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Hollingsworth, a Texan and graduate of
Texas A. & M. University, will soon retire,
ending a career that has spanned a life
time of military service and been marked
by a number of demanding challenges.

As John Saar notes in his excellent ac
count, General Hollingsworth is, at 57,
a legend within the U.S. Army. He is a
soldier's soldier who first demonstrated
his capabilities in defending the Sieg
fried Line in 1944. His leadership then
was as it remains today-complete, deep
ly respected, and capable of instilling
confidence in all whom it touches.

General Hollingsworth's last assign
ment was perhaps his most difficult.
Given command of the strategically vital
1 Corps in South Korea 2 Y2 years ago,
General Hollingsworth has molded its
185,000 men into a trUly crack outfit,
bolstering morale, and giving every con
fidence that it can adequately defend
Seoul from attack. The importance and
difficulty of that assignment cannot be
overestimated, coming as it did during a
time in which South Koreans witnessed
massive changes in the balance of forces
elsewhere in Asia.

General Hollingsworth has served his
Nation well. It has made great demands
of him, and he has risen to each chal
lenge. I salute this distinguished Aggie,
welcome him home to Texas, and wish
him well in his future endeavors.

I call to the attention of my colleagues
the Washington Post story and the out
standing service of this great general.

GIFTS AND FAVORS
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a

great furor has been raised over generals
and admirals and a few of our colleagues
visiting duck and goose hunting estab
lishments on the eastern shore in Mary
land. Last evening I ran across an inter
esting item that seems to point out that
Members of Congress have other favors
from the labor unions than just outright
money. What I discovered was that on
the 3d of March of last year the Railway
Clerks Political League paid $1,485.16 to
Congressional Liquors for "Christmas
gifts to Senators and Congressmen."
How many sets of standards do we main
tain? One for admirals and generals and
then an entirely separate one for our
selves. Think about it.

THE LINK BETWEEN DEFICITS AND
INFLATION

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, we have all
been hearing a great deal about the
harmful effects of Federal deficits on the
national economy. In discussing these
deficits, we must keep in mind the state
of the economy at the time of the deficit.

Both liberal and conservative econo
mists agree that, in times o.f recession, a
deficit is necessary to stimulate the econ
omy and to bring about a recovery. They
also agree that in times of boom a sur
plus should be run to keep the economy
from overheating and developing an in
flation. In other words, the budget
shown be in deficit during recessions, and
in surplus during inflation. It is this lat
ter half of the policy that the Federal
Government has consistently violated.

There is simply no excuse for running
a deficit during periods of economic
prosperity.

What is the problem of running a
deficit during a business expansion? The
problem is simply that deficits must be
financed. The Government must bor
row to cover the excess of expenditures
over receipts. When the Government is
sues bonds to acquire funds, one of two
things can happen. First, the Federal Re
serve Board, which is in charge of the
creation of money and credit in the coun
try, may choose to purchase some of these
bonds, or may decide to let the public do
all the buying. If the public is to do all
the buying, then a portion of the pub
lic's savings will go into the purchase of
Federal bonds. This means that those
savings are not available for the pur
chase of private bonds, or for the bank
ing system to use to lend to private bor
rowers.

Thus, investment is reduced, and the
economy's growth rate slows. It is only
through the use of savings for new mines,
farms, factories, roads, and so forth, that
the economy can grow, and produce more
and better paying jobs for an expanding
population. Thus, permanent deficits are
a tremendous drag on the economy and
severely retard the growth of our stand
ard of living. Although some Federal
spending is for investment, such as for
highways and dams, the bulk of it goes
for consumption, or is transferred to peo
ple who have a high propensity to con
sume, and a low propensity to save. Thus,
the larger the Federal budget, the lower
is the percent of our national income that
is invested for growth.

Alternatively, the Federal Reserve can
seek to increase the amount of credit in
the system, by purchasing some of the
Government bonds. This, too, has its
draWbacks. In the previous case, private
saving is diverted away from private in
vestment and into the Federal Treasury.
Under this latter system, extra money is
created, and private consumption and in
vestment are not automatically reduced.
There is no obvious transfer of private
spending to the Treasury. What happens
instead is that total spending in the
economy is increased, while the total
supply of goods and services has not been
changed. This means that more money is
chasing the same quantity of output, and
this necessitates a price rise. This is the
root of an inflation. By eroding the pur
chasing power of private spending, either
for consumption or investment, the Gov
ernment is able to appropriate some of
the goods and services that are being
produced.

Thus, we see that there is an unpleas
ant choice to be had when Government
deficits are not made up by Government
surpluses in good years. We are faced
with the choice of either a drop in in
vestment and growth, when the Federal
Reserve does not finance a Federal def
icit' or an increase in inflation, when
it does finance the deficit by creating
money through the purchase of Govern
ment bonds.

I believe that the only responsible fis
cal policy for the Government to follow
is one of deficits during recession, offset
by surpluses during booms. In fact, some

European nations habituallY run sur
pluses, which they use to increase the
rate of investment in their societies. This
has made for a much higher growth rate
in these countries than we have experi
enced in the United States. The higher
growth rates have produced a rapid in
crease in standards of living, to the point
where at least two European countries,
Sweden and Switzerland, now have high
er per capita incomes than the United
States.

The saddest thing about our current
situation is that the answers to these
problems are available to us, if only we
are not too proud to look around us and
learn from the experience of others. I
hope that Congress can develop some
flexibility in the economic programs it is
willing to adopt, and will avoid the pit
falls of deficit spending during the eco
nomic expansion which is now under
way.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT OF
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, tomor

row the Senate Committee on Govern
ment Operations begins its markup of
legislation to establish a standing com
mittee on the intelligence activities of
the U.S. Government. The issues posed
by such legislation are difficult, but they
cannot be avoided if the Congress is to
fulfill its responsibilities to protect the
rights of our citizens and at the same
time maintain for the Government a ca
pability to meet our needs for accurate
and meaningful intelligence.

I have joined my colleagues on the
Select Committee To Study Govern
mental Operations With Respect to In
telligence Activities in sponsoring S.
2893, a bill to establish a standing Sen
ate Committee on Intelligence Activities.
I believe that this bill represents the best
possible solution to the problems posed
by intelligence oversight. I have written
to Senator RIBICOFF, chairman of the
Committee on Government Operations,
stating my views with respect to some of
the objections which have been raised
to various provisions of that bill, and I
ask unanimous consent that my letter
and accompanying statement be printed
in the RECORD.

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

SELECT COMMITTEE To STUDY Gov-.
ERNMENTAL OPERATIONS WITH
RESPECT TO INTELLIGENCE Ac
TIVITIES,

Washington, D.O., February 17, 1976.
Hon. ABRAHAM A. RmICOFF,
Ohairman, Senate Government Operations

Oommittee, Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing, Washington, D.O.

DEAR ABE: I want to congratulate you on
the very tlnehearlngs which you have con
ducted during these past few weeks on con
gressional oversight of the intelligence com
munity. The necessity for immediate legis
lation in this area is reflected in the Sen
ate's Instructions to you to report a bill by
March 1.

Your task is at once urgent and difficult.
We struggled With the complex problems and
issues raised by congressional oversight of
the intelligence community for many months
in the select Committee, and I recognize that
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they are not easily resolved. However, I do
firmly bel1eve that the basic features of S.
2893, which was sponsored by the majority
of the members of the Select Committee, are
sound. A more effective accommodation of
the competing values Which must be reflected
in such legislation may be impossible to
achieve. .

My major area of responsibility on the
Select Committee, as chairman of its Sub
committee on Domestic Intelligence, has in
volved those intell1gence activities of the
Federal Government which have an impact
upon the constitutional rights of American
citizens. I have been particularly concerned
With the activities of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. In that regard, and because
of my general concern about the matter of
effective congressional oversight, I would ap
preciate your including in your Commlttee
record the observations set forth in the at
tached statement with respect to some of
the concerns Which have been expressed
during your Committee's hearings.

Sincerely,
WALTER F. MONDALE.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE
BEFORE THE SENATE GOVERNMENT OPERA
TIONS COMMITrEE, FEBRUARY 17, 1976
The Attorney General, Secretary Kissinger,

Directors Kelley and Colby, and other ad
ministration witnesses have raised concerns
among the membership of your Committee
about S. 2893. Before responding in detail
to the arguments raised by these adminis
tration witnesses, I would like to remind the
Committee of some of the abuses we have un
covered. These abuses demand more inten
sive oversight of the intelligence community
by the Congress if our democracy is to sur
vive.

As chairman' of the Subcommittee on Do
mestic Intelligence of the Select Committee,
I have spent the past few months immersed
in the evidence of gross abuse of the rights
of American citizens by the FBI and other
domestic intelligence agencies. The Bureau's
"neutralization" of Dr. Martin Luther King
is a case in point. Between 1963 and his
death in 1968, the FBI placed Dr. King under
intensive physical and electronic surveil
lance, including in sixteen instances instal
ling bugs in Dr. King's hotel rooms. The FBI
decided to use the information it had ob
tained through this electronic survelllance
to "dethrone" King, and to CUltivate and pro
mote a new leader of the ciVil rights move
ment. It used the information to attempt to
block Dr. King's being awarded honorary col
lege degrees. The Bureau attempted to block
Dr. King's audience with the Pope and to
discredit him With other churches and the
clergy. It mailed a hotel "bug" tape to
King and an enclosed blackmail letter.

Throughout this period the FBI obtained
absolutely no evidence that Dr. King was in
volved in any cr1m1nal or violent activity.
There was no evidence that Dr. King was
connected with the Communist Party in any
way.

Yet the FBI activities directed at Dr. King
were not unique. Our public hearings in the
fall documented similar activities against
thousands of other domestic dissidents
through the FBI COINTELPRO program.
We heard evidence of survelllance of thou
sands of law abiding citizens by the FBI. The
public record discloses the details of the
NiXon admInistration's Huston plan to co
ordinate intelligence activities in a concerted
attempt to deprive American citizens of their
constitutional rights. We have also docu
mented the CIA's Operation CHAOS; the
NSA's electronic survelllance of milUons of
international telephone conversations of
American citizens.

This is only a partial list but the point 18
obviousI Domestic intelUgence programs of

the federal government have presented and
if not checked wUl continue to present a
"clear and present danger" to the rights of
speech, association, privacy, and the rule of
law.

Therefore, I begin my discussion of the
admInistration arguments against S. 2893
with the following premise: intensive Con
gressional oversight and the development of
statutory restrictions on the domestic intel
ligence agencies, indeed the whole intelli
gence community, are essential to the pres
ervation of our democracy. I assume there
will be minimal risks to the effectiveness of
the intelligence agencies through mOi'e in
tensive oversight, but I firmly bel1eve that
the risk to democratic principles iIl. the ab
sence of such oversight clearly outweighs
any risk to the national security.

The administration witnesses have raised
two basic concerns about S. 2893 to which
I would like to address myself. As chairman
of the Subcommittee on Domestic Intell1
gence of the Select Committee on Intell1
gence, I am particularly disturbed by the
contention of some administration witnesses
that the new committee should not have
jurisdiction over the FBI's Intelligence ac
tivities. According to these witnesses, it is
impractical to segregate the FBI's intelli
gence functions for oversight purposes and
this responsibi11ty shOUld therefore remain
where it has always been in the Senate
Judiciary Committee. Second, the adminis
tration apparently takes the position that
S. 2893 shOUld not be enacted because it does
not resolve once and for all the many issues
relating to the competing values of secrecy
and disclosure.
I. DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE CAN AND MUST BE

WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE NEW
COMMITTEE
The prospect of excluding domestic in

tell1gence from the jurisdiction of the new
committee is intolerable. If the Senate takes
that action in creating a new committee it
will in essence be saying that when intelli
gence actiVities infringe upon the rights of
our citizens, including the fUll litany of
abuses mentioned above, then we shOUld
continue the same type of inadequate over
sight we have had in the past. If, on the
other hand, the activities Involve the rights
of foreign countries or the adequacy of our
protection of the national security, then we
must provide more intensive oversight in a
special committee. This area of foreign in
tell1gence requires special attention, but do
mestic intelligence requires even more inten
sive oversight because it is so intimately re
lated to civil liberties.

The threat by intelligence agencies to our
rights is at least as important as the CIA's
maintenance of a proprietary in Southeast
Asia or a Glomar Explorer in the South
Pacific. Protection of the rights and Uberties
of citizens shOUld be the paramount concern
of this new committee, as it !ll with the
Select Committee (see paragraph 2(12) 01
S. Res. 21), not excluded from its jurisdic
tion as the administration suggests.

At the outset I would like to make it clear
that despite information which I have re
viewed about abuses by the FBI, I still be
lieve that the FBI is the finest law enforce
ment organization In the world. The basic
cause of the gross abuse of civil liberties we
have uncovered is the FBI's departure from
its traditional law enforcement function. As
Attorney General Levi reminded your com
mittee. the most effective solution to the
abuses of domestic intell1gence is reqUiring
the FBI to simply enforce criminal laws and
not conduct political intelligence. Attorney
General Harlan Fiske Stone imposed that re
striction upon the FBI in 1924. had It never
been lifted I am confident we would not be
concerned about FBI domestic intelligence.

Any oversight legislation which will
frustrate a return to the Stone standard is

inadequate. The administration's proposal to
exclUde domestic Intelligence jurisdiction
from the new committee will frustrate that
purpose. Therefore, I submit that contrary
to administration testimony It is not only
possible to separate out for oversight pur
poses the domestic intelligence activiti~s of
the FBI from its other functions but it would
be more difficult and dangerous to attempt
at this time to draw that line than not to
do so.

S. 2893 defines domestic intelligence for thp.
purpose of oversight in terrns of the
activities of the Intell1gence Division of the
FBI and my division whch assumes those
functions. Since Director Hoover established
the domestic intelligence program in the
1930's, counterintelligence. counterespionage,
and internal security intell1gence functions
have been carefully segregated within the
Bureau in a separate division. the Intelligence
Division, and that segregation continues
today.

Basic supervision and policy formulutlon :s
centralized in headquarters in that division.
Other types of intell1gence, for example that
related to organized crime or intelligence
on crimes unrelated to terrorist violence or
national security, are conducted by other
divisions of the Bureau and would not be
picked up by the new committee under
S. 2893. There has been a mixture of func
tions in the investigative fleld offices, of tbe
FBI which might complicate oversight. This
mixture of functions does not frustrate over
sight of the FBI by the Department of Justice.
Within the past year the budget officials
within the Department of Justice have
helped the Bureau to segregate out of the
functions of the Intelllgence Division into
separate budget line items, and to attach
man years and funding figures to those items.

In executive session testimony before the
Select Committee, the Assistant Attorney
General for Administration who developed
this new budget conceded that all of the
functions of the Intelligence Division have
been segregated out for budget purposes. If
the Department of Justice can segregate out
these figures for internal bUdget purposes,
which is to say for their own internal over
sight purposes, they can do so for external
Congressional oversight. Indeed, if it were
impossible for the Department of Justice to
segregate out these figures it would mean
that no one in either the executive branch
or the legislative branch, including the FBI,
could tell the American people how much
money or manpower was being expended
on intelligence activities directed at Ameri
can citizens. This would seriously frustrate
oversight of domestic intelligence by anyone,
including the Department of Justice or the
Judiciary Committee.

It would be more difficult and dangerous
to separate out domestic intell1gence from
foreign intelligence for the purpose of over
sight. It would be difficult because foreign
intelligence and domestic intelligence are
not as different as "apples and oranges", as
the administration suggests, It would be
dangerous because it would deprive the new
committee of the jurisdiction necessary to
develop a meaningfUl division between these
concepts and develop other legislative reme
dies to protect civil Uberties.

The activities of foreign and domestic in
telligence have been inextricably linked.
While foreign intelligence and counterintel
I1gence activities performed abroad are the
responsib1l1ty of agencies other than the
FBI, the investigations frequently lead to
counterintelllgence actiVities in the United
States, at which time the Bureau becomes
the responsible agency. The investigation
may be continued by the Bureau using the
same techniques and sources as those em
ployed by the agency With foreign Intelli
gence responsibll1ties. Just as counterintel
ligence activities at home have been related
to intell1gence abroad, domestic securlty in-
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vestlgatlons are frequently linked through
sources and methods to counterinteillgence.
The Huston plan Is an excellent example of
that phenomenon. Under the guise of coun
terintelligence, the Intelligence community
conspired to violate fundamental rights of
American citizens.

The FBI's Investigation of Dr. King Is an
other example of the fact that domestic and
counterintelligence have been undistinguish
able. It began as a counterintelligence inves
tigation-an investigation supposedly under
taken to determine Dr. King's contacts with
what the Bureau perceived as agents of a
foreign power, the Communist Party of the
United States. Indeed, we have substantial
evidence that the mandate from President
Roosevelt to J. Edgar Hoover which origi
nated the FBI's whole domestic Intelllgence
program was actually a counterintelllgence
mandate-Roosevelt wanted to know the Im
pact of Soviet and Fascist agents on domestic
groups.

We wlll never achieve what Attorney Gen
eral Levi and I both agree is necessary
strictly confining the FBI to enforcing spe
cific criminal statutes-If we exclude the
Department of Justice from the blli. We must
as he suggests conduct oversight of domestic
Intelllgence as an adjunct of criminal prose
cution. That Is exactly why S. 2893 provides
that the new committee have jurisdiction of
domestic Intelllgence investlga'ions and the
criminal prosecutions, If any, which grow out
of these Investigations. The Select Commit
tee recognizes that we can only achieve the
goal which the Attorney General and I both
seek, tying all domestic Intelllgence Investi
gations to a criminal statute, by enacting
a legislative charter which requires such a
relationship. FBI witnesses requested such a
charter when they testified before our Com
mittee In the fall.

The new committee can only develop such
a charter If it has the necessary jurisdiction.
The commlttae that develops the domestic
Intelligence should have the necessary juris
diction over all elements of the Intelllgence
community affected so that It can sort out
these terms and develop comprehensive leg
islation.
II. s. 2893 PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR

CLASSIFIED INFORMATION

In light of the abuses we have uncovered
I am suspicious of the arguments we are
hearing about the irresponslblllty of Con
gress In Its handllng of classified information.
I have a hard time distingUishing between
the fear of leaks which undermine the na
tional security from the fear of Intenslve_
oversight and accountablllty.

The two legitimate concerns of the execu
tive branch are that either Information wlll
be officially declassified by the Congress
which undermines the national security or
that some staffer or member wlll unofficially
leak classified Information. The basic con
cern of the Congress ought to be that the
procedures we adopt accommodate those ex
ecutive Interests without unnecessarlly frus
trating oversight.

The most effective procedure for congres
sional declassification Is establlshed In S.
2893 whereby the executive branch can make
its argument to the committee, secure the
help of sympathetic members on the com
mittee, and attempt to preclude release. In
an extraordinary case the committee could
refer the matter, With or Without the Infor
mation in question, to the full Senate for a
decision. If the majority of the committee is
so irresponsible as to abuse that power, the
Senate can take action against the Commit
tee by withdrawing from that committee the
power to disclose the information and I am
sure the voters would take their retribution
on the members In the next election. Assum
ing that the senate selects responsible Sen
ators for that committee, the only way that

procedure might fall is if the executive
branch refuses or fails to make effective argu
ments against disclosure or if one assumes
that there are not nine responsible Senators
to fill those seats on the new committee.

I do not believe there Is any more effec
tive alternative. The administration, at least
the Attorney General, concedes that one
popUlar remedy, stiff criminal penalties, Is
not only unworkable but unconstitutional
when applled to senators and their aides.
The Supreme Court held In 1972 that the
separation of powers and the so-called
"speech or debate" clause of the Constitu
tion preclude the executive branch from
using the Judicial branch via. grand juries
or criminal prosecution to investigate the
legislative activity of Congress, including Its
oversight of the executive branch. Stated
another way, separation of powers and checks
and balances would become a mockery if the
FBI could Investigate the Senate's Investi
gation of the FBI. Therefore, the criminal
approach Is unworkable.

senator Tower has Introduced legislation
which would require the Select Committee to
turn to the fUll Senate on release of sensitive
Information. I am sure the Intelligence com
munity does not view resort by the new com
mittee to the full Senate for a decision upon
the question of release as a mea.nlngful so
lution. Such a procedure wlll probably fur
ther jeopardize the secrecy Of the Informa
tion especially If the committee must disclose
the Information to the Senate. As the Attor
ney General stated, "Simply put, the danger
of publlc disclosure depends, in part, on the
number of persons who have access to Infor
mation."

Two other alternatives have been sug
gested: the approach taken in the so-called
Case amendment, section 112(b) of Title I of
the U.S. Code, and the agreement reached
between the House Intelligence Committee
and the White House. Both procedures have
In common the power of the President to
enjoin the Congress from releasing infor
mation. Obviously such a procedure would
be a complete abdication on the part of the
Congress to the executive branch.

Therefore S. 2893 Is the only effective con
gressional declassification procedure because
It is the only one that accommodates the
legitimate Interests of both branches. It Is
not a complete abdication of the prerogatives
of the executive or legislative branches.

The question of unauthorized leaks by
Senators or staff appears on the surface a
dilemma. Criminal sanctions are unavailable
because unconstitutional; therefore, the only
solution Is the removal from office. Of course,
this is exactly how the executive branch deals
with leaks. However, the ultimate solution
Is to name responsible Senators to the new
committee who in turn will hire responsible
staff. Then the Senate should make it clear
that a leak Which undermines the national
security will cost them their jobs. We have
followed that procedure in the Select Com
mittee and have had no such leaks.

Furthermore, the likelihood of leaks, espe
cially by Senators, Is a direct function of the
effectiveness of the formal congressional de
classification procedures and the power of
the oversight committee. By that I mean that
frustrated Senators who have obtained clas
sified Information about some executive
branch activity which they find abhorrent
wlll be much less likely to resort to the cal
culated leak If there Is a formal procedure to
secure disclosure as prOVided In S. 2893. If
they cannot secure declassification they can
at least infiuence executive branch polley
through the oversight committee.

Finally, I agree that these are not perfect
solutions, but as a recent editorial In The
Washington Post endorsing S. 2893 pointed
out:

"Any 'solutlon' Is sure to be a compromise
open to challenge from both sides. In this

sense the quest for a perfect solution is a
recipe for stalemate."

If I have learned anything In my years in
the Senate, it Is that there are no "perfect
solutions." My year on this Committee has
convinced me that the equally important
goals of protecting the national security and
the constitutional rights of citizens mandate
that we not tolerate a stalemate in this most
critical area. Furthermore, In avoiding the
stalemate we will not avoid risks to the na
tional security for the only risk-free over
sight Is no oversight at all. Then we wlll have
taken the ultimate risk, our democracy.

CONGRESSIONAL MEDDLING IN
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
during the past few years, Congress has
attempted to exert greater influence over
the conduct of Amerjca's foreign policy.

The results have been uniformly bad.
The highly respected magazine, Busi

ness Week, of February 23, 1976, has an
editorial concerning the Jackson-Vanik
amendment to the 1974 Trade Act. The
editorial is aptly entitled "Tactics That
Failed." I ask unanimous consent that
the editorial be printed in the RECORD at
this point.

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

TACTICS THAT FAlLED

For the past two years, the development of
trade between the U.S. and the Soviet bloc
has been dampened by the so-called Jackson
Vanik amendment to the 1974 Trade Act.
Designed to force the Soviet Union to 11ft its
restrictions on emigration of Jews to Israel,
Jackson-Vanlk limits Export-Import Bank
credits to the Soviet bloc and denies It most
favored-nation tariff treatment. The amend
ment has had a perverse effect on Soviet emi
gration polley-with the outfimy of Jews
dropping from 38,000 In 1973 to 13,000 last
year. And It Is one reason why the big Sovlet
bloc buying has gone to West Europe and
Japan instead Of to the U.S. (page 44).

The sponsors of the amendment, Senator
Henry Jackson (D-Wash.) and Reresentatlve
Charles Vanlk (D-Ohlo), Inade two basic
mistakes. They assumed that the Russians
would be wll1ing to make a public capitula
tion to pressure from Congress. And they
assumed that the Soviets could not get along
without U.S. industrial products and tech
nology.

As State Dept. experts tried to tell Con
gress in 1974, the best way to get a modifica
tion of Soviet polley is to keep negotiations
out of the spotlight. The Nixon Administra
tion, through qUiet, diplomatic prodding,
had persuaded Moscow to allow Jews to
leave in record numbers. The Jackson-Vanlk
amendment produced an abrupt reversal of
this policy.

The failure of the amendment to achieve
its purpose should set the stage for its repeal.
Moscow could put the process In motion by
taking some preliminary steps to ease emi
gration polley-as a sign that repeal would
be followed by substantial changes. But Con
gress must be prepared to recognize Jackson
Vanlk for what it is--a serious mistake. Sup
porters of the amendment who saw it as a
means of delaying a broader detente With
Russia may be pleased With the results. For
anyone genuinely Interested in the plight of
the Jews, It Is a bitter disappointment.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
have serious reservations about the pol
icy known as detente, because too many
people in the West interpret this to mean


