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machines than the trans-Alaska pipelIne,
where the company has more than 1,000 pipe
lavers and other machines in service.

'But foresighted as Caterplllar may have
been about the earthmoving boom, the com
pany isn't error proof. Several years ago, for
instance, it brought out a loading machine
that proved defective; it had to spend several
mlllion dollars correcting the flaws.

Some critics of the company assel·t that in
recent years caterpillar has been more of a
copier than an innovator. They say Caterpil
lar lets eager competitors come out with new
models and spend a great deal of money be
fore the bugs are worked out; then, they say,
if Caterplllar 1s satisfied that the 'market
justifies the elfort, it introduces its own
models, profiting on the competitors' mis
takes and wielding its marketing muscle to
quickiy carve out a big share of the market.
Caterplllar replies that it thoroughly checks
out new models to assure quality whereas
some compe·titors rush new models into pro
duction.

NO RUSH ON DIESELS

Caterplllar certainly hasn't rushed into the
diesel-engine field. The company pioneered
the use of diesei engines f9r construction
machinery 35 years ago; since then, it has
supplied its own needs and has sold engines
to other machinery makers. and for marine
and industrial uses. But it was only 10 years
ngo that it began selling engines to truck
makers, scoring a breakthrough in 1969 when
Ford Motor Co. gave caterpillar a big part of
its business. Caterpillar now has about 10%
of the U.S. truck-engine market.

As engine sales climbed, Caterplllar made
two major moves. Anticipating a critical
shortage of castings for engines and ma
chines, the company bullt one of the world's
largest and most modern foundries n t Maple
ton, Ill., near Peoria. And at Mossvllle, also
near Peoria, it built a giant diesei-engine
plant that went into service a year ago. Now
the company 15 bUilding another diesel-en
gine plant at Mossville and another foundry
at Mapleton almost as big as the existing
one, at a total cost estimated by Industry
sources at more than $400 million.

Mr. Small of Donaldson Lufkin, citing a
general shortage of foundry capacity, says
the new foundry wlll put Caterpillar in a su
perior position to supply enRines at favorable
profit margins. "We think Cat's share of the
U.S. t1'\lck-engine market could more than
double by 1980 to something in excess of
20% ," he says. That would be an unwelcome
development for CaterplUar's three biggest
engine competitors: Cummins Engine Co.,
the Detroit Diesel division of Gen<;ra! Motors
Corp. and Mack Trucks Inc., a unit of Signal
Cos.

The new truck-engine plant has led to
speCUlation that Caterpillar, which makes
large olf-highway trucks for use mainly in
mining, plans eventually to eilter the market
for heavy-duty over-the-road truclcp. W. L.
Naumann, Catel'pillar's 64-yeal'-old chairman
and chief executive, SlWS Catel'ol'l"l' has
thoul'(ht about makinff Sllch a movc but has
no present plans to do so.

LOCAL TALENT

Mr. Naumann exemplifies a surprising
characteristic of Caterpillar: Despitc the
firm's success as a large multinaFional com
pany, its ma.nagement is largely home
grown. Of the company's 19 administrative
officers, all but one have SpelYO most of their
careers with Caterpillar. Most were orill'inally
from Illinois or Missouri, inclUding the top
five officers: Mr. Naumaml, Mr. Morgan, the
president, and ·the three executive vice presi
dents, Virgil V. Grant, Robert E. Gilmore and
Edward J. 8chlegal. The last two are natives
of Peoria.

Caterpillar executives, though, can hardly
be considered insular In their outlook. About
half of them have had tours of duty abroad.

. :1\11'. Morgan, who came up through the sales

ranks, spent as much as a third of his career
abroad before he became president. "In 10
years' time I was in 65 countries," he says.

Five of Ca.terpillar's officers started as fac
tory apprentices, and three of the five in
Cluding Mr. Naumann, didn't finish college.
Roger T. Kelley, personnel vice president,
notes that Caterpillar has always stressed
on-the-job training.

Visitors are impressed by the way Cater
pillar executives seem to work hard and en
joy it. Also, the company doesn't go in for
many frills; executives have the use of com
pany airplanes, but none of them have
chaulfenr-driven cars.

Mr., Naumann thinks there is some con
nection betwen highly productive employes
and the fact that the company's main op
erations are in the Farm Belt.

"Many of the people who work for us
come from farms," he says, "and I can·t
help but think that a lot of them never
forgot how to work."

Much of the credit for the reputation of
Caterpillar's products must go to its am
bitious research-and-development program.
The company consistently spends 3% to 4%
of its sales dollar for new and improved
products, compared with 1 % to 2% for most
competitors. More than 4,000 engineers and
scientists toll in a large research complex
here and at prOVing grounds in lI11nois and
Arizona.

Caterpillar spent $169 mllllon for research
and development last year, and about $1 bil
lion in the past 10 years. The reSUlts have
been steady, With at least three or four
models or prodllcts coming out annually.

IMPORTANCE OF DEALERS

Probably of equal Importance to Caterpil
lar is its dealer organization; indeed, some
observers say the dealers have made the
company. Competitors privately concede that
their own dealer networks can't approach
Caterpillar's in size or service. The company
has 122 dealers in the U.S. and 148 abroad,
operating out of 900 places of business. The
average dealership's net worth is around $8
million, and some deaJ,~rs have sales of more
than $100 mlllion a year.

One such deaiership is the John Fabick
T1'8.ctor Co. of Fenton, Mo., near St. Louis.
Fabick has more than 400 employes operat
ing out of Fenton and four branches in Mis
souri and Illinois. Besides large faclllties for
repairing machines, the dealer also main
tainsa fleet of 100 trucks, on 24-hour call, to
minister to' alllng eqUipment. Each truck,
specially equipped, costs about $50,000.
Chairman John Fabick explains:

"Service Is the key to this business; to sell,
you have to service. Downtime is the worst
enemy of a contractor.·When something goes
wrong with his .equipment, you can't provide
service fast enough for him."

Fabick also has an airplane based at a
nearby airport to speed deliveries of parts.

Because most Caterpillar dealers are larger
and better capitalized than competitors,
they're able to olIer customers a better supply
of parts and a wider selection of eqUipment.
Caterpillar dealers also are responsible for all
equlplllent operating in their territory
whether or not it was purchased from them,
all arrangement that few competitors have
with their dealers.

John C. Deagon, equipment vice president
for l\!orrison-Knudsen Co., the big construc
tion concern based in Boise, Idaho, praises
the performance of Caterplllar dealers. "only
with Cat do we seem to get consistently goml
service around the world," he says.

MANY CQl\-IPETITORS

Caterpillar has many competitors, with
some smaller companies selling only one or
two lines of equipment. The major competi
tors are well-known and strong in some lines.
The big ones include International Harvester
Co., Deere & Co., Clark Equipment Co., Terex
division" of General :Motors, J. I. Case divl-

sion of Tenneco Inc., Fiat-Allis (a joint ven
ture of Allis-Chalmers Corp. and Fiat S.p.A.
of Italy) and Komatsu Ltd. of Tokyo.

One indication of What the competitors are
up against: Caterplllar annually turns out
nearly $1 billion worth of machines abroad,
which is more than the total constructlon
machinery sales of any of its competitors.
Caterplllar officials have convincingly demon
strated to unions and other critics of multi
national <00ncer115 that overseas plants· can
stimulate exports and create new jobs in· the
U.S. By manufacturing some prOducts in a
foreign country, Caterplllar figures, it in
creases demand for other products shipped
from U.S. plants. .

An example is BraZil, where caterp1llar
began making equipment in 1954. That year
the company exported $10 mlllion of ma
chines and parts to Brazil. Today, even as
expansion of capacity is continuing there,
Caterpillar's exports to Brazil are about $100
million a year.

REVIEWING THE RULE XXII
CHANGE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it has
been 1 year since the Senate voted to
change rule XXII of the Standing. Rules
of the Senate. Late on the night of
March 7, 1975, after a 7-week fight which
included 37 record votes, this body
adopted Senate Resolution 4.

Senate Resolution 4, as passed, pro
vided that debate in the Senate could be
limited by the vote of three-fifths of the
membership of the Senate. That is to say,
it now takes 60 votes to invoke cloture.
Prior to the passage of Senate Resolution
4, it had taken a vote of two-thirds of
those Members present and voting to
limit debate.

As one of the chief sponsors of Senate
Resolution 4, I was confident that this
change in the Senate rules would be ben
eficial. There were, however, some who
did not join in my optimism.· The New
York Times, in an editorial dated March'
7, 1975, called the modification of the
rules "a toothless compromise" and the
passage of Senate Resolution 4 a "hollow
victory."

Fully realizing that, to quote Anthony
Lewis, "[tlhe very mention of rule 22 is
enough to make most people's eyes glaze
over," I believe that the time has cOme to
consider what the change in rule XXII
has meant to this body and to the coun
try. We have now had 1 year's experience
under the new rule XxII..Has anything
changed? Have there been quantifiable
results? Were the fears of theopponents
of change realized? . . .

It is important to note at the outset
that the members of lJ. great deliberative
body, such as the U.S. Senate,have two
vitally important right.s-the right to de
bate and the right to decide.We must de
bate, for full discussion is the hallmark
of rational consideration. Likewise, we
must vote, for deliberation is an empty
gesture without decision.

Unfortunately, rule XXII, before its
amendment by Senate Resolution 4, pro
tected the right to debate at the expense
of the right to decide. Prior to the in
trocl:lction of Senate Resolution 4 during
the 94th Congress. there had been 100
record cloture votes since the adoption
of rule XXII· in 1917, .Only . 20 had re
sulted in the successful invocation of
cloture.
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The record cloture votes told a story
of defeat and delay. But, cloture votes
hardly told the whole story: Dozens of
filibusters took place during the 58-year
period. that did not culminate in record
cloture votes: Their toll was high in
termS of the defeat, tha delay, and the
compromising of important legislation.
Bare statistics did not reveal the bills
that were lost in the jam created by fili
busters. Bai'estatistics did not reveal the
power of. the' threat of the filibuster.
Bare statistics did not reveal the valu
e.ble time and money lost to filibusters.

During the first session of the 94th
Congress, since the passage of senate
Resolution 4, there have been 19 cloture
Yotes. Of these, 10 have been successful.
Wh-en one removes from these figw'es the
cloture votes on the' New Hampshire
Senate seat dispute, the figures are even
more striking. There have been 14 clo
ture votes of which 10 have been success
ful.

In absolute terms, the use of cloture
has increased dramatically during the
94th Congress. Only 100 cloture votes
were taken during the 58 years preced
ing the 94th Congress. After the passage
of Senate Resolution 4, 19 cloture votes
occurred in 1year.

This yellr, under the new l'Ule XXII,
there have been more cloture votes than
during any previous first session of a
Congress. Historically more cloture votes
are taken in the final session of a Con
gress than during the first session. Of
the 100 cloture votes taken prior to the
94th Congress, only 30 were taken during
the first session of a Congress. If this
pattern holds, the number of cloture
votes taken during the second session of
the,94th Congress will exceed those taken
during the first session.

In terms of successful invocation of
cloture, the record under the new rule
XXII is even more dramatic. During the
58 years prior to the modificaUon of rUle
XXII, cloture was invoked in 20 percent
of the votes. Since the passage of Senate
Resolution 4, cloture has been invoked
better than 50 percent of the time.

When one removes the New Hamp
shire dispute, the success is greater than
70 percent. When one removes duplicate
Yotes on the same measure, the success
is greater than 80 percent.

What has this meant to the country
in terms of actual legislative accomplish
ment? Probably the most dramatic result
is capsulized by AI Eisele writing in the
st. PaUl Pioneer Press:

The first test of the new rule came on
May 13. (1975) when the senate ended a
four-year debate over a controversial bl1l to
establish an independent consumer protec
tion agency by illyoking cloture and then
passing tIle b1ll.

'rhe Senate has also invoked cloture
on a tax reduction measure a bill to
provide needed staff to individual Sen
ators, an extension of the Voting Rights
Act, the Common Situs Picketing Bill,
the Rail Services Act, aid for New York
City, and other measures.

The change in rUle XXII has meant
another important improvement in Sen
ate efficiency.. An enormous amount of
time has been saved. Cloture is now

frequently invoked on the. first-rather
than the fourth-vote.
. When one looks at the .statistics on
filibustered bills prior to the 94th Con
gress, one finds filibusters lasting for
weeks.. 'J;'he post-Senate Resolution 4
statistics are striking. Most filibusters
last only 3 or· 4 days. The comparison
with respect to the voting rights is il
lustratiVe of the saving of time. When
the bill first came to the Senate in 1965,
the filibuster against its enactment
lasted for 25 legislative days. When the
bill came to the Senate for renewal in
1975, the fllibustel' against its extension
lasted but 3 days.

As with the pre-1975 use of cloture,
the statistics on the use of the new
cloture procedure do not tell the entire
story. I would contend, Mr. President,
that the entire atmosphere surrounding
cloture has changed.

The burden on those seeking to in
voke cloture is not only quantitatively
different; it is also qualitatively differ
ent. Instead of having to persuade a
colleague to vote for cloture without
knowing whether his vote will be the
59th vote, with anywhere from 51 to 67
votes needed a proponent of cloture
will be able to assure a colleague that
his vote will satisfy a concrete-60
vote-burden.

Participation in cloture votes has in
creased dramaticallY. Since the passage
of Senate Resolution 4, there have never
been fewer than 88 Senators present
for a cloture vote. The Washington Post,
in an editorial dated March 5, 1975,
anticipated this factor when it wrote:

[A)ll senators would know how many
Yotes were needed and how their actions, in
cluding their absences, could affect the re;
suit. Moreover, there Ls merit to the argu
ment that Imposing cloture is serious busi
ness, and senators who want to l1mlt debate
should be willing to interrupt their travels
and come back to cast their votes, In this
way, the new compromise could be II means
of disciplining the majority, as well as strik
ing a better balance between the right of a
minority to deba.te and the abllity of the
majority to decide.

The threat of a filibuster has lost its
muscle. In addition, cloture may now
be effectively used to prevent time-con
suming, nongermane amendments to bills
under the provisions of rule XXII.

In short, Mr. President, the entire at
mosphere surrounding has changed.
While only once has the cloture vote
fallen within the zone between two-thirds
of those present and voting and three
fifths of the membership, there have
been many cloture votes with more than
80 "aye" votes. Senators know that the
60-vote burden is easy to overcome. As
a result, they tend to more readily vote
for cloture. The filibuster has lost its
power.

Finally, Mr. President, the change in
rule XXII has surely helped the image
of the Senate. The Minneapolis Star,
commenting on the old rule XXII in an
editorial on March 3, 1975, said:

Even mOl'e serious than the strangling of
any PM.'ticular legislation or the waste ot
time, energy and money, has been the blow
to the Senate's prestige.

Under the modified rule XXII, the
Senate' actsefilciently and effectively. I
believe the American people notice the
change.

Mr. President, I would be remiss if I
did not address those fears so often, so
ardently, raised by the opponents of
Senate Resolution 4 and by the critics of
the compromise version of Senate Reso
lution 4 which this body eventually
adopted.

During the lengthy debate on Senate
Resolution 4, many expressed the feal'
that meaningful debate in the Senate
would be destroyed. William Safire, writ
ing in the New York Times, feared that
the new cloture rule woUld "crush dis
sent."

It must be remembered that attempts
to limit debate do not generally occur
until many hours of debate have taken
place. In addition, even if cloture is in
voked, 100 hours of debate are still al
lowed. Surely, 100' hours of debate-fol
lowing what are commonly lengthy gesta
tion periods foi' legislation are careful
committee consideration-when com
bined with pre-cloture debate, adequately
provides for careful consideration and
extended discussion.

As a practical matter, the new rUle
XXII has permitted dissent and debate.
During the consideration of two meas
ures this session, early cloture votes have
failed. Some Senators have expressed the
desire to hear more debate and to en
gage in longer consideration. These bills
were later the subject of successful clo
ture votes, aftel' dissent had been fully
expressed.

The critics of the version of Senate
Resolution 4 which finally passed the
Senate expressed the fear that the pro
ponents of cloture were better off with
the variable two-thirds lule. The 60,.
vote requirement is lower than that re
quired by the former two-thirds rule so
long as 89 or more Senators vote. If, how
ever, from 51 to 88 Senators vote on a
cloture petition under the old rule, only
34 to 59 votes were needed to cut off de
bate. Under the new rule, 60 Yotes are
always required, no matter how many
votes were actually cast.

Since the passage of Senate Resolution
4, only once have there been fewer than
89 Senators present for a cloture vote.
Thus, with one exception, the 60-vote
burden has always been less or equal to
the former requirement of two-thirds of
those present and voting. There were
sufilcient affirmative votes for clotw-e to
satisfy the 60~vote burden on the one
vote with fewer than 89 Senators pres
ent. As I have preViously discussed, the
new rUle XXII has encouraged greater
participation in cloture votes. It appears
unlikelY that the fears of the critics will
be realized.

Mr. President, we cannot fully and
definitely evaluate the effects of new rule
XXII on the basis of a single year. What
Frank Wright, writing in the Minneapolis
Tribune on March 9, 1975, said about this
issue is equally true today: "The jury is
still out."

However, on the basis of what we have
seen during the first session of the 94th
Congress, Senate Resolution 4 has had,
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and will continue to have, a profound,
positive impact on the Senate and on the
country. The greatest deliberative body
is still the greatest deliberative body.
Now, it is a body that can and will act
to meet the needs of this Nation.

writing in The Federalist in 1787,
Alexander Hamilton said:

In those emergencies ot a nation, In which
the goodness or badness, the weakness or
strength ot Its government, Is or the greatest
Importance, there Is commonly a necessity
:tor action. The public business must, In some
way or other, go torward.

Senate Resolution 4 has insured that
the public business will go forward in
the U.8. Senate.

THE GENOCIDE TREATY
Mr, GARN. Mr. President, within a few

days. the Senate will apparently be con
sidering the so-called Genocide Treaty. I
have considered this question at some
length, and feel that it would be appro
priate to explain to the Senate my rea
sons for opposing this treaty.

First. Mr. President, there does not
seem to be any clear agreement on what
the treaty means,· The International
Court of Justice has decided that each
nation is free to decide for itself what the
treaty means, and that no country's deci
sion is binding on any other nation.

Second, the matter of signatory
status is somewhat in doubt. Under the
same court decision, if another nation
adopts definitions under the treaty, and
we do not like their definitions, we can
consider them nonsignatory, even though
they have in fact, signed the treaty. And,
of course:if other nations do not like our
definitions, they are free to reject us as
signatories as well.

Third, although it is true. since we can
make up any definitions we want that
there is very little chance of an American
citizen being extradited for trial for gen
ocide. Still, there seems to be no real
reason to run any risk at all. We have
adequate laws in this country to punish
anything that might reasonably be con
strued as genocide. and there does not
seem to me to be any reason to call out
siders into the process,

Fourth, while there is not much
danger to Americans within this coun
try, the passage o.f the treaty might sub
ject Americans abroad to danger.. A
country which does not happen to hke
tile United States is free to adopt defi
nitions under the treaty .which would
make any common traveler guilty of gen
ocide a·nd thus subject to trial abroad.

Fifth, the uncertainty of the implica
tions of the treaty .during wartime. In
the U.S, view,the treaty does not apply in
times of war, but that is only our under
standing. It is not binding on any other
nation. Foreign countries would bo free
to execute American prisoners at will, for
the crime of genocide.

Sixth'the worstelfect of the treaty is
the propaganda value !twill· have for
other nations against the U.S. Under the
treaty alleged crimes can be brought be
fore the United Nations for "investiga
tion." In my view, we have nothing to
fear from the U.N.• at least as long as we

are paying the bills, but the embarrass
ment could be considerable, and it is so
unnecessary.

In short, Mr. President. the question
occurs: What is the value of this thing?
What do we gain by it? Do wo demon
strate to the world that we are opposed
to genocide? I would much rather make
the demonstration by deeds than words. I
note that the Soviet Union has signed
this treaty, and I have seen little evidence
that its signature has had any impact on
the treatment of the captive nations
within the Soviet Union.

What it all amounts to, then, is that
we are going to adopt this treaty as a
sort of symbolic gesture, inspired by the
treatment of the Jews by Hitler during
the Second World War. In my view, Mr.
President, symbolism of this type is a
poor way to remember such a tragedy.
We would be better advised to apply
within the United States the laws we
presently have on the books, and leave
the symbolism to tllose who do not have
the substance.

Mr. President, in 1974 the Senate con
sidered this treaty and failed to invoke
cloture on the issue. In August of that
year. Mr. Norman Douglas wrotoan ar
ticle for the New Guard discussing some
of the problems with the treaty. I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Douglas'
article be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection. the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD.
as follows:

THE GENOCIDE TREATY: THREAT TO U.S.
SOVEREIGNTY

(By Norman Douglas)
On February 5, 1974, aftcr only a little more

than one week ot rather lackluster consider
ation, the United States Senate retused by a
vote of 55-36 (two-thirds being necessary) to
Invoke cloture on debate ot the so-called
Genocide Treaty. The next day cloture tailed
again by a larger 55-38 vote and the Senate
moved on to other business.
. Aside trom this brlet two week run, the In

ternational Convention on the Prevention
and Punishment ot the Crime ot Genoclde,ll8
It Is officially entitled, has not appeared on
the Semite floor since being Initially pro
posed by President Truman for ratlf1catlon
on June 16, 1949. Until just this past year
elf;her the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee would not act tavorably toward the treaty
or the supporters ot the treaty realized that
they did not have sufficient votes to gain
ratification and therefore did .not want the
matter brought up. oonsequently, the ap
pearance ot the treaty In the Senate for
serious consideration this year Indicated that
either the Senate llberals, who bave gener
ally supported the treaty. telt that the com
position ot the Senate now made approval
possible or the various lobbying organiza
tions promoting ratification finally forced
the Issue to a vote.

Whichever might be the case, the vote on
cloture indirectly revealed that a substantial
majority ot tbe Senators ostensibly :tavor
ratification of the treaty, but probably not
the two-thirds which the Constitution re
quires. Nonetheless, the treaty remains at the
top of the Executive Oalendar and could be
brought up again at the discretion of Senate
leadership. during a legislative lull. With
many Republicans who oppose the treaty
out calnpalgnlng tor re-election this summer
the measure, It reVived. could sUp through
In their absence. Even It it does not reappear
this session, the prospective cbange at several
Senate seats this November means the treaty

almost undoubtedly w1ll be voted on in the
new Oongress..

The treaty thus remains on the threshold
of turther consideration and possible adop
tion. yet there has been a nearly complete
dearth ot serious discussion ot the measure
throughout the country. In any GallUp poll
on the treaty attitudes at the general public
toward ratification ot the treaty almost In
variably would go trom: "Hub?" to at best
a "I haven't the faintest notion." The fas
cination with the treaty has largely been
confined to the descendents o:t Wilsonian
Ideallsm In International relations. Thus
aside from the halls of tbe Untted NatioIl.!l,
the United States Senate probably reglstere
the highest intensity ot enthusiasm for the
proposal.

The treaty reflects the general trend ill
American foreign pollcy In which finely
honed rhetoric replaces sUbs~ant1ve treaty
commitments and m1l1tary strength. Aside
trom the creation ot illusions, rhetoric does
not have to be harmtul, but When the rhet
oric becomes an organtc part of American la.w
through the treaty procesa it deserves espe
cial attention. Theretore, turther discussion
of the treaty requires an examination ot sev
eral of the provisions.

Appropriately, the first problem which
arises In considering the treaty concerns the
title Itsel! and the meaning ot the term
"genocide." The word "genoCide" was coined
In 1933 when a Polish lawyer. Raphael Lem
kin, proposed to the International Contei'
ence on the Unlfica.tlon at Criminal Law in
1933 that they "declare the destruction ot
racial. rellglous. or social collectivities" a
crime under the law at nations. Even today
tile usual dictionary definition of the term
appears as "the deliberate and systematic'
destruction at a racial, political. or cultural
group."

This definition initially received support
from the United Nations General Assembly
In their resolution on genocide adopted on
December 11. 19~6. Reflecting on the recent
German experience the United States dele
gate to the Ad Hoc Drafting Committee of
tile U.N. sought to Include the· words "with
the complicity at government" In the defini
tion. However, the SOViet Union balked at
both the Inclusion o:t "political" groupS in
the definition or reterences to governmental
collusion In the actions taken. The ·obJec
tlons ot the Soviets were sustained in the
final drattlng of the treaty. Thus the old arid
authentic definition of genocide conveniently
went down memory bole and the word has
been recycled through the Communist lexi
con. In 1951, Senator Richard Nixon pointed
ollt this disparity as he wrote:

"The major objection to the treaty Is that
It;; provision would not apply to the persecu
tion of political minorities of the Soviet
Union," .

Neither the treaty nor the· actions at the
Soviets have been altered over"the years and
the right to kill "political" opponents re
mains outside the definition ot the term
"genocide" as used In this treaty. Even the
proponents of the treaty grant that the pres
ent persecution of Jews and other dissidents
III the U.S.S.R. Is not covered by the treaty.
They go on to say that we therefore do not
have to worry about upsetting detente
through ratification!

It the treaty does not outlaw the kind ot
persecution which the communists have en
gaged In tor twenty yea.rs then one may quite
properly ask just what Is prohibited .and In
what manner. Article II of the Convention
defines Acts Constituting Genocide as
tollows: . .

"In the present COllventlon, .. genocide
means any at the tollowlng acts co~mltted

with Intent to destroy, in Whole or in part.
a national, ethnical, racial or reUgious group,
as such:

"(a) Killing members ot the group;
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