of
fighting and no period ·of 'winning, then
I think we have got to do something
different, and it should not be to pull out,
or pull back, under that enclave theory
of General Gavin, which I think is as
dead as the soldiers \vould be all around
him if he were in charge, and were to
do it.

But let us not just sit here and twiddle
our thumbs and say, "Let us send 50,000
more soldiers, and escalate our sales to
Russia, so she can send enough men,
guns, Migs, and weapons to kill the
additional 50,000."

When are we going to get of!.' from
this bloody treadmill, and try something
different? Here, at least, is a suggestion:
to curtail the source of supply and thus
reduce the length and the cost of the war.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MUNDT. I promised to yield first
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Just one minute.
I, too, am gratefUl that we are to

have a rollcall. It is quite clear that the
philosophy underlining the Senator's
proposal has been the dominating one
in both the House of Representatives and
the Senate.

I think this philosophy is tragically
wrong: it is misguided; it is helping the
enemy; it is hurting our balance of pay
ments; it is interfering with peaceful
strategic trade; it is obliterating our
attempts to understand each other more;
and, tragically, it is preventing the best
hope for these pathetic countries of East
ern Europe to be able to stand on their
own feet and wrest themselves free
from Soviet control. In the old da~s, the
Khrushchev strategy in the Hungarian
uprising was based on suppression by
force. Those days are over.

Mr. MUNDT. Are you sure?
Mr. MONDALE. I am not sure.
Mr. MUNDT. You do not take the

word of the New York Times for it, abso
lutely into permanency. You may be sorry
if you do.

Mr. MONDALE. I am not as close to
Moscow as is the Senator from South
Dakota. I think these days are over, but
he may have better information than I.

In any event, it is quite apparent, re
gardless of that, that the basic strategy
of the Soviet Union today is to maintain
economic dependence over Eastern Eu
rope. The Soviet Union is terribly con
cerned by the dramatic shift of trade,
on the part of Rumania, to Western
markets.

For when countries become independ
ent of the Soviet Union in trade, they
almost inevitably show that they will be
come independent in political matterji as
well.

I believe this policy should be debated.
I think Congress is making a serious mis
take. The countries of Western Europe
are the main beneficiaries, because they
are getting the markets. Eastern Europe
is not being denied anything. I think if
this amendment is agreed t.o, there will
be joy in Moscow, and there will be JOY
in France; but there should be very little
joy in Washington.
. Mr. MUNDT. There will certainly be
joy among the armed services in Viet
nam if we adopt it. The Senator can add

that, too. It will not be limited to those
places the Senator mentioned and, in
my opinion, will not be evident there,
even if in fact the Senator's hypothesis
is sOlll1d, and I have heard it for a long
time-I sit on the Foreign Relations
Committee and listen to it. In fact, I
have spent more time listening to State
Department speakers apologizing for
their bad guesses about this particular
policy than anything else they talk about,
because they have made a lot of these
conjectures, and always have an alibi
ready when they do not work out.

For example, there is the fact of the
Russians' failing to sign the Consular
Agreement. They have done nothing
about it. If the Senator's hypothesis is
sound, they would have signed it a long
time ago. The State Department also
guessed wrong and advised us badly on
that one.

But apart from that, if they are now
going to try to put countries together,
and cement their Communist coalition
by becoming the great provider, econom
ically, for the rest of the world, it would
seem to me, if that hypothesis were cor
rect, we would not be helping it by our
amendment. We would not be making
it easier for the Russian economy to plug
up those loopholes, so that they can pro
vide all those things. They buy from us
only the things they desperately need.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the Senator in
tend to offer his list of items?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. Obviously, we will
not now finish this debate tonight. There
are pages of exactly what they bought,
the date they purchased it, and the pay
ment in terms of our dollars. I think the
Senator is entitled to know that. I think
our constituents are entitled to know
that, because we are going to say, by our
vote on this issue when it comes to a
vote some time tomorrow, "All right; let
us encourage an expansion of that war
feeding trade" or we are going to say,
"Let us discourage it."

Certainly the pending amendment is
not going to solve the problem. I think
that we can argue t.he economic matter
either way. Only time can tell which one
of us is correct as far as the economic
philosophy is concerned. But we have a
war on our hands today.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. I noticed dUling the

discussion of the able Senator from
Sout.h Dakota that he has several times
used the words "war materials," and re
ferred to the fact that the Communist
countries are supplying war materials
to North Vietnam.

Mr. MUNDT. Perhaps I should have
said weapons of war, too.

Mr. HOLLAND. I notice, however, in
reading his amendment that he does not
confine his amendment to the furnish
ing by Communist countries of war ma
terials or materials of war, but the
amendment says, "supplying material to
the Government of North Vietnam."

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.
That is any material.

Mr. HOLLAND. We find the words on
lines 7 and 8 of page l: "which is sup
plying materials to the Government of
North Vietnam."

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.
Mr. HOLLAND. We also find the same

words un page 2 of the amendment
which is the portion which covers the
affidavit by the taxpayer. The same
words are used there.

Do I correctly understand that the
Senator proposes then that the taxpayer
in order to free himself from the tax if
he deals with any Communist country
must be able to make an affidavit that
that country is not furnishing any typ~

of material to North Vietnam?
lVIr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct,

it says "material" and, as I say, if one
adopts my hypotheses-if one disagrees,
fine-it is clear, people think that we
can fight a war with an enemy and give
him everything but ammunition and win
the war and send him cloth,ing and
fruits and vegetables and housing ma
terial and bathtubs. I think that in this
kind of a war, we are fighting an eco
nomic war along with a military war
and we should deliberately do nothing
at all to strengthen our enemy.

That is one of my big quanels with
President Johnson whose direction of
the war is that he can continue to pile
on the military strength and increase
the casualties as if there were no eco
nomic way by which to put the pinch
on Hanoi. I think that there is. I think
we should start trying now-with this
amendment.

I want to break down their economy
by stopping all exports from going there
as much as we can and by putting on
an economic pincher, which I think we
can do rapidly and with less cost in lives
than by bombing them, by simply put
ting pressure on their supply of war
material. That is why we provided that
it cover materials of any kind.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator did not
intend to cover the war materials .or
materials of war or to use similar words,
but intended to cover materials of any
kind exported from Communist .coun
tries to North Vietnam.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is correct.
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

That leaves the Senator from Florida in
a very difficult position.

I have served on conference commit
tees twice in the last 2 years in which
amendments were pending that in
volved this general question. One had to
do with the foreign aid appropriation.
One had to do with the last version of
Public Law 480.

In both cases the conferees were fur
nished with figures from the Department
of Commerce which showed rather con
clusively that the principal furnishers
of materials other than war supplies to
North Vietnam were Japan and Hong
Kong.

Mr. MUNDT. And England, France,
West Germany, and many others.

Ml·. HOLLAND. If the thrust of the
amendment is to prevent any material
from reaching North Vietnam, I think
the Senator should take notice of the
fact that the principal suppliers of ma
terials other than war materials to North
Vietnam are not Communist countries.

I wonder why the Senator has limited
his amendment to Communist nations.

Mr. MUNDT. That is a good question
and I shall gladly answer it.
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Mr. HOLLAND. If the thrust of the

Senator's amendment is as broad as he
has indicated, and if he is anxious to
prevent any materials from reaching
North Vietnam, I think he, who inciden
tally was in one instance a conferee on
one of the bills I have mentioned, should
have knowledge of the fact and should
recall that the figures furnished us by
the Commerce Department showed very
clearly that most of the materials reach
ing North Vietnam, other than war ma
terials, came from two friendly coun
tries, Hong Kong and \Japan. Does the
Senator recall that?

Mr. MUNDT. Of course I remember
that. I wiII now answer the question the
Senator was asking, and that was, if I
understand it correctly, that he wanted
to know why we did not spell out weap
ons of war and why we included all
materials exported from Communist
countries to North Vietnam. That is a
very good question.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]
and I discussed that at some length. In
the first place, when we start trying to
spell out what are weapons of war and
what are nonstrategic supplies, as the
Senator from Florida knows as well as I,
we at once hit a hopeless impasse un
less one catalogs and inventories all
of the items to be included or removed.

In the second place, it is true that Ja
pan, West Germany, the Scandinavian
countries, England, to a great degree, and
many of the other so-called friendly
countries are shipping materials other
than weapons of war to North Vietnam
and are thereby in a sense shooting in the
back their friend Uncle Sam who is de
fending their freedom, because they are
making it more possible for Hanoi to
continue and to escalate the war. Never
theless, while they do that, we recognize
that in the winning of this war, we must
shut off first and foremost the shipment
of missiles, guns, Migs, tanks, and
ground-to-ground rockets, because we
are fighting a country that cannot man
ufacture its own sophisticated weapons.

If we would just decide that instead of
sending boys over there to such a great
extent we would keep these countries
from shipping armaments, the war
would be over soon. I am convinced that
it would have been over more than a year
ago had we been able to develop some
kind of blockade. I know the arguments
against bombing Haiphong and against
blockading the harbor. However, had we
been able to blockade the harbor, the war
would have been over. This amendment
provides a different, a safer, but stilI an
effective step in stopping those war
supplies from reaching North Vietnam.

This is the first step in the direction
of making it unlikely that the Com
munist countries will continue to supply
that endless, growing chain of weapons
to North Vietnam. That is why we said
materials. as far as the Communist
countries are concerned and did not take
any action against any of the non
Communist countries, because none of
them are sending any of the armaments
or military weapons.

Mr. HOLLAND. Frankly. I am sur
prised. I thought that probably the Sen
ator had inadvertently omitted the word

"military" before "materials," or had
omitted some similar word.

Mr. MUNDT. We did it deliberately.
Mr. HOLLAND. However, since I find

that the Senator is definitely trying to
preclude trade between our country and
any Communist country that is supply
ing any kind of material whatsoever to
North Vietnam, and since the Senator
knows, as I know he knows, that the prin
cipal suppliers of materials other than
war materials to North Vietnam are not
the Communist countries, but are in
stead Japan and Hong Kong--

III!'r. MUNDT. Just a moment. The Sen
ator said that I know, and the Senator
from Florida knows that I know, that the
principal supplies of materials other
than war materials to North Vietnam
are Japan and Hong Kong.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator was one
of the conferees on one of the conference
committees to which I referred.

Mr. MUNDT. However, when the Sen
ator says that I know and he knows that
I know that the major suppliers of non
military goods are Japan and Hong
Kong, that depends upon how he defines
those supplies. If the Senator is talking
strictly about food supplies, nonmili
taristic supplies, and supplies that can
not be refabricated into military weap
ons, I concur. However, if the Senator is
commingling other items, I deny the ac
curacy of the statement.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the data
furnished us by the Commerce Depart
ment shows very clearly that the prin
cipal suppliers of material generally
other than military supplies to Vietnam
were Hong Kong and Japan.

That covers cloth of all kinds, food and
supplies of all kinds. That covers all kinds
of knickknacks, household goods of
every kind, and many other types of
goods, as the Senator well remembers.

Mr. MUNDT. When the Senator limits
it to that limited list then I concur.

Mr. HOLLAND. I was frankly surprised
that the Senator left out the word mili
tary, because that word was not left out
in the amendment which we had before
us which dealt with the foreign aid bill
and with the Public Law 480 authoriza
tion bill. This problem makes the amend
ment have a rather hollow ling, because
it is aimed at cutting off supplies other
than military supplies from only a
limited source and which furnishes onl~T

a small part of those supplies other than
military supplies. I am surprised that this
was not an oversight, and I want to ex
press the surprise in the RECORD.

Mr. MUNDT. What particUlarly does
the Senator find wrong with keeping the
Communist countries from shipping
these materials to our enemy?

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe there is no
difference between a thimble or a hand
kerchief or a shirt that coines from Hong
Kong and one that might come from a
Communist country, and I believe there
is no difference between a can of food of
some kind that comes from Hong Kong
or Japan and one that comes from a
Communist country.

If the senator seriously is trying to cut
off materials of all types, I am amazed
that he does not take note of the fact
that the principal suppliers of materials

other than war materials to North Viet
nam are the friendly countries which I
have mentioned, together with some oth
ers which he has mentioned, who supply
lesser amounts-the Scandinavian coun
tries and others. It makes the amendment
have a much different meaning to me,
and I have already said it makes the
amendment have a rather hollow ring, if
the Senator really meant to leave out the
word "military" in connection with ma
terials.

Mr. MUNDT. As I said before, the only
reason the word "militarY" is left out is
to malte certain that those who tend to
make mountains out of molehills in the
field of technical, microscopic analyses
cannot apply the same technique that we
have had ventilated on the floor of the
Senate today, and say, "How do you
know that the Russians are sending them
a military supply? This is not a gun. This
is only the stock of a gun. The barrel is
in the other package. It is not put to
gether."

So if yoU are going to make it effective,
you have to make it "material" when
you are dealing with the great Commu
nist sources supplying the weapons for
North Vietnam.

The reason why we are not concerned
about the material going in from Tokyo
and such places-although personally I
am concerned, and I wish the free world
would help us in a great, joint economic
effort to end the war-wh;\!O we are not
trying to legislate against that now is
that, happily, the free nations of the
world are not the offenders in the areas
where it hurts the most and 'i,here our
boys are getting killed with imported
armaments. Mig's are made in Russia;
8,000 Russian antiaircraft guns are
shooUng down nobody knows how many
American boys, while we debate the is
sues and quibble over technicalities here
on the Senate floor today. Every one of
those guns was sent from Russia, and all
the big tanks about which we read go in
from Russia. Why should we not do
something realistic? We squander our
time and worry about taxes and such
things. We had better move along the
paths which are available to us. We can
not correct all the cupidity and the de
sires of tradesmen in all the other coun
tries to make easy profits from difficult
wars but we can start I'educing our losses
in life and treasure by approving this
amendment now. We can do something
about the people in America who sell
these materials. All materials sold to
those countries would be subjec'o to the
20 percent war profiteering tax.

Mr. HOLLAI\TD. If the Senator would
so change his amendment as to make
it apply to the item with which he is
concerned-that is, the supply of mili
tary equipment-it would be one thing.
But he has not done it, and he has made
his amendment such as to apply to all
materials, when we all know that the
materials other than military which go
to North Vietnam, in the main, come
from non-Communist countries. We
know that. We have been furnished that
information. So long as the amendment
is in its present form, I cannot support it.

I thank the Senator for yielding, with
his customary courtesy.
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Mr. MUNDT. I should like to make one

further comn::.ent, before I yield to the
distinguished coauthor of the amend
ment, because I should like birol to speak
today, and I have not completed the first
paragraph of my speech.

However, I am a realist-I say this par
ticularly to the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. MONDAU], the senior Senator from
Florida [M1'. HOLLAND], and the junior
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
the Senator from Virginia and I are real
ists. We are trying to do something prac
tical. So we herewith put in the RECORD,
in black and white, a public challenge.
We will be most eager to have from any
one who finds technical faults with this
amendment suggestions for improving
the amendment. When the time to vote
arrives tomorrow, if the suggestions come
with sincerity and the statement, "We
will then support the amendment," we
will embrace those suggestions.

Of course, if this is just Ii haggling
desire to try to destroy the amendment,
we will not do it. We welcome suggeS
tions. We appreciate meaningful crit
icisms. Give us a positive approach, and
we will embrace it.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. COOPER. I do not raise a techni

cality. The thrust of the senator's argu
ment has been that the approval of his
amendment would inhibit the shipment
of arms to Vietnam. I agree that a vote
for this amendment might express dis
favor of those who trade with the Com
munist cOUl.tries which supply arms to
Vietnam; But I must ask what effect
would it have upon preventing or even
inhibiting the supply of arms to Viet
nam? Does the Senator believe it would
truly have any effect?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. I am not just inter
ested in a forensic exercise.

I have sat with the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky in the Committee
on Foreign Relations and have seen him
wring his hands, as I have wrung mine,
about the fact that after 5 years of
bloody war we do not do anything dif
ferent except sending more boys to Viet
nam and incurring more casualties. We
do not try anything different. We do not
even try to stop the influx of weapons
from abroad.

The Senator from Kentucky knows the
reasons we hear as well as I : "It might
antagonize Russia if we bomb Haiphong,
so we let the supplies pour in from the
north on the Red Chinese railroad and
from the east through the harbor."

Senator BYRD and I say that here is
one way in which we can cease shipping
the ingredients badly needed by Russia
to fabricate the weapons she manufac
tures and sends to Hanoi. Here is one way
to cut the supply of weapons used by
our shooting enemy. I do not know how
it can be simpler. If we just stop them
from making and sending 100 extra guns,
we can save some American lives.

Mr. COOPER. I have 'enjoyed my
service on the Committee on Foreign Re
lations with the Senator from South
Dakota, and I have leamed to appreciate
him even more than I have in the past.
He is consistent. He is a very patriotic
man.

But in voting for this amendment
would we be doing anything more than
giving the illusion to a soldier in Vietnam
that we are helping him.

!VIr. MUNDT. We are helping him. It is
not an illusion.

l\Ir. COOPER. We might present our
selves to the people of this country as
patIiotic persons, and we are without
the amendment. The practical question
is whether we would accompli~h anything
by adopting the amendment. I doubt that
it would have the slightest effect upon
Russia or the eastelTI Communist coun
tries, except to cause them to be more
adamant in their position, I do not wish
to vote for a gesture.

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Senator yield
for a counterquestion?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.
Mr. MUNDT. I do not wish to vote for

a gesture.
Will the Senator agree with me that

by stopping the shipment of Worden
gravimeters, which the Russians can get
from no other country but the United
States, which helps them measure the
accuracy of the rockets they use to kill
American bOYS, if their aim is off instead
of on target, would we not have helped
saved the lives of some of American
boys?

They frantically try to get these de
vices, because they cannot get them any
where else. Would not that alone justify
this effort?

Mr.. COOPER. If a bill should come
before the Senate which would do what
the Senator desires-prevent the export
of such devices to Russia-of course it
should be approved. The administration
can take such action now. I do not 'be
lieve an extra lO-percent surtax would
have that effect.

Mr. MUNDT. May I add, because the
Senator is proceeding on my time, the
Senator may have all the time he wishes
to question me, but I wish to make clear
that on the tax measure, and I want the
Senator to understand, this proposal does
not only involve the profits on trade with
Communists-it would have the impact
of sharply reducing, if not in fact, sub
stantially stopping such wartime trade.

Mr. COOPER. I understand.
Mr. MUNDT. This would involve the

entire corporate tax corporate.
IBM is one of the offenders because

they are sending computers to the Rus
sians and computers are almost an ar
mament because by that means they are
able to have men in the right place and
at the right time. If ffiM insists on prof
its of this kind, I think its income should
be subject to the tax. That would be the
penalty.

Mr. COOPER. I had said I would not
raise a technical issue; and now, the Sen
ator is leading me to one.

I doubt that we can impose on a tax
payer a tax rate higher than would be
imposed on another taxpayer in the same
class of income.

Mr. MUNDT. It has been done many a
time. \Ve have had the excess war profits
tax on war products manufacturers.
There is nothing novel in our proposal.

Mr. COOPER. If a measure comes be
fore the Congress, with the effect the
Senator and all desire, it would, I belie\'e,
receive support.

However, to vote for an amendment,
the effect of which is doubtful, could be
considered by the people of the United
States and the men in Vietnam as not
much more than a gesture.

Mr. MUNDT. I hope the Senator sleeps
well tonight and comes in tomorrow with
the right decision.

There is no place where we as Sen
ators have a better opportunity to save
the lives of our brave fighting men.

I shall refer to another illustration. We
are shipping to the Russians rifle-clean
ing compounds. The Senator can bet his
bottom Kentucky dollar the Russians are
trans-shipping that rifle-cleaning com
pound to their comrades in Vietnam be
cause the troops who are there are having
a difficult time keeping their rifles clean
and functioning in that climate. "

If we can keep them from having clean
rifles with which to kill American boys, is
that not worth having a taxpayer pay a
penalty tax if he wants to trade with the
enemy? I wonder what right he thinks
he has anyway, trading with the enemy
in time of war, and this is a time of war.

We ~imply say, "Go ahead if you put
your corporation profits above patriot
ism, the people of this country, and
peace. Go ahead, but you have to pay a
20-percent tax across the board to do
it." That is a realistic matter and it
will stop virtually all trading with the
enemy.

Of course, lives are saved when weap
ons are taken away from the enemy.
The President says, "Give me more men;
escalate the bombing." We stay with him
because we say that to accept defeat in
Vietnam is disastrous but we deplore his
totally inconsistent and lindefensible
trade policy, vis-a-vis our Communist
enemies.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,

I am glad to associate myself Vvith the
distinguished Senator from South
Dakota. I doubt that there are many
people in the entire Congress who have
given as much stUdy or devoted as much
time to learning just what the Comm~rce

Department has done in granting export
licenses to nations throughout the
world. I think that over the last 2 years
he has rendered a fine service to the
people of the United States, as well as
to the people of the great State of South
Dakota in the work he has done in this
field.

I am pleased to associate myself with
the senior Senator from South Dakota.
It was his worle last August, and I was
glad to be associated with him, that
brought to an end the talk, inclUding
talk on the part of .the President of the
United States, to have taxpayefs finance
a Fiat automobile plant in the Soviet
Union; while at the same time the Soviet
Union is the principal supplier of war
materials to North Vietnam.

Mr. President, the amendment offered
today is not a perfect one. It does not
rea{;h all of the problems that need to
be reached.

However, it seems to me that it makes
a step in the direction that we need to
go because I have been waiting for 21j2
years to see some sense of urgency on
the part of our Government in trying
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to bring the Vietnam war to a conclu
sion.

I submit that there has been very
little, if any, diplomatic and financial
pressure exerted by our Government in
an effort to keep friend and foe alike
from supplying that nation and those
men who are fighting American soldiers
in Vietnam.

Mr. President, I wish to cite a few fig
ures. During 1966 the United States suf
fered 35,000 casualties in Vietnam. Dur
ing 1967 the United States suffered 71,000
casualties in Vietnam. DUling that 2
year period we had an average of 1,000
U.S. casualties per week.

Now, we come to 1968 and during the
first 11 weeks of this year we have aver
aged 2,300 American casualties.

We are in a major war. One would not
know that from being in Washington,
but we are in a major war. Only in three
other wars in the 11istory of our Govern
ment have there been more casualties.
Those three wars were the Civil War,
World War I, and World War II. The
total number of U.S. casualties in Viet
nam have surpassed the total number of
casualties in the Korean war.

I say that our Government--Congress,
the President, and the executive
branch-are obligated to take every rea
sonable step to put pressure on friend
and foe alike to get this war over with.
Yet I cannot see that there is. any real
sense of urgency on the part of the Gov
ernment to do that.

The amendment we are considering
might be called an antiprofiteering
tax. I have been a businessman all my
life, so I am not antibusiness. But I do
not like American businesses trading with
nations which in turn supply and equip
a nation with which we are at war.

As the distinguished senior Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] stated
time and again on the floor of the Senate
today, if it is the wish of those companies
to do that, then they should pay an extra
tax, a profiteering tax, a war tax, for that
privilege.

I would hope that they would volun
tarily cease trading with nations which
are supplying our enemy. It seems to me
that that would be the proper course for
an American company to take.

I do not want to see trade disrupted
between the United States and Eastern
European countries. I should like to see
more trade between the United States
and European countries. But the United
States is at war; those countries are not
at war.

I say that so long as we are at war, an
entirely different situs.tion exists with re
spect to American companies that trade
with nations which in turn supply our
enemies.

I feel very keenly about the war in
Vietnam. I have from the beginning
questioned the wisdom of our becoming
involved in a ground war in Asia. But the
United States having sent 500,000 Ameri
cans to Southeast Asia, I submit that we
in the United States, and we in Congress
especially, are obligated to put all the fi
mmcial and diplomatic pressure that we
can on friend and foe alike in an en
deavor to bring the war to an early and
successful conclusion.

Thus, I intend to support the amend
ment offered by the Senator from South

Dalwta, of which 1 am a cosponsor. It
is not perfect. Tl1ere are some technical
flaws in it perhaps, but the technicalities
can be worked out with the lawyers in the
conference committee.

At least, it seeks to show to the Ameri
can people that Congress has some inter
est in doing what it can to bring this very
tragic war, in which this country has
been engaged for a long time now, to a
conclusion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
NOTICE BY SENATOR J\iUND'£ REG-AR~ING TIJ\JE

LIMITATION ON DEBATE TOMORROW

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, may I
proceed long enough to say that al
though very few Senators have been in
the Chamber to listen to tile debate to
day, obViously all Senators can and
should read the RECORD tomorrow morn
ing.

Very properly, at least, every Senator
should have someone in his office who
can tell him in the morning everything
of significance that has appeared in the
RECORD.

Accordingly, I thought I would say that
we are trying to work out an arrange
ment, after convening at 11 o'clock. to
morrow morning to proceed with this
debate and work out a reasonable time
limitation so that we can vote at a rea
sonably early hour in the afternoon.

For that reason, I should like to
know how many-if any-Senators wish
to talk on this issue and would want me
to reserve some time for them, so that
I will not agree to a unanimous-oonsent
request for a time limitation that might
shut off some Senators who wished to
speale.

Senators, of course, always read the
RECORD, or have someone in their offices
who read it every day, so that they can
find out about the kind of discussion I
am mentioning now, so that if there are
any repercussions tomorrow as a result
of the time limitation and someone says
to me, "I wanted to talk. Why did you
not leave me some time?" I can say, "You
should have read the RECORD." All Sena
tors are now on notice about the limi
tation of debate.

Mr. President, I should lilce to read
into the RECORD for the benefit of those
who think we are playing around with
this amendment and dealing with
thimbles and knickknacks, and spools of
thread, some more of the specifics of
what type of trade with the enemy we are
actually trying to curtail. ,

I mean, the Senate is a mature body.
The war in Vietnam is not one being
fought at the White House. It is not
just a presidential war. It is not what
my good friend from Oregon [Mr. MORSE]
used to call "McNamara's war." Mr. Mc
Namara has gone. It has now gotten to
be everyone's war. We ha"e been in it for
a long time--5 bloodY, shooting, killing
years-and the wheels are still spinning
in the same bloody grooves, '''ithout any
real accomplishment or progress.

It is getting to be most difficult for
those of us who are supporting the ad
ministration, in the 'monotonous repeti
tion of a formula of failure, to continue
to support it when, as the Senator from
Virginia has pointed out so eloquently,
the administration has virtually utilized
none of our economic power, none of our

diplomatic power, and none of our
capacity for world leadership, to try to
bring concerted effort upon Hanoi to
come to the peace table before we have
any continuing escalation of the casual
ties and the military consequences.

So the question rightfully arises, be
cause even the technical critics of the
amendment, even the captains of the
conunandos who damn it with faint
praise, admit that this 20 percent tax
will probably shut off a lot of trade in
these kinds of supplies to Russia. If she
cannot get them, it is going to have the
chain reaction of reducing Russia's
supply of trade with North Vietnam.

If we show just a little willingness on
the other hand to recognize that in war
time people should not be profiteering
unconscionably by trading with the
enemy, perhaps a wise and persuasive
American leader-our present President
or someone else-can then say to our
friends in the free world: "Look here, we
are denying ourselves. How about kind
of shortening up a little bit on what you
are sending your enemy and ours over
there?" Possibly then we can get the war
over with, instead of continuing it under
a formula which everybody knows is
steadily escalating without the desired
results.

When we have an administration that
has its needle stuck in one groove, when
all it plays is, "More troops, more money,
more deaths, more war," that is not
going to get the job done. We have to do
some constructive thinking and to em
'ploy some new tactics. Here at least is a
different approach. Here we are doing
something positive. If it hurts anybody
at all, it will hw't some bloated American
war profiteer who will not make as much
money as he was making before in trad
ing with the enemy.

Our amendment may have some tech
nical flaws and deficiencies, which can
be worked out in conference, but it
moves in the direction that the great
heart pulse of America wants us to move
in, and that is move forward on with
the job of getting on with the war with
fewer, rather than larger, casualties.

What does the list include? I have
mentioned gravimeters. I have men
tioned cleaning compounds for rifles. Let
me mention a few other products, be
cause the Senator from Florida [Mr.
HOLLAND] said we are not interested if
we are just going to deal with thin1bles
and other nonmilitary materials.

There was one shipment, for example,
of $482,273 worth of oil production. and
drilling machinery. No question about
what that is for. It is for drilling wells
to get oil.

Where does the oil go? It goes directly
to Hanoi to such an extent that every
gallon of oil used by every moving ma
chine which has killed an Ameri'can boy
in the Vietnam war in the last 4 or 5
years has been supplied by Russia.

Do we want to penalize the country
of shipment? Do we want to decrease
these shipments? Do we want to encour
age them? Let us have a rollcall decision
to see just what we want to do in this
area.

The Soviets have a great desire for
aluminum and aluminum alloys, because
they are busy building war planes for
Nasser, for Korea, for North Vietnam,
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and for themselves. So, in one order,
they purchased $4,695,000 worth of
aluminum products from the United
States. It is a substance important to
them in the manufacture of their planes,
missiles, rockets, and other products v,ith
which they deal death and destruction to
our American boys overseas.

So, Senators will vote tomorrow, this
time with their eyes open. Should we en
courage or discourage these death-deal
ing supplies?

Let me point them out so Senatorscan
read about it in the morning and their
constituents can i'ead about it later. I
refer to page 6814 of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD for March 18, 1968. There are
four and a half pages spelling out the
inventory that President Lyndon John
son fixed by Executive action on Octo
ber 12, 1966, saying to his associates in
America, "Go out and profiteer. These
things you can sell, v,ithout limit and
without license, to our fighting enemy."

All the Senator from Virginia and I
are saying is that if we allow them to
trade with the enemy, they should pay a
20-percent tax on the blood traffic in
which they engage.

Mr. President, I shall not ask to have
the list reprinted in the RECORD today,
but for those who want to know, for those
who want to explain their votes when
they go before their COl1stitutents, for
historical reference, all others who are
interested, look at pages 6814, 6815, 6816,
6817, 6818, and the top half of 6819 of
the RECORD of March 18, this year, if
they want to see the whole catalog of
supplies being shipped, free from re
striction of any kind for fat profits.
to the Soviet Union now. And that Is
not all.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. DODD. I want to warn the Sena

tor, in view of his generosity, that I have
differences with him.

Mr. MUNDT. That is all right.
Mr. DODD. I have long admired the

Senator from South Dakota. As he well
knows, he and I are usually in agree
ment. With much of what he has said, I
totally agree. But what troubles me about
the Senator's proposal is that we must
recognize, as r think my record will es
tablish that I have recogniZed, that there
are differences within the Communist
empire. I have never denied that. I think
my record will establish it.

In the case of the Soviet Union, for
example, r think we should restrict or
liberalize our trade policies depending
upon their conduct in world affairs. The
Senator knows that I have said this time
and again on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. MUNDT. The amendment con
firms that, because it applies only to
Communist countries now shipping war
supplies to our enemy in North Vietnam.
It does not apply to those who are will
ing to restrict their trade there but only
tJ those \vho are in this war just as we
r.re, those who supply the iron and the
men. So the amendment distinguishes
between the two groups.

:Mr. DODD. I -..mderstand. I have read
the Senator's amendment carefully and
searchingly. I am entirely sympathetic
with his views. I think the Senator knows

that. But let us take an example. Should
we restrict or liberalize our trade policies,
depending on their conduct in world af
fairs, which I have advocated in my 14
years in Congress? I have never varied
my views on it.

Mr. MU!';l)T. This amendment does
precisely that.

Mr. DODD. Let me go on, if the Sena
tor will permit me. I say if they step up
the cold war, as I know the,y are now do
ing in Vietnam-I am as convinced of
that as I am that I am standing here-
then I say we should cut back sharply.
On the other hand, if they were to agree
to terminate this dreadful war in Viet
nam on acceptable conditions-and I am
sure this is no news to the Senator-I
would favor letting them know in ad
vance that we are prepared to pay for
that with substantial trade concessions.
I would go so far as to include long-term
credit arrangements.

At this very moment a situation exists
in Czechoslovakia which might war
rant-might, r say-a substantial liber
alization of our trade with that country.
If I correctly understand what is going
on there, I think this k so. In the case of
Poland, events seem to be moving in the
opposite direction.

In any event, the amendment proposed
by the Senator from South Dakota would
have to be applied to all Communist
countries on an across-the-board basis,
and that is what troubles me about it.

Mr. MUNDT. I should like to correct
the Senator's statements ac he· goes
along.

Mr. DODD. Let me finish.
Mr. MUNDT. No; the Senator is speak

ing on my time, and I wish to correct
his statements now.

This is not an across-the-board ap
proach; it is an across-the-board ap
proach only as to the Communist coun
tries that are selling weapons and war
materials to North Vietnam.

The Senator's belief may be correct.
It is a hope that everyone has. But I
think the Senator from Connecticut Is
too realistic to accept it as a fact.

Mr. DODD. I think the Senator from
South Dakota is too idealistic.

Mr. MUNDT. If there has been a great
change in Czechoslovakia, if there is ac
tually such a change, all in the world
that Czechoslovakia has to do is to give
some tangible, manifestation of the
change by ceasing to sell weapons to our
shooting enemy that are prolonging the
war, and the amendment then will not
apply.

Mr. DODD. I know; but as the Senator
puts it, there is no latitude. Why does
he not give our administration, in its
conduct of foreign affairs, a chance?

Mr. MUNDT. That is a question I
want to answer. This administration,
unlike any other administration in
American history, took executive action
on October 12, 1966, opening up the un
restricted right of American would-be
millionaires and profiteers to trade with
the enemy in time of war. That had
never happened before in all our na
tional history. I am not going to trust
any further an administration that is
so confused in its war issues and in its
priorities that instead of curtailing trade
with the enemy, it takes deliberate ac-

tion to expand it. I can add 1,900 items
as to which, 98 percent of the time, this
administration has OK'd shipments of
all kinds of ingredients helpful to the
war productivity of the Russian Commu
nists. So I refuse to trust the adminis
tration in that area any longer.

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator hear me?
Mr. MUNDT. The Senator asked me

a question, and I thought he wanted a:l
answer.

Mr. DODD. I appreciate the Senhtal"s
answer, but r am trying to reason this
thing out within and for myself.

Is it not wise and prudent and realistic
to say that if we can win them away
from the Soviet Union-which is the
hard core of the Communist conspiracy
we should do so? People are people, and
there are signs, which the senatOr and
I have discussed, of the ferment, the
tumult, the disturbances in the Commu
nist empire. Should we not encourage
this development?

Man's desire to be free is, r am con
vinced, never going to be satisfied until
he is free. I have always thought, and
the Senator knows it well, because I have
talked with him about it, that our best
hope, I think now, is to change them.
r never have been an advocate of a war
against them. I have thought the nat
ural desire of man to be free would take
care of it, though with great pain, great
loss, and great suffering.

I think, therefore, that the Senator's
amendment is too restrictive, that it
makes more difficult the task of accom
plishing this purpOse.

The administration, the Senator says,
is unwilling to do any of these things.
The Senator knows how t have on dif
ferent issues opposed my own admin
istration, and my own President, whom
I like and respect. I have had my differ
ences with them. I think they have made
mistakes-for example, the grain deal.
I spoke up when I thought they were
wrong.

But r think the Senator is going to;)
far. r would rather see us in a more flex
ible position. Let us not write them all off.
Let us give them a chance to evolve in
our direction if they want to.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I must
appropriate a little bit more of my time'
at this stage.

Mr. DODD. I thought the Senator had
unlimited time.

Mr. MUNDT. When I am accused of
writing them all off, and the facts are
diametrically opposite, I must correct the
record.

Mr. DODD. r do not want to use up the
Senator's time. I thought we had un-
limited time. •

Mr. MUNDT. I do not have unlimited
time. r have been here all afternoon.

Mr. DODD. I mean on the debate. The
Senator knows what I mean.

Mr. MUNDT. If the Senator will per
mit me to finish, I will permit him to
ventilate his ideas at whatever length
hechooscs.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. :MUNDT. Not right at the mo
ment. I want to correct the Senator from
Connecticut when he says I treat them
all alike. We do not.
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Mr. DODD. The Senator's amendment

does.
Mr. MUNDT. The amendment does

not. The amendment says it is appli
cable only to those Communist countries
which are engaged in shipping supplies
to the enemy we are fighting in Vietnam.

Mr. DODD. But since all Communist
countries send material, in one degree
or another, to North Vietnam, does the
Senator's amendment, in effect, not treat
them all alike?

Mr. MUNDT. A. distinguished barris
ter like the Senator could argue with
greater validity and greater persuasion
if he would take our amendment and
say, "This provides a mighty fine op
portunity now, for Czechoslovakia; they
are beginning to break away and looking
for new ties." Our Ambassadors could
talk to them and say, "Look, if you will
really get away from this business of
associating yourself with the war in
Vietnam, and cease sending your arms
to our enemy and do not send any more
in, we will make trade treaties with you,
and fortify your independence from
Russia."

We would then be strengthening our
position, it seems to me. The Senator
has one hypothesis, and I have the
other, but I think both of us, in our
heartB-,-'certainly I am-are a little bit
skeptical about the permanency of the
freedom which is just beginning to
:flicker a little bit in Czechoslovakia; we
remember the serious problems of the
time of Masaryk and the time of the
Benesch, because we have been studying
these Communist convolutions for a good
long while.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.
Mr. DODD. How shall I put it? The

Senator is saying to these governments,
"Unless you do this, now, this will
happen." Why do we not leave it up
to the administration, and to diplomacy?

Mr. MUNDT. Because it fails us.
Mr. DODD. It never really fails. It is

the art of man with other men; and the
alternative is war. When diplomacy ends,
the guns start. The Senator and I do not
want to see that happen. Why not leave
the matter open, and let our diplomats
say to those diplomats of, say, Czecho
slovakia-not in this form; I am not a
diplomat and I never have been, but
there. must be a way to say it-"Why
don't you stop this, and consider what
we will do for you?"

If We write this amendment into law.
I am afraid that door will be closed, and
I think we will make our task more dif
ficult. I ask the Senator to think about
that. It would make it impossible to dif
ferentiate, as I consider proper, between
our trade policy in the case of Czecho
slovakia-and I am taking that country
as an example-and our trade policy in
the case of Poland. They are different.

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Senator ~'ield?
Mr. DODD. I yield.
Mr. MUNDT. Does the Senator really

think it makes much difference to the big
objective we all have in mind, which is
ending the war 1n Vietnam without
defeat?

Mr. DODD. Yes, I do.

Mr. M:UNDT. Does the Senator think
it makes any difference toward that
objective--

Mr. DODD. Yes, I do.
Mr. MUNDT. I have not asked the

question yet.
Mr. DODD. The Senator asked me a

question, ane... I have answered it. I do.
Mr. MUNDT. Let us go back and ask

the question. Does it really make any
difference--

Mr. DODD. Yes, I thinlc it makes a
great deal of difference. I

Mr. MUNDT. Let me finish the ques
tion. I am not a lawyer, but I am smart
enough to know how to trip up a lawyer
who answers a question before I get it
asked. I could then change the question.

Mr. DODD. I thOUght the Senator fin
ished the question.

Mr. MUNDT. No. Does the Senator
really think it makes any difference-

Mr. DODD. Yes, I do.
Mr. MUNDT. As far as the results in

the great goal which we share-
Mr. DODD. Yes, I do.
Mr. MUNDT. Of getting the war in

Vietnam concluded without fallure,
whether or not-now I am coming to the
meat of the question-whether or not
the guns and the planeS and the tanks
and the rockets that prolong the war
and kill our boys are shipped to Hanoi
by Czechoslovakia with a pleasant little
greeting saying, "Merry Christmas," or
are shipped to Hanoi by Russia, with a
scowl and a frown and some sort of I

statement telling us to go to the hot
place? The results are the same; the guns
and the weapons are the realities. That
is the question.

Mr. DODD. My answer is just what I
have made it. Perhaps I was presump
tuous in attempting to answer too early.
I think it does make a difference.

I know the Senator from South Da
kota well enough to respect his views
and I know his earnest desire for the
cessation of the war and the establish
ment of peace.

If there is any little thing that we can
do to stop it, we ought to do it. And this
may be a way to stop it.

The art of diplomacy is to prevent war.
and until we have exhausted every means
in our power, we should continue to try.
I think that is where the Senator and I
differ, if I may say so.

I am no less an ardent anti-ConU11U
nlst than is the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota. I do not think \re
have a basic difference. I think the Sen
ator got off on the wrong track. I think
we ought to be working on these Com
munist cotmtries all the time, not with
the threat of war, but by encouraging
the intellectuals and by feeding the
desire of man for freedom. I do not think
that we serve that cause when we write
into this law an amendment of this bad.

Our be:t hope, in my view of this whole
situation, if I may describe it as such.
is to change them >\ithout recourse to
war. And I have never varied from that
1n my 14 years in Congress, as the Sen
ator well knows.

Our task is to change them, but to be
ready if they attack us. We should be
ready at all times to show them the light

and to show them where their interest
lies.

I do not think that we can do it by as
restrictive an amendment as the amend
ment now pending before the Senate.
I plead with the Senator to think about
this overnight. We ought to be working
on this level. It has not been very
fruitful.

I do not think the grain deals did us
any good. In fact, I think it did us great
harm to get into grain deals. However,
several different administrations were
responsible for it. All or most of the
grain dealers wanted to do this. So we
did it, to our great detriment.

I have been aTguing that our best hope
lies not in war, but in peace, and that
we must try to convince people by rea
sonable arguments that the best hope of
mankind lies in freedom and not in
tyranny.

I think we can convince human beings
of this if we can get through to them.
Every time we go about it in the fashion
that the Senator suggests, I believe that
it hardens the situation and does not
help much.

What does the Senator think of that?
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I think I

realize 110W why we are having this dif
ference of opinion. Both of us are, of
course, anti-Communist. However, we
seem to be apart on this matter.

The Senator is discussing almost ex
clusivelY the problems of the cold war.

Mr. DODD. That is what we are in.
Mr. MUNDT. And he is discussing the

long term techniques of how to try to
bring humpty-dumpty back together
again and get the world on the basis of
mutual accommodations. And when the
Senator talks about trying to get the in
tellectuals on our side and trying to in
fluence free men in the cold war, that is
very fine. However, my amendment deals
with a different kind of war. .

I am talking about our actual shooting
war in Vietnam, where 100 boys probablY
have died during the course of this col
loquy. It has no relationship and noth
ing to do with the cold war. When this
war is over, I will go along on any kind
of reasonable program to get people to
gether. but only when the war is over.

I am talking about a shoeting war that
is now in its fifth year, wIth over 100,000
casualties, plus more than 20,000 deaths,
with no change in direction, policy, or
tactics, but only a continuation of en
couragement to American profiteers to
ship additional stuff to the Soviet bloc
so that they can expand and escalate
their shipment of death-dealing weap
ons to our stubborn enemy in Hanoi.
That is what I am talking about. This
is something that we cannot ,,:ait for
a long time to accomplish.

The Senator and I both sbod in a'
pretty thin, white line the other day
when Secretary Rusk appeared before
our Foreign Relations Committee. \Ve
agreed that we could not accept defeat
in North Vietnam, turn tail and run, ::md
turn the whole area over to the Ccm
munists. However. we must do some
thing different. We must try to shut off
the capacity of the enemy to endure and
fight. And our amendment is an effort
and an effective one-at least to tell the
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free world that we are all through with
the profiteering aspects of this war, so
that we can win some realistic support
from them.

It is an effective way of letting Amer
ican exporters and shippers know that
we look aska.nce on anybody that puts
profits before patriotism in the fifth
year of this war.

It is a good way to diminish, although
we cannot stop them entirely, tlllekind of
selective purchases the Soviets are mak
ing by which they bolster their sagging
economy so that they can increase the
arsenal of weapons and supplies they are
shipping all over the world.

Look at what they did in Egypt. The
war almost broke out again the other
day between Jordan and Israel. Jordan
got its guns out of the same stockpile
that the Johnson admir.istration has
encouraged Russia to build by providing
the aluminum and the machinery and
the gearmaking machines, and the
trucks that are so essential to any econ
omy, but more particulll.rly when that
economy emphasizes military escalation.

Mr. DODD. Does the Senator differ
entiate or isolate the war in Vietnam
from the cold war?

Mr. MUNDT. In this way only, that I
think we have to have a priority.

The Senator was present when I had
my only real serious difficulty with Sec
retary Rusk the other day, when I l{ept
insisting ,on knowing the administration's
priority between the war on poverty and
the war in Vietnam.

Mr. DODD. I am talking about the cold
war.

Mr. MUNDT. I am answering the ques
tion in my own way and on my own time.

I said it troubles me that we are run
ning out of money. And that is what the
tax bill is all about. After 5 years, and
after having spent, about, the same
amount of money in the cold war· as in
the war on poverty, and not having won
either one, if we are compelled to slacken
off on either one to avoid a fiscal collapse,
I wanted to know which was the more
important priority-to get on with the
war in Vietnam or to get on with the war
on poverty?

The answer was to the effect that the
record speaks for itself and that the
administration cannot and will not name
a priority.

I make a priority between the cold war
and the shooting war. I give greater
urgency to the shooting war in Vietnam
than to the cold war. I do not think they
are on a parallel. Ending one is more
urgent than the other. I have established
a priority.

I have answered the Senator's ques
tion.

Mr. DODD. I appreciate that. I do not
comprehend it.

Mr. MUNDT. It will look more logical
when the Senator reads it in cold print.

Mr. DODD. Please do not be frivolous
with me.

Mr. MUNDT. I am not being frivolous.
Mr. DODD. I appreciate the Senator's

mental capacity and respect it greatly,
as he knows.

I do not think that it is possible to
isolate the war in Vietnam from the cold
war.

Mr. MUNDT. Not isolate it, but we
have to establish a priority.

Mr. DODD. That is a military priority.
Mr. MUNDT. No. It is a necessary pri

ority between two altogether different
types of conflict.

1\11'. DODD. I have grave differences
with the Senator on this matter. AI
t!1011gh I am not a military person, it
seems to me, as a layman, that we ought
to shut off the Port of Haiphong.

I do not know how we can fight a war
like tl1is with supplies pouring into that
port. I thi.nk \"e can do something like
that, although I know the arguments
against it.

Mr. MUNDT. In a sense, this amend
ment goes up the direction of shutting
off the supplies to Haiphong, because the
amendment is intended to discourage
the quantities of supplies emanating from
the Soviet sources. In a way, we are
speaking in the same sense there.

Mr. DODD. That is correct. However,
we do not tend to go in different direc
tions very often. What bothers me about
the amendment, and I do not know how
to get it over to the Senator, is that it is
all one situation, as I see it. That is where
we differ.

Mr. MUNDT. That is what troubles
tIle Senator, that he thinks it is all one
situation.

Mr. DODD. The Senator is correct.
When the Senator referred to the situa
tion in the Mideast, I think he was right.
I think that has an organic connection
with the war in Vietnam. I think if trou
ble o~curs someplace in Africa, South
AmerIca, or elsewhere, it will have the
same connection. I see it as all one thing.
And I think I am right about !'t.

What is our task if we see it that way?
Is it not to break up the enemy camp
to cause them to lose their allies their
suppliers? If we can gain ground in any
way, we ought to do it.

What does the Senator say to that?
Mr. MUNDT. I agree with that ob

jective.
We get on different wavelengths, how

ever, when I try to point out that I be
lieve this amendment is one way to break
them off, to discriminate between cer
tain hard-core Communist nations that
persist in supplying every weapon that
they need in Vietnam to shoot at us and
'prolong the war and feed the fires of
stubborn refusal to negotiate and other
nations-Communist or no'n-Commu
nist--which do not supply arms to our
shooting enemy.

I believe one way that can be done is
by making it more difiicultfor those
Communist countries to get the supplies
they desperately need from us, which are
shipping supplies to Hanoi, and W make
it easier for Communist countries who
do not ship our enemy supplies to do
business with us.

Mr. DODD. The Senator says, "If you
do this, then this will follow." I am sug
gesting that, instead, we should say
"Wait a minute. Let us talk about thi~
and straighten it out as diplomats can."
I suppose that is our difference. I had not
thoroughly comprehended it beforehand.

I suppose I have the worst reputation
around here as being a hard-core anti
Conununist. It is not a very popular

stance, and I am well aware of It. But I
believe that this kind of thing feeds the
Communist empire, in a way. They say,
"See what they want to do to you. They
want to subjugate you. They want to
convert you into economic principalities."

I believe we should avoid that, for the
reasons I tried to state earlier. I do not
believe our colloquy will settle anything,
except that I had hoped to get the Sen
ator to see another point of view.

I believe his amendment is too restric
tive. It is dangerous for us. In a military
place, in Vietnam, I am for all these
things. But outside of that, inside the
cold war, I believe we have to use other
tools.

Mr. MUNDT. I appreciate the Sena
tor's expressing his viewpoint. I always
value his judgment. I am hopefUl that,
when he reads the full discussion of this
afternoon in the RECORD, he will realize
that there is a real difference between
the tactics of the cold war and the tac
tics of the hot war.

Mr. DODD. That is exactly my point.
Mr. MUNDT. That they are entirely

separate at this time, one from the
other; that we had better get on with the
first priority-bringing an early, endur
ing, and satisfactory end to this war.
Then we may have time to continue with
the cold war, to shut it off, and grad
ually bring back friends and develop as
sociations and contacts which will lead
to an enduring peace.

But I place my emphasis-and this is
where I hope the Senator will reflect on
this matter tonight, where I am sure the
Senator feels it needs to be placed-on
doing something different, after 5 frus
trating years in Vietnam, except sending
over always another 50,000 boys and
bringing back an increasing number of
casualties, without always relying solely
on our military might and never, never,
but never, using the great economic su
periority we have. We never' use our
leadership in commerce and diplomacy,
but just continue with the needle stuck
in the groove and do more of the same
thing in a costly military venture.

I would like to see the Senator from
Connecticut and other Senators at least
try something different. It cannot pos
sibly have any worse effect than to in
convenience some exporter who either
would have to quit his traffic in blood or
would have to pay the 20-percent tax, or
it would become unprofitable.

Mr. DODD. Does the Senator believe
that we should blockade the harbor of
Haiphong?
. Mr. MUNDT. I have consistently,

tnroughout my position on the war-as
I believe the Senator realizes because he
is associated with me in the Committee
on Foreign Relations-refused tD imag
ine that I am a military expert and a
tactician in the strategy of war. So
when I am asked whether I would bomb
or not bomb, would I have hot pursuit
or not hot purSUit, do I think Khesanh
is important or not important, I say,
"Look how utterly ridiculous I would
sOlmd expressing an opinion on that.
That is a military decision to be made
by trained military experts."

I do not know whether we should
bomb it. I do not know whether we
should blockade It. I do not know
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whether we should follow what has al
ways seemed to me the very sImple de
vice of sinking a lot of merchant ships in
the channel so the enemy ships cannot
get through.

But I am sure that we should curtail
the supplies the Communists are getting
from abroad, because if we do that, we
can win the war without any more seri
ous loss of life. The enemy cannot shoot
without ammunition. They cannot move
their machinery without petroleum.

I should like to get this administration
concentrating on a way to end the war,
not escalate it, to shut off the supply
of weapons to the enemy so that they
cannot continue to fight. Then we can
sit down at the negotiating table and
say, "We want to be fair and reasonable.
Let us have a civilized peace."

I believe the administration is totally
wrong in permitting as much material
to come through Haiphong Harbor as
it does.

Mr. DODD. Then, the Senator is a
military man.

Mr. MUNDT. I am not a military man.
Mr. DODD. The Senator confuses me.

He says that he is not a military man
and therefore he does not wish to an
swer the question as to whether or not
we should blockade Haiphong.

Mr. MUNDT. I did not say blockade it.
Let me repeat.

I said the administration-I will say
it as clearly as I can-is totally wrong in
permitting as much. material to come
through Haiphong Harbor as it does,
period.

Mr. DODD. How much?
Mr. MUNDT. Any amount. There

should not be any. My proposal is that
we curtail it now in a nonmilitary way, in
a nonrisk way, in a way that does not in
any way encourage some other country
to get into the fray.

Mr. DODD. How can it be done?
Mr. MUNDT. Simply by shutting off

our supplies to Russia, so she has to start
limiting her supplies, and then getting a
chain reaction by getting the other free
countries of the world to do the same.

I believe we come into the court of
world opinion with the dirtiest hands of
any American administration' in the
history of world conflict, when we ask
others please. not to ship material to
Haiphong and then encourage our profit
eers to do exactly that by routing it
through Russia.

That is the purpose of this amend
ment-to move in the direction of cur
tailing those supplies going to Hanoi.

Mr. DODD. I do not wish to prolong
this matter.

I believe that this administration has
tried desperately to do that, and it has
not worked very well in my opinion. But
I am confused.

EXHIBIT 1
CZECHS' CONCERN OvER BLOC RISING-WRIT

ERS AND ARTISTS VorCE FEAR ABOUT PRES
SURES

(By Henry Kamm)
PRAGUE, March 26.-Concern and criticism

over pressure put on Czechoslovakia by her
Communist alllo broke into the open this
evening, accompanied by signs of official em
barrassment and apparent efforts to sup
press the news.

The sensitivity of the. new Czechoslo'vak
leaders to this issue was further .demonstrat
ed tonight by a move by Alexander Dubcek,

First Secretary of the Comm~nist party. He
took the un~sual step of giving an interview
to the official press agency to calm fears.

BLOC PARLEY AT ISSUE
The Czechoslovaks' concern over pressure

from other members of the Soviet bioc was
voiced by 134 writers and artists in a letter
to the Presidium Of the Communist party.
The letter raised questions concerning the
outcome of the bloc meeting last Saturday
in Dresden, East Germany.

In the mildest version published, which ap
peared in the out-of-town editions of some
of tomorrow's Prague newspapers, the letter,
whose text did not become available, de
clared:

"The communique of the Dresden meet
ing gave the impression that if we paid heed
to other countries it could influence our own
development."

In versions broadcast at 7 P.M. on radio
and teleVision, the signers appeared to crit
iclze more directly, indicating fear that
Czechosiovakia's delegation had not stood
firmly enough against pressure over her in
ternal liberalization.

Efforts to obtain texts of the broadcasts
from the stations and from the press agency,
C.T.K., were unsuccessful. Callers were told
that none were availabie. Later broadcasts
failed to mention the foreign policy aspect
of the letter.

The letter is to be publlshed later this week
in Llterarny Listy, weekly of the liberal
writers, it was announced on television. Its
signers included one of the principal flgures
of the new leadership, Eduard Goldstucker,
president of the Union of WrIters.

DUBCEK CONFIRMS WORRIES
In his interview, Mr. Dubcek disclosed what

most Czechoslovaks had uneasily suspected
since the Dresden conference, but had not
been told. He said that "certain worries were
expressed at the meeting, mainly to the ef
fect that antisociallst elements wo~ld take
advantage of the democratization process."

The party chief tried to calm fears by de
claring that the leaders of all the bloc coun
tries present had given accounts of the ac
tivities of their parties. The only bloc mem
ber absent was Rumania, which refuses to
take part in discussions of internal affairs
of other Communist countries.

A high member of the Czechoslovak Gov
et'nment indicated in conversa.tion that eco
nomic pressure had been put on Czecho
slovakia to restrain her internal liberaliza
tion and to hold the Soviet-bloc line in
foreign policy.

Well-informed observers said that the
nerves of Czechoslovaks wouid be tested in
the days to come. So far, according to these
observers, Prague has made no serious con
cessions to her sharpest critics, believed to
he East Germany and Poland, with consid
erable Soviet Support.

The Prague leaders were said to have scored
a success at the Dresden conference by re
sisting a plan by the Warsaw Pact, the East
E~ropean counterpart of the North Atiantic
all1ance, to hold military maneuvers in
Czechosiovakia soon. This might have put
Soviet and East German troops on Czecho
slovak soil at a critical juncture.

r.!ILITARY GAMES OPPOSED

Meanwhile, the party presidium, the high
est authority in the country, pressed ahead
with reform programs. A number prOjected
organizational changes in the state apparatus
weN r,nnounced today, a day after the pre
sidium met under Mr. Durcek.

The announcement laid stress on calling
the Government "the supreme body of state
power." This is a principle enunciated bv all
Communist countries, although in fact'the
party reigns supreme in each.

Three main spheres of governmental ac
th'ity were outlined. They were: the deveiop
ment of the rights and freedoms of citizens;

foreign policy and defense, and reform of
economic management.

A number of changes in economic and
financial bodies were proposed. The principal
transformation is to be the creation of a
coordinative Economic Council. A State
Price Bureau and Ministries of Labor and
Social Welfare and of Technology are en
Visaged.

Two major events will dominate the rest
of the week. On Thursday, the Central Com
mittee will meet to consider the new Jeader
ships program. The presidium of the Na
tional Assembly today filed Saturday as the
date for the election of a new presidqnt to
replace Antonin Novotny, ousted from the
post last Friday.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. Sl\1ATHERS. What is the pending
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. SMATHERS. Has any agreement
been entered into with respect to a time
limitation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No agree
ment has been entered into with respect
to a time limitation.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I believe the
Senator from South Dakota had yielded
to me. I have, however, allowed the inter
ruption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. DODD. He has already yielded, Mr.
President, and I was interrupted. I do
not believe that is parliamentary order.
I abided by it and let it pass. I should
like the attention of the Senators.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They
are trying to work out an agreement.

Mr. DODD. I understand that, but I
would be grateful for their attention.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, before
continuing the colloquy with the Senator
from Connecticut-I appreciate his in
terest and concern about these problems,
which we all share-I intend to place in
the RECORD some information, so that
Senators, when reading the RECORD in
the morning, will have some idea of the
kind of fateful exports from America
we have been talking about, figures from
the Department of Commerce, to show
the American people the magnitude and
the serious nature of shipments involved.

I have two pages here of some 20 I
have thus far collected. I wish to place
in the RECORD these two sample pages
and call attention to some of the items
we are now permitting American ex
porters to ship to Russia:

Cobalt metal granules.
Aluminum oxide for the production of

aluminum.
Over $3 million worth of gear-manu

facturing machines, as vital to a military
wartime economy as anything we could
possibly produce-a genuine bonanza to
the Russian Communist war machine
with its ever-present critical shortage of
modern machine tools.

There is also included in the list mi:'le
shuttle car parts and all kinds of so
phistica ted mining rna chinery becallie
they have to run their plants around the
clock 24 hours to keep up with the
manufacture of munitions and this re
quires great quantities of coal-much of
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which is mined with the help of Ameri
can equipment.

There is also included on the list
diethylene glycol which is an important
ingredient in the making of solid rocket
propellants. We are selling and sending
it to them. Do not tell me that we do not
stand 'lVith the hands of Judas with our
30 pieces of silver when we do that.
Whose boys are being killed by the
rockets? American boys are being killed
and everybody in the Senate knows it.

There is also included on the list ball
bearings. That is scarcely like a thimble
or some other item of homeware. There
is included one industrial chemical after
another. There are over 50 different
types.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
two pages of the list of strategic com
modities exported to Communist desti
nations.

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

STRATEGIC COMMODITIES EXPORTED TO EUROPEAN
DESTINATIONS

[Unless otherwise indicated, the U.S.S.R.]

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
compliment the able and distingUished
Senator from South Dakota for offering
this amendment along with the able and
distingUished Senator from Virginia. I
also would like to congratulate the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
for the magnificent address he has just
made.

I do not intend to take the time of the
Senate now to make an address on this
SUbject. I think the matter has been well
covered by the able Senator from South
Dakota. However, I do wish to associate
myself with his position and his remarks.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
letter which I just received from a pris
oner at Leavenworth, a Federal prison,
which I wish to read to the Senate:

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: I am enclosing
a label which shows the purchMe of bristles
from the U.S.S.R for the manufacture of
brushes in the brush factory of the U.S.
Penitentiary at Leavenworth, Kansas.

We are presently engaged in a war against
North Vietnam which has been supplied With
vast amounts of war materiel by the U.S.S.R.
Purchases of goods from Russia, even though
they may be non-strategic, help Russia to
help our enemies.

We know, too. that the balance of pay
ments, support of the dollar and the gold
drain are major problems today. Strong
measures are being considered to combat
these problems. Do not purchases from Rus
sia, however small, aggravate '41e above
problems and do they not help Russia in her
efforts to gain needed foreign exchange?
Cannot this bristle be purchased in the
Western World. especially Latin America?

Would you say that the Justice Depart
ment and Federal PrIson Industries are ac
tually working against the interests of the
United States by making the purchases of
bristle from Russia? )

Mr. President, I shall not give the
name of the prisoner who wrote the let
ter for fear of some reprisal that might
be taken with respect to him. However,
here is a man in prison who has the
vision to see the danger of trading with
the enemy.

I am amazed that the United States
is buying goods from the Soviet Union
which is the enemy of the United States
and the free world. It is unnecessary for
me to repeat that the Soviet Union is
the main backer of the war in Vietnam.
This wal' in Vietnam could not last un
less the Soviet Union. backed it. Eighty
five percent of the supplies, the equip
ment, the weapons, and goods going to
fight the war come from the Soviet
Union.

At the same time we are making pur
chases from the Soviet Union, we are
causing a further gold drain and allow
ing our dollars to be spent to build up
the Soviet Union, when we could make
those purchases elsewhere. This is if! line
with what the Senator from South
Dakota has been talking about.

I have seen the list of equipment we
have been sending to Communist coun
tries. The list includes precision instru
ments and materials, much of it from a
strategic standpoint. It is inconceivable
to me that our Government would take
such a position,

I am very glad that this amendment
has been offered and I shall be pleased
to support it. I certainly feel sure that

ValueDescriptionDate

Mr. MUNDT. If anybody wants more
evidence of just what this policy is going
to mean to this country if we let it go
unchecked and lose this opportunity to
curb, that evidence can be supplied. You
may be sure I shall be adding to it in
other presentations before this year is
over.

If the language of the amendment is
not quite satisfactory, the technicians
can take care of it. At any rate. let the
record of history show the evidence is in
the record of what this American war
time traffic means as to the loss of Amer
ican blood on the battlefields of South
Vietnam.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I would like to yield the
floor, as I have held it now for well over
3 hours.

Mr. DODD. I thought the Senator had
yielded to me.

I am confused by the Senator. I dis
cern what I think is a change of position.
The Senator and I serve on the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. He was a hard
liner on Vietnam and then, in the hear
ings, he seemed to change position.

Mr. MUNDT. In what way?
Mr. DODD. In this way. If we are

wrong, we should get out and run.
Mr. MUNDT. Just a moment. Find me

one place where I ever even remotely
intimated that we should accept defeat
and get out. I am simply saying we
should stop Russian arms from getting
into Vietnam; not that we should sur
render and get out.

Mr. DODD. I am afraid I misunder
stood the Senator.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator did. The
Senator misunderstands my amendment,
if he believes that.

Mr. DODD. I certainly did.
Mr. MUNDT. I am glad the matter has

been straightened out.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this admin

istration has made mistakes about the
war, and I am the first person to say so.
However, I do not believe this amend
ment will help us, and I am the first to
say so.

STRATEGIC COMMODITIES EXPORTED TO EUROPEAN
DESTINATIONS-Continued

[Unless otherNise indicated. the U.S.S.R.]

Aug. 24,1967 Convertor and acce<scry parts..__ __ $29,698
D(L __ .. _~ Chemica I aralysis eqUipment and

parts (Czechoslovakia)_ 6.900
00 Electronic equipment c.omponer.ts

(Czechoslovakia) .. _.. ... __ .. 42,814
Aug. 25.1967 Electrn"ic Cc!r,puter compor,ents

a nd paris (East Cermany) ~' 14,928
00 Magnetic computer tape (HungarYI_ 4,560

Aug_ 28,1967 Construction machinerj and parts
to be used for gold mining 1,171,000

00.._.... Eieclro,,;c computer components
and parts (E,'St Germany)________ 17,427

Aug_ 29,1967 laboratory and scientific instru-
ments for biochemical research
(Czechoslovakia) .. 49,623

00.. Synchronous molor
(Czechoslovakia) ___ _ _ 247

00._.. Petroleum drilling equlpmenl
(Rumania)_____________________ 46,905

Aug. 30,1967 Spectrometer..___________________ 180,575
00 Spectrum measuring instruments___ 21,911
00 __ ..... Gear manufacturing machines. 3,081,305

Aug. 31,1967 Percussion rock drills and parts for
mining operation (Bulgaria).. 304,919

Do.... Petroleum drilling and production
equipmimt (Poland)... 105,000

Sept. 1.1967 Varityper machine parts
(computers) .. .__ 389

3,500

8 400
21;860

1,500

34,682

2,395
510

113,700
4,800

83,774
183,649

75

30,360
269,443

53,800
182,000

14.800

1,105

330,750
463,050
220,050
170,000

57,500
244

25,920
23,378

2,223
(I)

702

55,032

75,000

150,025
186,510
171]535

52 ,50

ValueDescriptionDate

Jan. 4,1967 Phosphate and coal mining spare

Feb. 10, 1967 ~~d),s::~~::~:::~::::::::::::::: $~:~~~
Mar. 3,1967 Phosphate and coal mining machin-

ery spare parts • .• _
Apr. 10,1967 Phosphate and coal mining rna·

00 . •_~~d~~'!. ~~_~~-::::_- -__.__.:__: -_-_:
~e~,:. r.d~ --pilo:~haie-ancj-coal--mi;,iiig--ma:-

chinery spare parts •••. _
Nov. 27,1966 Continuous mining machinery parts

Apr. ,6, 1966 ~~_t~~~!:::::~:~:::~~::::::::::
June 10,1966 Mino shullle car parts. • _
Aug. 5,1966 Diethylene glycoL ..... _
Aug. 11, 1966 Shuttle car parts lor mining

installations •__••• .... 30,668
Aug. 16,1966 DiethyleneglycoL •• •• 176,250
May 9,1967 Polyvinly butyraL __ • 268,975
May 4,1967 Chemical woodpulp __ •• ._ •• 2,387,000
June 15,1967 Synthetic fiber manufacturing

machines and parts. .. 1,230,250
June 21, 1967 Ball bearing (replacement parts

for iron are mining equipmenl)._.
00... Diagonal deck concentrating tables

for tin ore concentrating .. __ •
July 14,1967 Industrialchemicals__ ••••• _
July 13,1967 .do. __ •. _. .. ..
July 24,1967 Construction machinery parts__ ._ ..
July 25,1967 Twin bore parts for polash mining

equlpmenL __ ... __ .. _.._.. _.. __
00_.. __ ._ Galvanometer driver amplifier. .. _

July 26,1967 Varityper (lor computers).. _..... _
July 28,1967 Telegraph equipmenL __ .. __ .. __ ..
July 31,1967 Instrumenttor testing physical

properties 01 materials.... _
July 27,1967 Technical data for a benzene plant..
Aug. 4,1967 Telegraph equipment parts _

Do.. .. Electronic computer components
(Czechoslovakia).. •• _

Aug. 8,1967 Chemical analysis equipment for
research in organic compoundschemicals .. _

00 Chelo1icalanalysis equipmerot
(Poland). .. .. _

Aug. 10,1967 Gas chromatograph parts __
Aug. 11,1967 Industrial chemicals .. ..

00 Computer parts .. __ .... • _
Aug. 14.1967 Coball metal granules (Poland) ..
Aug. 15,1967 Syntheticresin'- .. __
Aug. 18,1967 Semiconductors.. .. .. _

00.. Electronic compuler parts (Ru-
mania) ... . _

Aug. 21,1967 Digital electronic compuler system __
Aug. 23,1967 Vanadium pentoxide (Czechoslo'

vakia).... . . .. _
00. Prime mercury (Poland) ..
00__ .. Sodium borate concentrates (Po'

land) ...... .. __ ...
Aug. 22, 1967 Aluminum oxide tor the produclion

of aluminum_. __ .. .. 1,512,000
00••_.. __ -Digita Ielectronic computer system

parls .. _... _... __ ._ .... 239,662
Aug.16.1967 Computer parts (Czechoslovakia)___ 8,400

00_.. Computer parts (Czechoslova kia)__ • 50.390

I No value.
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INTERNATIONAL FINANCLI\L AR
RANGEMENTS AND U.S. FISCAL
POLICY
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, earlier this

month we witnessed a last minute, cliff
hanging rescue of the international
monetary machinery, The solution an
nounced, a two-level price for gold, is
a temporary, stopgap arrangement
which may give us about 6 months to
get our domestic house in order and to
make some basic changes in U.S. poli
cies. We have not solved our gold out
flow and balance-of-payments prob
lems. We have gained a little time. This
does not mean we can wait 6 months to
begin taking corrective action. We must
begin now.

We had a lot of time in 1961. We had
a lot bf time in 1964. We had a little time
in 1966. But with the fiscal and mone';
tary policies of former Secretary of the
Treasury Douglas Dillon, and his in
effectual disciple, the present Secretary
Fowler, we have failed miserably to come
to grips with our problems in the field of
international finance.

In a sense, there is no point in replow
ing the ground I and others have tried
to cultivate since 1961 and earlier. But
in another and very real sense, there is
a need, for the American people and the
Congress must understand how we got
into our current unhappy situation, with
the dollar, the currency of the strong
est, most virile and soundest economy
in the world, on the defensive. We must
understand this if we are to take the
apparently unpopular steps necessary to
restore sound, progressive economic
policies.

Mr. President, we are threatened today
with nothing less than a collapse af the
international monetary system which
has served to carry the entire free world
to heights of economic progress not
dreamed possible a few years ago. This
system, which was agreed upon at Bret
ton Woods in 1944, is based on the U.S.
dollar, with other national currencies
pegged in price to the dollar and allowed
to fluctuate only within the narrowest
of ranges. But the dollar, in turn, has
been pegged to gold, and the cornerstone

percentage of consumer goods from 13.1%
in the last Seven-Year Plan to 11.9 % in the
current Five-Year Plan, while trade with the
West has allowed them to plan an Increase
in Industrial production'of 55 %. SInce 1963
the U.S. has built 15 fertilizer plants in the
USSR, and now Soviet fertilizer is a major
item of war aid to North Viet Nam. Computers
are vital to Soviet ballistic missiles, yet the
U.S. is approving IBM licenses for up-to-date
computers to the Red bloc ... the list is
endless.

But, what about trade with the satel1lte
countries of Eastern Europe-in the hope
that exposure to our prodUCts and ideas will
draw them away from the Soviets? The ex
perlence--especially of tile last 10 years-has
been the reverse: American trade, military
and economic, has cemented shaky Com
munist leaders in power and helped the So
viet Union to fuel the world Communist
enterprise.

Young Americans for Freedom urges all
Americans to study the foreign policy issues
raised by East-West trade, assess their effects
on our generation and participate In politiCal
action that will bring about their end.

"The capitalist countries of Western
Europe and America w111 grant us credits,
Which will fill the coffers of the Communist
organizations In their countries while they
enlarge and Improve our armaments indus
try by supplying all kinds of wares, which we
shall need for future and successful attacks
against our suppliers"-V. I. LENIN.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
YAF policy statement on East-West
trade printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state
ment is ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
YAP POLICY STATEMENT: EAST-WEST TRADE

Is COMMITTING NATIONAL SUICIDE

"The capitalist countries of Western Eu
rope and America will grant us credits, Which
w111 fill the coffers of the COlJununist orga
nizations in theircoulltries while they en
large and Improve our armaments industry
by supplying all kinds of wares, which we
shall need for future and successful attacks
against our suppliers"-V. I. LENIN.

It should be self-evident that aid to the
USSR is inimical of U.S. interests; by sell
Ing wheat to the Soviet Union, we subsidize
their armies (Who "travel on their stomachs,"
after all); by selling them other goods we
have made the Soviets more powerful, net
more friendly. Communist sources re\'eal
that the SOViet economy has lowered the

tor from Texas [Mr. TOWER], together
with perhaps two dozen House Members.
I am glad to see them associated with
this fine organization.

Young Americans for Freedom-YAF
have issued a policy statement on East
West trade. I think it would be most in
formative, certainly, for all advisers of
the YAF, and for the country generally;
but to the members of the YAF partic
ularly, because after all, who has a better
right to talk about East-West trade than
the young men in college and ~ut who
are about to go off to war? They have a
special right, it seems to me, to bear
testimony as to what they want.

Perhaps we Senators have the right
to confuse ourselves by technicalities
and minor objections among ourselves,
but here, those boys will soon go off to
war. I would therefore like to bring to
the witness stand the testimony of the
future veterans of the war in Vietnam,
those who probably will be in the war
in 6, 8, or 12 months time if it lasts that
long.· They" are talldng to us now.

They have already heard from us, who
have prepared the call to arms and put
them into uniform and they will go. So,
they have a right to be heard. It is now
their turn and right to speak to us. Does
not their opinion carry some weight?

Who can better appraise the effective
ness of the weapons which will be used
against them because of the cupidity
of certain American corporations than
those who will have to duck, dodge, or
die as a result of the material tha~ will
be shipped by these corporations to the
enemy in Russia and there be trans
formed into weapons sent on to Hanoi
to kill and maim these selfsame young
Americans?

The YAF statement is headed "East
West Trade Is Committing National
Suicide." It begins with a quotation
which I have read before and I read it
now and put the rest of the statement in
the RECORD. It quotes from Lenin as
follows:
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Members of the Senate will want to sup
port an amendment of this kind, which
merely imposes a tax on a taxpayer who,
during the taxable year, has been engag
ing in trade with Communist countlies
which are supplying material to the
Communist government in North Viet
nam.

This proposal would not impose a tax
on the taxpayer if he were merely trad
ing with Communist countlies. I would
be willing to go that far. However, the
amendment calls for a tax if the tax
payer is trading with a Communist coun
try which is supplying material to the
Government of North Vietnam.

Who are we fighting in this war? We
are at war with North Vietnam and we
are at war with the country which is
tryine: to destroY the freedom of South
Vietnam, which we are trying to pre
serve.

This proposal would try to discourage
people in this country from selling to
Communist countries which trade with
North Vietnam.

Is that a request that would help to
prevent the loss of more life and the
wounding of more soldiers? It certainly
is. Up until March 16 of this year we have
had killed in Vietnam 20,096 men. We
have had wounded 121,000 men. Since
March 16 other men have been killed
and wounded. The South Vietnamese
have had 56,888 men killed and our allies
have had 1,947 men killed.

If to stop the sending of these goods
to a Communist country, which in turn
supplies the material to North Vietnam,
which enables some person here to make
a profit, would save one life or save one
person from being injured, I would say
that to cut that off would be worthwhile.

I compliment the Senator from South
Dakota for the excellent presentation
he has made.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from South Carolina for
his contribution. The Senator from
South Carolina is one Member of Con
gress who can make claim to being a
military expert. He might be able to give
some background experience on fighting
tactics in the war which most of us are
unable to do because he is a distin
guished general in his own right.

Mr. President, I shall now ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the
RECORD a policy statement issued by
Young ..Americans for Freedom. Young
Americans for Freedom is the largest
collegiate student national organization
in the country. It is comprised of the cur
rent generation of students in most of
our leading colleges and universities. It
has launched what they call the "Na
tional Campaign Against East-West

. Trade," with headquarters at 1221 Mas
sachusetts Avenue, NW., Washington,
D.C. They have issued a most interesting
pamphlet which I am sure anyone can
get by writing to them. It contains pic
tures and a lot of factual information.

By the way, I see that a great many
Members of Congress are advisory board
members. I am especially happy to see
that my good friend from Florida [Mr.
HOLLAND] is a member of the advisory
board, as is the senator from South
Carolina [Mr. 'IiroRMOND] and the sena-


