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There are more than 27 million shareholders
or depositors in the mutual savings and loan
associations of the country. There are over
12 million depositors or shareholders in mu-
tual credit unions. This makes a total of
well over 76 million accounts that will be
affected by what you do here,

Certainly you should not do anything until
you hear from the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation and the Federal Savings and
Loan Insurance Corporation as to what they
think are required as proper reserves and at
what rate those reserves must increase to
keep our thrift system sound.

Bear in mind that FDIC today has total
assets to Insure its accounts of only $1.84 for
every $100 of insured accounts and the
FSLIC has only 67 cents for every $100 of
insured accounts.

The one sure test of the sufficiency of the
reserves of both the savings banks and the
savings and loan associations is this:

Whenever the Congress can safely repeal
the FDIC uncontrolled borrowing power from
the Treasury of $3 billion and that of FSLIC
of three-fourths of a billion dollars, the two
systems will have built up sufficient reserves
of their own to assure safety, soundness, and
liquidity. Until then, we must not tamper
with their reserves or the rate of growth
thereof.

For those who might be inclined to feel
sorry for the poor commercial banks, may I
suggest they read the item in the American
Banker of August 7, 1961, headlined "Bank
Stocks Reach New High Level,” which in-
cludes the prediction that an even better year
is ahead for them, better than their best year
thus far.

I urge you as strongly as I can, not to
change the tax structure of these mutual
thrift institutions at this time.
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A Typical Instance of Public Service by
American Industry

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, August 15, 1961

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, never
before in the history of our country has
there been a greater need to reenunciate
and rearticulate the indispensable prob-
lems of family unity and family soli-
darity. Certainly, no one can question
the wisdom of spreading the gospel of
bringing the family closer together in
these turbulent days of a crescendo of
juvenile delinquency and a very dismay-
ing divoree rate.

Because my constituents and I are tre-
mendously interested in family living as
an integral part of the fabric of Amer-
ica, I want at this time to pay tribute
to a project of public service being car-
ried out by the Modess Division of Per-
sonal Products Corp., a subsidiary of
Johnson & Johnson.

Five years ago, come November, the
president of Personal Products, George
Murphy,; the vice president, J. Jay Ho-
dupp, and, indeed, the entire manage-
ment team of Modess, in answer to a
crying need gave life to a nonprofit pub-
lic service foundation known today as
the Modess Family Life Institute.
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This foundation over the past 5 years
has made a major contribution to bring-
ing the entire family closer together by
explaining the problems that are daily
rending it apart. It has further en-
couraged family homogeneity by dra-
matically calling attention to the at-
tributes that spell out love, devotion,
and dedication of one family member to
another. The foundation has accom-
plished this by its magnificent public
service national radio program over NBC
called Family Living, 1961, which has
won, in addition to eight other awards,
the coveted Peabody Award. Each week
great names from all walks of life join
an expert to give Mr, and Mrs. America
and their children a better insight into
their own problems.

The results of surveys taken by the in-
stitute have found their way into na-
tional publications where they are seen
by millions year after year. Educators
who do the very important job of teach-
ing our young have been furnished with
much information and valuable material
thanks to material furnished by MFLI.
Religious leaders and sociologists alike
have seen fit to applaud and to draw
upon the work of this public spirited
group.

Mr. Speaker, may I now add my voice
and that of the people whom I represent
in congratulations to Modess; Personal
Products; their offspring, the founda-
tion, and particularly to Gen. Robert
Johnson, whose farsighted leadership
and humanitarian interest in the good
and welfare of America have made all
this possible.

SENATE

WEebDNESDAY, AucusT 16, 1961

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., and
was called to order by the Vice Presi-
dent.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, before whom the long travail
of the passing centuries is wrought out
on the anvil of contending ideas, make
strong the arms of our faith that we
may wield the hammer of Thy truth as
workers together with Thee.

May those here called to administer
the affairs of this land of our love and
hope, remembering whose servants they
are, make daily choice of spiritual integ-
rity amid the corruption that is in
the world through the lust of selfish
power that, being unafraid, they may
contend steadfastly for the right as Thou
dost give them to see the right.

In our private lives and in our public
service, help us this and every day to
live more nearly as we pray.

We ask it in the Redeemer’s name,
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MAaNsSFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
dag}’l August 15, 1961, was dispensed
with,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr, Miller,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 5954) making appro-
priations for the Treasury and Post Of-
fice Departments, and the Tax Court of
the United States for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1962, and for other pur-
poses, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
under the rule, there will be the usual
morning hour for the transaction of
routine business. I ask unanimous con-
sent that statements in connection
therewith be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business, to con-

sider the nomination of George W.
Mitchell.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, and withdrawing the nom-
ination of Charles R. Fenwick, of Vir-
ginia, to be a member of the Advisory
Board of the National Capital Trans-
portation Agency, which nominating
messages were referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no reports of committees, the nomina-
tion to the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System will be stated.

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of George W. Mitchell, of Illinois, o be
a member of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con-
sent to this nomination?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Yesterday Mr.
Mitchell came before our committee.
He is a very well qualified nominee. He
was born in Wisconsin, at Richland Cen-
ter, and has had an excellent education.
He served for many years with the Fed-
eral Reserve Board in Chicago. He has
had vast experience in taxation and
finance.

However, in the course of his appear-
ance before our committee there was an
oversight, in that no action was taken
by the members of the committee to re-
quest Mr. Mitchell to state his financial
holdings. On the other hand, it is my
understanding that he has been re-
quested to file a statement of his finan-
cial holdings with the committee, so it
will be available to Members of the Sen-
ate and to others who may wish to in-
quire as to whether his financial hold-
ings may conceivably constitute a
confiict of interest.

It is my understanding, and I am sure
it is that of other Members of the Sen-
ate, that no finanecial holdings whatever
of Mr. Mitchell could conceivably inter-
fere with his service on the Federal
Reserve Board.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would be glad to
have action on the nomination withheld
for the time being, if the Senator from
Wisconsin so desires.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I believe that
would be wise. I was one of the mem-
hers of the committee who was guilty of
the oversight; we did not elicit from the
nominee, when he appeared before us
yesterday, a statement of his finanecial
holdings.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask that action on the nomination be
deferred for the time being.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. KucHEL, and by
unanimous consent, the following com-
mittees and subcommittees were au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today:

The Patents, Trademarks, and Copy-
rights Subcommittee of the Judiciary
Committee.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

The Business and Commerce Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on the District
of Columbia,.

The Judiciary Subcommittee of the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

The Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs and the Committee on Public
Works, to sit jointly.

The Constitutional Rights Subcom-
mittee of the Judiciary Committee.

The Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration.
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APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE PRESI-
DENT OF DELEGATE TO INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY UNION MEETING

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
appoints the Senator from California
[Mr. KucHeL], the deputy minority
leader, to serve as a delegate to the In-
terparliamentary Union Meeting to be
held in Brussels, Belgium, September 14,
through September 22, 1961, in place of
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CapE-
HART], who will be unable to attend.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

CLARIFICATION OF REEMPLOYMENT PROVISIONS
oF UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING AND
SErVICE AcCT
A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans-

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to

amend and clarify the reemployment provi-
sions of the Universal Military Training and

Service Act, and for other purposes (with ac-

companying papers); to the Committee on

Armed Services.

AMENDMENT OF REEMPLOYMENT PROVISIONS
oF UNIVERSAL MinLITARY TRAINING AND
SERVICE ACT

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend and clarify the reemployment provi-
sions of the Universal Military Training and
Service Act, and for other purposes (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

RESOLUTIONS OF AMERICAN
BAPTIST CONVENTION

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on June
17 of this year, the American Baptist
Convention, meeting in Portland Oreg.,
passed a series of resolutions which I
now ask to be printed at this point in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE AMERICAN BAP-
TIST CONVENTION, PORTLAND, OREG, JUNE
17, 1961

I. EXPRESSION OF GRATITUDE

We express our grateful appreciation to
President C. Stanton Gallup, and all officers
and leaders of the convention for their re-
sponsible leadership during the past year.

We gratefully acknowledge the outstand-
ing leadership of the Reverend Edwin H.
Tuller, our general secretary, and the dedi-
cated services of his staff.

To the committees on local arrangements,
the members of the churches of the Portland
area and the Oregon Baptist Convention, and
all who have had a part, directly or indi-
rectly, in making our stay in Portland a
pleasant one, we express our thanks.

We express our gratitude to the Governor
of the State of Oregon, the mayor and civic
leaders of Portland, to members of the press,
radio, television, and the auditorium staff
who have helped to make this convention a
memorable occasion.

II. DENOMINATIONAL AFFAIRS
We confirm our oneness in faith through
Jesus Christ our Lord, and renew our al-
legiance to the Saviour as Lord of all and
head of the church. We are cognizant that
this alleglance takes precedence over any
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other allegiance, and we as American Bap-
tists renew our dedication to our historic
Baptist principles. Therefore, we affirm:

1. Stewardship

Our primary function is to be true stew-
ards of Jesus Christ through:

(a) Active participation by our churches
in the Baptist jubilee advance, third year
program, “vocation of the church: witness
to the world,” by encouraging the renewal
of evangelistic programs recognizing that
each American Baptist is a witness for Jesus
Christ. We encourage our people to give
serious consideration to their vocations as
a means of effective witnessing;

(b) Continued emphasis upon the Chris-
tian higher education challenge;

(c) Continued support and initiation of
church extension projects;

(d) The total stewardship of our lives and
moneys, the choice expression being evi-
denced in the tithing of our means.

2. Family life

We reaffirm our concern for the unity, nur-
ture, and Christian growth of American
Baptist families, and

(a) We call upon pastors, parents and
other Christian workers to give renewed at-
tention to the Christian nurture of youth
through meaningful experiences of study,
worship and fellowship.

(b) We urge American Baptists to encour-
age their representatives in Congress and
their Senators to consider carefully the prob-
lems of the cost of medical and hospital care
for the aged, and to seek appropriate legisla-
tion to make it possible for them to meet
such costs.

(c) We urge American Baptists to support
legislation removing statutory barriers to the
dissemination of birth control information
to married persons by physicians, hospitals,
governmental agencies and other responsible
community and family service agencies.

3. Ministry and education

The church in the 20th century must
minister to people in a complex society. Be-
cause men are earnestly seeking for truth,
meaning, and the chief purpose of life, young
men and women of high caliber are desper-
ately needed to meet this challenge. There-
fore, we recommend:

(a) That we recruit more Baptist students
for our Baptist colleges;

(b) That we challenge our Baptist families,
churches, and colleges to inform and inter-
est our young people in church-related vo-
cations; and

(c) That the American Baptist Conven-
tion support and en € our responsible
agencles in their endeavor to adhere to the
standard of ordination as recommended by
the general council, including graduation
from a recognized college and seminary, for
candidates for the Christian ministry.

4. Reaffirmations

We reaffirm our prior resolutions on:

(a) Observance of the Lord’s Day as holy;
devoted to worship and the extension of
Christ's Kingdom in the local area and be-
yond. (American Baptist Year Book, 1960, p.
66, sec. IT, 2d.)

(b) Strengthening and proper functioning
of local associations. (American Baptist Year
Book, 1960, p. 66, sec. II, 3a.)

(c) Privileged communications (American
Baptist Year Book, 1960, p. 66, sec. II, 3b)
declaring that American Baptist ministers
are in no way obligated to disclose con-
fidential information without the consent of
the other party.

(d) American Baptists being unalterably
opposed to gambling in any form (American
Baptist Year Book, 1960, p. 71, sec. IV, 9) and
further urge our people to abstain from all
forms of gambling, legalized or not.

(e) American Baptist opposition to the use
and sale of alcoholic beverages and narcotics



15946
(American Baptist Year Book, 1960, p. Ti,
sec. IV, 10) and recommend total abutlnonm

inasmuch as these constitute one of the
greatest dangers to the sanctity of the human

cational programs all aspects of the effect of
alcohol and narcotics and the moral and
ethical implications of soclal drinking.

III. OUR WIDER FELLOWSHIP

1. Recognizing that, as Baptists, we helped
create the Baptist world alliance, the World
Councll of Churches, and the National Coun-
cil of Churches, in the interest of more effec-
tive witness and service; and

Recognizing that no organization can be
the voice of all Protestant Christians on all
issues, nor of all the members of its cooper-
ating churches, we nevertheless urge our
local churches and assoclations, clty socletles
and the State and National conventions to
increase thelr participation in these organi-
zations in order to accomplish the aims and
purposes which can better be realized
through cooperation with other Christians
than in isolation.

We strongly reaffirm the statement
adopted by the Rochester Convention in
19860, to wit:

“Recognizing the historical fact that Bap-
tist churches have emphasized soul-compe-
tency before God, have trusted in the present
inspiration of God's Holy Spirit, and have
been, generally speaking, noncreedal, we
acknowledge that there is room for a wide
latitude of opinion regarding our declara-
tion of belief, organization and program, in-
cluding official participation in ecumenical
service. The privilege of designation gives
the local churches full freedom to support
those phases of the American Baptist world
mission which represent its special Interests.
We would remind our churches, however,
that American Baptists have deep roots in
the ecumenical movement. We were part
of cooperative Christianity before were were
a convention, and we continue to share In
patterns of cooperative service which Bap-
tists helped to institute generations ago.”

Furthermore, we urge individual Baptists,
local churches, assoclations, city socletles,
and the State and National conventions to
search for the truth by carefully evaluating
the sources and contents of all attacks upon
organizations with which we cooperate.

2. Recognizing the importance of study
of things that we have in common with
other Christians and the things that tend
to separate us, we commend to our churches
the study of the papers prepared for the
forthcoming meeting of the World Council
of Churches on the theme “Jesus Christ, the
Light of the World.”

3. We as American Baptists declare our
willingness to cooperate with our fellow
Baptist bodies in the United States and
Canada in an endeavor to realize a closer
unity through our common bonds of faith
in Jesus Christ. We further suggest that
areas of cooperation between ourselves and
other Baptists be explored by the responsible
agencies in conversation and communica-
tion with the hope that a mutual under-
standing will enable us to present a greater
Baptist witness and service in the world
in which we live.

IV. NATIONAL AFFAIRS
1. Race relations

For many years American Baptists have
spoken out against the evils of racial dis-
crimination and Injustice in our soclety and
in support of efforts to overcome them. We
have admitted our own involvement in the
of discrimination and segrega-
tion. Comnsistently we have urged Baptists
to work to improve race relations and to
build understanding in our churches, our
communities, and our Nation. We reaffirm
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this stand and bring the following special
concerns to our people:

(a) We agree that members of our
churches should base their fellowship and
associations on individual merit and that
membership in every Baptist church should
be open to all people regardless of their
race or national origin.

(b) We remind our churches of the pre-
cept of Christ that calls us to seek to win
all people to Him, and we urge our churches
to desegregate their evangelistic efforts,
striving to win people to Christ and the
fellowship of His church in our communitles,
regardless of race.

(c) We urge our churches to make sure
that all offices and positions of lay leader-
ship in each church are available to all per-
sons on the basls of qualification and not
on the basis of race.

(d) We request our churches to evaluate
their own employment policies that persons
may be called as staff members or employees
on the basis of their qualifications and not
on the basis of race.

(e) We urge all Baptist institutions, such
as schools, homes, and hospitals to follow
the policy of complete integration.

(f) We urge our churches, church mem-
bers, and ministers to particlpate actively in
organizations whose purpose it is to foster
better race relations and to eliminate segre-
gation in harmony with the National Con-
stitution.

(g) We urge all Baptists to welcome into
their neighborhoods persons of various
racial and cultural backgrounds, judging
them on their own merits and rejolcing that
their children will have the opportunity to
know children of different races than them-
selves. We urge our people to stand firmly
against the innuendos, half-truths, and
falsehoods, that are so often spread when a
family of a different background moves into
a neighborhood. We urge Baptists not to
panic but to seek truth and help from re-
sponsible community organizations such as
human relations councils and falr housing
practices committees.

(h) We urge our churches to express their
opposition to the practice of segregation in
country clubs, sororities, fraternities, serv-
ice clubs, organizations of property owners,
cemeteries, and all exclusive groups that
deny membership on the basis of race or
national origin.

(1) We commend those who in consclence
belleve so strongly in democracy and equal
rights for all people that at great personal
risk and with patience and prayer, they have
used nonviolent methods to break the pat-
terns and injustices of segregation and dis-
crimination in public places and in public
transportation. We commend them for their
stand, their courage and their patience un-
der provocation. We urge American Bap-
tists and other Americans to support them
with prayer and understanding and to sup-
plement their efforts and sacrifices by work-
ing to eliminate injustice and discrimination
in all our communities.

(]J) We urge Congress to extend the life
of the Civil Rights Commission.

2. Separation of church and stale

‘We proclaim that separation of church and
state is central to our American heritage;
that it has made possible a measure of
freedom not previously achieved under any
other system; that it is indispensable to our
national policy of equal rights for all reli-
glons and special privileges for no religion.

They are separate in their function as
well as in thelr support. Government being
under public control is properly financed by
taxation. Membership in religious institu-
tions and organizations is voluntary, and
therefore should be supported by voluntary
contributions. We belleve that the use of
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tax money for support of religlous groups is
in opposition to the spirit and letter of the
Constitution.

We declare that this principle does not
mean that the state ls indifferent to the
church, nor that the church is unconcerned
for the state. It means rather that church
and state are separate in their Institutional
life and that neither controls the other.

We affirm that public education 1s the
birthright of every American child, and
that support of such public education is the
responsibility of every American. We ob-
serve that such support is as indispensable
to responsible citizenship as support of pub-
lic roads, public welfare, police protection,
and other obligations of society as a whole.

We recognize the right of churches and
other organizations and groups to establish
private schools in the interest of spiritual,
moral or other objectives which they belleve
cannot be accomplished satisfactorily within
the framework of the public school system.
‘We insist, however, that the support of such
private schools is solely the responsibility of
their respective constituencies and is in no
way a public obligation. We object strenu-
ously, therefore, to any proposal that the
public be taxed to pay for the special sec-
tarian or other purposes for which particular
groups establish private schools.

We call upon our churches, educational
agencles, colleges and universities, and
parochial schools to study thoroughly their
own present involvement in matters relat-
ing them to the Btate and tax funds. We
urge disciplined thought, study and actlon
to maintain clearly the principle of separa-
tlon of church and state and to withstand
the dangers that first tend to blur and then
compromise this historlc Amerlcan and
Baptist position.

We object strenuously, therefore, to any
proposal that taxes or borrowing power be
used to make grants or loans to sectarian
or church-related schools, We emphasize
that the use of Government finances in sup-
port of any sectarian purpose is a violation
of basic religious liberties for it coerces citi-
zens to support religlous objectives of which
many of them cannot -conscientiously
approve.

3. The churches and migratory agricultural
labor

In our relatively affluent soclety it is a
tragic fact that half a million migratory
American workers earn a meager living in
seasonal agricultural work. Recognlzing
legitimate manpower needs, it remains that
exploitation of migrant workers is in no
sense reasonably meeting these needs. Use
of migrant workers for business profit which
results in substandard education, wages,
transportation and housing is unchristian.

To rectify these situations we urge:

(a) In the area of education:

1. That the Federal Government formu-
late and implement plans by which the spe-
cial educational needs of the children of
migrants may be met.

2. That American Baptists support Fed-
eral legislation to provide financial ald to
loecal public school districts in meeting their
responsibility to educate the children of
migrants.

(b) In the area of housing we urge Amer-
fcan Baptists to support both Federal and
Btate legislation to provide adequate stand-
ards of housing for migrants.

(c) In the area of wages we urge com-
pliance with existing laws designed to pro-
tect such agricultural workers.

(d) In the area of recrultment we urge the
provision of national crew leader registra-
tion supervision to protect migrants from
the unscrupulous practices of some crew
leaders and labor contractors.

(e) American Baptists have for many years
worked cooperatively through the migrant
ministry to bring to migrant workers and
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their families opportunities for fellowship,
worship, pastoral care, health and welfare
services, Increasingly these efforts have en-
listed volunteers from local congregations to
serve as members of migrant committees, as
teachers, and as supervisors of child-care
centers. In order to extend these services
more effectively and to meet continuing
needs we recommend:

1. That members of local churches be-
come aware of the presence of migratory
workers in their vicinity and assist in provid-
ing these services through a ministry to mi-
grants.

2. That members of local churches make
sure that the health and welfare services of
the community and State are made avalil-
able to the migrants.

If legislation is needed to make these serv-
ices avallable we urge that church members
work for the passage of such legislation.

4. The Peace Corps

We appreciate the humanitarian aims of
the Peace Corps and recognize the urgency of
intensified efforts in meeting human needs
especlally in the less-developed areas of the
world and the effectiveness of utilizing the
interest and enthusiasm of youth toward
these objectives, We commend the admin-
istration for the initiation of a pilot project
Peace Corps. It is our earnest recommenda-
tion that Congress will enact enabling leg-
islation.

We approve the stipulation that no proj-
ect sponsored by the Peace Corps shall fur-
ther any “religious, sectarian, commerclal or
propaganda cause or release funds for such
purposes,” as being in keeping with the
separation of church and state.

We recognize the Peace Corps as an ave-
nue through which Christians may contrib-
ute to helping human needs and express
their Christian faith through service, and
encourage qualified youth of the American
Baptist Convention to participate. At the
same time we urge the administration to
institute careful planning, recruiting,
screening, and training procedures with full
realization of the many pitfalls as well as of
the potential usefulness of such a corps.
We urge that full consideration be given by
the Peace Corps to the opportunities and
values of cooperation with and support of
the United Nations technical assistance
programs.

Finally, we urge our churches to recognize
anew the importance of sharing our Chris-
tian faith as well as our economic abun-
dance and scientific knowledge with all peo-
ples, and so providing adegquate support for
our missionary enterprise. Let Christians
urge their finest sons and daughters to en-
list for service.

5. Mass media

As a witness to our Christian faith, we
urge American Baptists to practice a dis-
ciplined and discriminating selection in
their reading, viewing and listening. We
commend those people of radio, television,
motion pictures and the publication busi-
ness who have displayed earnest efforts to
present entertainment, education and infor-
mation consistent with our Christian faith.
We deplore the negative and evil influences
still prevalent in many places and forms.
We commend our churches who have taken
a firm stand against all such influences.

We value the freedom of the press pro-
tected by the law of the land. Such priv-
ilege carries with it the critical responsibility
to see to it that a free people have access to
full information of public affairs, fairly pre-
sented.

6. Military service

We reaffirm our traditional Baptist posi-
tion relative to freedom of individual con-
science with regard to military service. This
leads us to support in every possible way our
young men who by reason of conscience are
willing to bear arms in support of our coun=-
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try and those who, also by reason of con-
science, feel they must go on record as con-
scientious objectors.

V. INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

As Christians we are called to witness to
the reconciling Gospel in a world torn by
suspicion, confusion, hatred and conflict.
Recognizing that our witness is relevant as
it expresses itself in support of those move-
ments and institutions which work for peace-
ful and orderly living under justice we make
the following recommendations:

1. United Nations

We commend our Government for the sup-
port which it has given the United Nations
and its Secretary General in their efforts to
bring order and peace to the Congo and other
parts of the world. Furthermore, we urge
Congress to give full support to the adminis-
tration in its efforts to strengthen the United
Nations as it seeks to protect the autonomy
of the new nations.

Since the United Nations is under attack
from those forces which would attempt
through reorganization to make it impotent
and thus to destroy its power to work for
peace and freedom, we urge our people to
become informed concerning the purpose
and work of the United Nations and its
agencies in the interest of more intelligent
efforts to preserve its fundamental strengths
as an international organization to which
we can continue to glve our full support.

2. World order

Realizing the need to create an attitude
of mutual trust and sincerity, we express
our appreciation of the efforts of our Gov-
ernment to demonstrate by the votes of its
representatives in the United Nations a con-
cern for the freedom and autonomy of all
nations,

Aware that good to become effective in
overcoming distrust must express itself in
agreements and treaties which eradicate
those conditions which contribute to un-
rest and strife and we urge our Government
to:

Continue its efforts to reach an agreement
for the cessation of nuclear testing based on
an adequate system of enforcement control;

Renew its efforts to find a basis for agree-
ment with all nations for the control and
reduction of all types of armaments.

3. Underdeveloped countries

Recognizing that we are in a period of
rapid soclal change and that there is a ris-
ing tide of hope and expectations among the
less-developed peoples of the world we urge:

That our people look with understanding
upon the efforts of the peoples as they strug-
gle toward autonomy and the achlevement
of better soclial and political conditions, re-
membering that we, too, are the inheritors
of a freedom bought through struggle;

That our Government continue to give the
fullest possible support to technical assist-
ance and development programs, both na-
tional and international, with particular
emphasis upon channeling a larger portion
of our funds through international agencies;

That Congress support the administration
in its attempt to: (a) provide long-range
financing of funds for economic develop-
ment of countries; (b) separate the admin-
istration of economic funds from that of
military aid funds; (c) place emphasis in the
Latin American aid program on social and
economiec features which will raise the stand-
ards of living of the peoples.

In the hope that starvation and poverty
will be eventually eradicated from the face
of the earth we urge our government to give
full participation in the freedom from hun-
ger 5-year program of the United Nations,
not merely as a means of disposing of our
surplus foods, but as a responsible action
demonstrating that we care enough to share
our abundance in recognition of our bellef
that “the earth is the Lord’s and the fullness
thereof.”
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4. Immigration

Christians maintain that persons are cre-
ated in the image of God with full rights
as members of the human family. We can-
not avoid the consequences of this belief in
the area of immigration and naturalization
in the United States.

The history of our Nation is a record of
the breaking down of the barriers which
keep men from enriching one another’s lives.
In this tradition and in harmony with our
best understanding of the Christian faith,
American Baptists call for the revision of
our immigration and naturalization laws.

The world continues to produce refugees.
Natural disasters, totalitarian and interfer-
ing governments drive men to desperation
or deflance and escape. We are thankful
that during the past 13 years (1948-60)
American Baptists have secured sponsorship
for 7,970 persons, but the need of the home-
less people of the world is a continuing one.

In our judgment, it is wasteful for the
United States to pass and extend short-term
refugee legislatlon. Therefore, we recom-
mend that Congress enact a permanent refu-
gee law designed to grant sanctuary annually
to a fair proportion of the world’'s people
made homeless by persecution on account
of religion, race, or political opinion or by
upheavals of nature.

We further recommend that there be pro-
vision in every instance for the right to ap-
peal decisions of immigration authorities.
We also call upon Congress to pass a perma-
nent orphan law allocating each year with-
out limit nongquota visas to orphans under
14 years of age intended for adoption by
married couples approved by a State-licensed
child placement agency.

As churchmen and citizens, we remind
Congress that we belleve that enlightened
immigration, naturalization, and refugee
policles and humane administration of them,
are Important aspects of our foreign policy.
Our national welfare suffers because of the
present immigration and naturalization law.
The present law projects an image of the
United States marred by our selection of
immigrants on the basis of their color or
national origin. We decry such discrimi-
nation.

5. New African nations

As American Baptists we view with joy
and satisfaction the emergence of the new
nations in Africa which during the past year
have achieved full independence and have
assumed their rightful, equal place within
the United Nations.

In common with all who cherish both
freedom for the individual and liberty for
all peoples, we express full sympathy with
the hopes and aspirations of those now
emerging from colonialism into full nation-
hood. As they move toward the realization
of this freedom, we pray that they may fol-
low the ways of peace rather than violence
in their efforts to establish the institutions
of freedom.

As citizens of the United States we are
mindful of our Christian responsibility to
seek an informed understanding of the revo-
lutionary and reactionary forces at work in
the world so that our judgments will be
based on fact rather than on emotion or
prejudice.

We pledge our support to the United Na-
tions, its Secretariat and its staff, in its
earnest endeavors to arbitrate differences;
to maintain an impartial attitude in situa-
tions of extreme explosiveness; to preserve
civil order in areas of political and tribal
confliet; and to minimize the possibility of
the new nations becoming centers of hostil-
ity and intrigue in the cold war.

As a result of more than 80 years of mis-
slonary service and fellowship, we as Amer-
ican Baptists are especially conscious of the
ties which bind us to the church of Christ
in Congo. We are grateful to God that in
the midst of the violence and political chaos



15948

of the past year, the churches related to
the American Baptist forelgn misslon so-
cleties have witnessed their greatest numeri-
cal growth. Even in the face of the depletion
of missionary staff, we are encouraged by
the way In which the churches have con-
tinued their spiritual ministry under Con-
golese leadership. We rejoice that the
Christian schools have continued to train
the youth of Congo and that Christian hos-
pitals have been able to carry on their
ministry to those who suffer.

In our attitude toward Africa and in our
missionary endeavors, we recognize that our
responsibility is not the imposition or im-
parting of Western culture. The danger of
identifying Christianity with Western cul-
ture often leads to confusion and misunder-
standing of the essential nature of the Gos-
pel. The new nations of Africa have a rich
soclal and artistic heritage which should be
incorporated in their developing socleties.
‘We should trust them to select those social,
economic and cultural values derived from
the past which will foster their own deepest
ne]:! -realization as people, believing that they

in the life of the church in
m the unique revelation of God in Jesus
Christ and the basic elements of the Gospel.

‘We recognize our obligation as Christians
to support:

Programs of economic, technical and cul-
tural ald carried out under the sponsorship
of the U.S. Government and the United
Natlons;

Training of future African leadership by
providing scholarships through government,
private and American Baptist agencles for
men and women students to pursue speclal
studies;

Cooperative Christlan endeavors, such as
the Congo Polytechnic Institute which seeks
on an interdenominational basis to provide
training in the fields of agriculture, medicine
and public health, engineering, teacher
training, commerce, public administration
and industrial arts.

We recognize our special obligation to sup-
port the Congo Protestant Rellef Agency,
Church World Service, and the World Re-
lief Commitee of the American Baptist Con-
vention, as they seek to aid in the rellef of
famine and to minister to the many people
made homeless by intertribal warfare.

While 7 these basic areas of
technical and material need, we acknowledge
that our responsibility is to the whole life of
the people of Africa; and above all to help
them interpret their new opportunities and
responsibilities in the light of God’'s re-
demptive purpose.

Inasmuch as American Baptists have a
good record of proclaiming the gospel in
the Congo, we must put Into practice in our
Nation that which we affirm throughout the
world. Therefore:

We request our State Department to do
all in its power to eliminate and eradicate
.the indignities and acts of segregation the
diplomatic corps of the emerging nations
now face in our country.

We urge American Baptist Christians to
help implement the resolutions on race pre-
sented to this convention.

6. Communism

As a way of life rooted in bellefs about
the world, man, society, and movements in
history, communism provides an ideology
that contradicts and attacks at crucial points
the Christian faith and other religions in
the world.

Our position as Christians in opposition
to communism or any dictatorial system
which denies to a person his individual right
or personal freedom, is based on our Chris-
tian belief in human rights and man’s free-
dom in Christ to seek and live out the truth
of the will of God. We seek freedom,
brotherhood and justice for all men every-
where through our faith in Christ and In
His ultimate purpose and plan for the world.
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Our first and primary response is to be-
come more aware of the substance of our
faith. We who believe in a personal com-
mitment to Christ and in the priesthood of
all believers are called upon by the challenge
of communism, and other contrary systems
of thought and life, to provide a multitude
of witnesses who know what it is to believe
in the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ.

Our second response is a call for the re-
newal of the church. A church that pre-
sents in its organizational structure, mem-
bership and life, a living witness to the
reality of Christ, will in itself be a bulwark
against all the enemles of God. A church
that truly honors Christ because it has no
respect of persons or special privileges
always makes a positive witness to the world.

Our third response is to work together to
understand the way in which Christ becomes
a reality In the midst of our total lives In
shop and in school, in home and in play,
in the legisiative hall, and in all councils
of men. We resolve to work for the com-
mon life in which brotherhood, justice, free-
dom, and equality are more than empty
words, more than slogans elther protecting
privilege or Justifying reveolution or reaction.
Buch resolve involves a study of the impli-
cations of the Christian faith for our com-
mon life, and understanding of the forces
that work in opposite directions, especial-
ly of communism and other totalitarian
ideologies and movements, and an assess-~
ment of the conditions at home and abroad
that encourage totalitarianism, especlally
communism.

In furtherance of this resclutlon, we urge
that each of our American Baptist churches
undertake a program of education, paying
particular attention to the materlal pre-
pared by our denomination, regarding: (a)
the cultural and soclal origins of commu-
nism and other totallitarlan systems; (b) the
principles and methods of communism and
other totalitarian systems. We wurge the
convention to support all efforts to increase
systematic study of the Christian faith and
to help In the renewal of the church. Let
every American Baptist live out his witness
for his Lord by every word and deed.

7. Cuba

In the light of recent developments and
the deterioration of relations between the
United States and Cuba, we express our love
and concern for our Baptist brethren in
Cuba.

We further urge our Government to seek,
through the Organization of American States
and other channels, greater mutual under-
standing, and a reconciliatlion between the
people of the United States and the people
of Cuba.

VI. IMPLEMENTATION OF RESOLUTIONS

Recognizing that resolutions are no more
than verbal expressions of delegates at a
convention, unless given wider consideration
and expressed in action, we urge further
study of them in the churches. All individ-
uals and groups are urged to participate in
constructive local programs and action
groups, and to Inform State and Natlonal
legislators of their Christlan convictions.

Moreover, we request the division of Chris-
tian social concern to continue to make avall-
able to the churches coples of these resolu-
tions along with study guides, and to call
these materials to the attentlon of the
churches. Furthermore, we authorize the
staff of the division of Christian social con-
cern, and any other authorized spokesmen
of the American Baptist Convention, to rep-
resent before appropriate agencles and com-
mittees of Congress and the United Nations
the convictions of American Baptists on pub-~
lic issues, as these convictions are recorded
in their convention resolutions.

We recognize that neither final nor ab-
solute implementation of soclal justice is
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possible without a widespread individual re-
pentance and personal commitment to the
crucified and risen Lord, Jesus Christ, and
the resulting power of the Holy Spirit in
transformed lives. A new world is finally
dependent upon new persons in Christ Jesus.
However, these resolutions are offered be-
cause of our conviction that while proclaim-
ing the redemptive Gospel we need not only
to speak, but to act, against evil wherever
we see it, to the glory of God and toward
creating and maintaining a world climate
within which our Gospel can be proclaimed
more efTectively.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, with an amendment:

8. 2301. A bill to amend various sections
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and the Euratom Cooperation Act
of 1958, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
T46) .

By Mr. HOLLAND, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with amendments:

8, 1037. A bill to amend the provisions of
the Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Act, 1930, relating to practices in the mar-
keting of perishable agricultural commodi-
ties (Rept. No. 760); and

8. 1927. A bill to amend further the Fed-
eral Farm Loan Act and the Farm Credit
Act of 1933, as amended, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. T4T).

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, without amend-
ment:

HR.1021. An act to extend for two years
the definition of “peanuts’” which is now in
effect under the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (Rept. No. 749).

By Mr. TALMADGE, from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, without
amendment:

S. 1908. A bill to provide for a national
hog cholera eradication program (Rept. No.
748) .

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BARTLETT:

5. 2425. A bill for the relief of Lum Chong;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CANNON (for himself, Mr.
Hrckey, Mr. PeELin, Mr. CurTtis, and
Mr. KEATING) :

S.2426. A bill to revise the Federal elec-
tion laws, to prevent corrupt practices in
Federal elections, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration.

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

S.2427. A bill to amend the antitrust laws
to authorize needs of professional football,
baseball, basketball and hockey teams to

-enter into certain television contracts, and

for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
By Mr. DOUGLAS:
5.2428. A bill for the relief of Michelina
Paolucel; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

PRICE AT WHICH GEODETIC SUR-
VEY SELLS AERONAUTICAL RA-
DIO NAVIGATION CHARTS TO
THE PUBLIC—CHANGE OF REF-
ERENCE
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Rules and Administration be
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discharged from further consideration
of S. 2318, a bill relating to the prices
at which certain aeronautical radio
navigation charts shall be sold to the
public by the Coast and Geodetic Sur-
vey and that the bill be re-referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

I make this request as the chairman
of the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration and with the approval of Sen-
ator Maecnuson, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, because although
S. 2318 does fall within the jurisdiction
of the Rules Committee relating to gov-
ernmental printing in general, the sub-
ject of this particular bill is one with
which the Committee on Commerce is
more directly concerned.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ACT FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT OF 1961 —AMENDMENTS

Mr. BRIDGES submitted an amend-
ment to the bill (S. 1983) to promote
the foreign policy, security, and general
welfare of the United States by assisting
peoples of the world in their efforts to-
ward economic and social development
and internal and external security, and
for other purposes, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

Mr. HARTKE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to Senate bill 1983, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
submit an amendment to Senate bill 1983,
which I ask to have printed and also to
have printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and will
lie on the table; and, without objection,
the amendment will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendment submitted by Mr.
GRUENING is as follows:

On page 5, line 24, delete the period and
insert the following: “and on condition that,
if any portion of the funds loaned are used
for the purpose of making loans within the
reciplent country, the Interest charged by the
borrower shall not exceed the interest charged
by the United States by more than five per
centum per annum."”

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
submit for printing an amendment to
S. 1983, the Act for International Devel-
opment of 1961.

The amendment is intended to appear
on page 57, line 3 of the act under “Ad-
ministrative provisions.” Its purpose is
merely to provide that in the administra-
tion of technical assistance under the
foreign aid program, the Administrator
shall “utilize to the fullest extent prac-
ticable, the facilities and resources of the
Federal agency or agencies with primary
responsibilities for domestic programs in
such field.”

The amendment is, I believe, in-
dispensable for economy, for efficiency
and for coordination.

The amendment would help assure ful-
fillment of the goals which President
Kennedy set forth in his message to the
Congress of March 20, 1961.
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It will help assure attainment of the
goals which are well described by the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations
in its report No. 612, pages 12-14. There,
the concept of advancing human re-
sources is set forth.

DEEP CONCERN OVER STATUS QUO

The amendment is, however, vitally
needed. There is a very real concern—
well grounded, in view of a long back-
ground on this problem—as to what may
happen in the absence of this amend-
ment. It is feared in that circumstance
that the Agency for International Devel-
opment may not and, many believe, prob-
ably will not utilize the technical com-
petence of the domestically oriented
agencies,

TECHNICAL SERVICES FOR PEACE

This is not a new subject, so far as I
am concerned. For years, I have been
striving toward the objective of this
amendment. My concept has been
“Technical services for peace.” This in-
cludes: Health for peace, education for
peace, housing for peace, and similar
endeavors to help others to help them-
selves in filling man’s basic needs—food,
dignity, hope.

My goal has been to make available
abroad the skills and know-how which
so-called old-line Federal agencies have
long since demonstrated in our own land
in serving our people.

At the time I call this amendment up,
I will set forth the case for it in detail
from the standpoint of two particular
areas: Health for peace and education
for peace.

MESSAGES EXPRESS ALARM

Suffice it for the moment to state that
from all corners of this Nation, I have
received anxious messages from experts
in health, in education and in other
fields. They express alarm over one
particular phase of the proposed recog-
nition of the foreign aid agency. They
fear it will involve not more, but far
less than even the minimal use hereto-
fore of the technical competence of
those Federal agencies, divisions, and
bureaus which are responsible for these
technical fields in the United States.

NEED FOR UNIFIED COUNTRY PLAN

Now, let it be noted that President
Kennedy has wisely stressed the need
to avoid a mere patchwork of collections
of isolated projects in developing coun-
tries. He has emphasized the impor-
tance of sound country planning, tailor-
ing projects to match conditions and
felt needs in each land. I strongly en-
dorse this concept.

I believe that the administrator of
foreign aid must indeed, through the
regional bureaus, have a clear line of
authority and responsibility.

At the same time, I believe that it
would be wasteful, inefficient, and wholly
unsatisfactory if the older line Federal
agencies, such as the U.S. Public Health
Service and the U.S. Office of Educa~
tion, are not utilized to a far greater
extent than they have been.

As a matter of fact, there is a very
strong danger, urder the proposed AID
organization that the four regional bu-
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reaus may, in the absence of Washing-
ton support, be impelled to try to become
four separate health and education
agencies, for example.

Under the reorganization, the Wash-
ington operation of each technical as-
sistance effort is slated to shrink to virtu-
ally nothing—to perhaps a single senior
expert in health, a single expert in edu-
cation, and so forth. Thus, there would
be a relative technical vacuum created
at Washington headquarters of AID.

If there were no backstopping else-
where, this would create an acute and
chaotic problem. Coordination would
suffer with other Federal agencies and
with nongovernmental organizations—
universities, foundations, professional
organizations, voluntary aid groups, and
so forth.

Yet, all the while, old-line agencies
such as those I have mentioned, may—
and probably will—in the absence of
this amendment fail to receive respon-
sibility and mandate to do the very jobs
which they are ideally qualified to per-
form both at home and abroad.

The remedy is clear. The Ilogical
means of coordination is through (a)
AID headquarters itself, with strong
technical guidance at a reasonably high
policy level; and (b) fullest professional
mandate and backstopping, by the tech-
nically competent, domestic Federal
agencies, such as those I have mentioned.

ICA has had many dedicated public
servants in health, education, and other
technical areas in both Washington and
the field. But the greatest source of
competence is in the Cabinet depart-
ments.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
who has made so vast a contribution to
the cause of international education will,
I am sure, be among the first to point
out the great competence of the U.S.
Office of Education to assist abroad in
cooperation with the Department of
State and AID,

We do not need and want four sepa-
rate education agencies in four regional
bureaus. We want one career service
consisting of the best talent which this
Nation can mobilize for service at home
and abroad.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and will
lie on the table.

IMPACTED AREAS FEDERAL AS-
SISTANCE PROGRAM—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
submit an amendment to S. 2393, a bill
to extend the impacted areas Federal
assistance program. The amendment
I offer provides a 2-year construction
program.

Under the amendment the Federal
Government would provide $325 million
for each of the next 2 years, a total of
$650 million of Federal money fo assist
the States in building their needed
classrooms. This is obviously not the
optimum Federal education program.

My voting record and the records of
a majority of Senators demonstrate a
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belief that both adequate school build-
ings and decent teachers’ salaries are
the key factors in America’s educational
future.

We are, however, almost at the end
of this session of Congress. It should
be apparent that a bill containing both
salaries and construction grants cannot
pass both Houses of Congress. I share
the view that such a situation is de-
plorable, but I do not believe that we
should simply give up.

First of all, I do not believe that the
next session of the 87th Congress holds
any more promise for an adequate bill.
The peculiar problems, involving some
basic social and religious issues which
have blocked a bill this year, will be as
much, if not more, in evidence at the
next session of Congress, which we all
know will take place in an elecfion year.

Second, I believe that a sizable con-
struction program will do much to re-
lieve the money pressures which afflict
many of our States and local communi-
ties. I cannot believe there is a State in
the Union which will not spend in the
coming 2 years State funds in an amount
equal to their Federal grant for con-
struction. Therefore, these Federal
grants will enable them to divert some
of their hard-to-come-by State funds
to increased teachers’ salaries.

The impacted areas bill provides re-
lief for approximately one-third of the
districts. I do not believe that we can
in good conscience help these deserving
districts and not ease the problems in
the other two-thirds of our districts.

It is time we recognized the educa-
tional problem as a national one and
that the impact of our defense pro-
gram is just one aspect of that national
problem.

1 realize that many Members of this
Senate disagree with my views. Their
belief is that by a simple extension of
the impacted areas bill pressure will
continue to build during the recess and
the momentum for an adequate bill will
be realized by next January.

I myself think this is the last chance
we will have in the 87th Congress to pass
school legislation. This Senate has twice
in the past 2 years passed legislation
which would provide funds for school
construction. All indications are that
the House is of a similar mind.

I hope every Senator will give this
amendment his full consideration and
his support when it is brought to a vote.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received and printed, and
will lie on the desk.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, the
Senator from Maine [Mr. Muskie] joins
me in the presentation of this amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a news article from the Wash-
ington Evening Star, August 11, be
printed in the Recorp at this point. It
is entitled “Catholic Gives Up School-Aid
Hope.”

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

CatHOLIC GivEs Up ScHooL-Amn HOPE

BosToN, 11—Concentration on
high school and college and gradual with-
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drawal from elementary education has been
suggested by a Roman Catholic clergyman.

“It is quite clear by now,” wrote the Right
Reverend Monsignor George W. Casey yes-
terday in his weekly column in the Pilot,
official publication of the Boston Archdio-
cese, ‘‘that Catholic schools are not going
to get any financial aid from the Federal
Government."

“The best and simplest reason why we
should shift our money and personnel over
into secondary and higher education,” he
said, “is that they should be put where the
need and the return is greater. The chief
reason for the Catholic school system is the
preservation of the faith.”

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO NA-
TIONAL GUARD RETIREMENT—
AMENDMENT

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, H.R.
4785 is a constructive measure, but I am
unhappy about one provision in the
amendment approved by the Senate
Committee on Armed Services. The
amendment would limit Federal contri-
butions to retirement benefits of Nation-
al Guard technicians to 62 percent.

In New York, the employer contribu-
tion by the State for retirement benefits
amounts to 13 percent, including the so-
cial security contribution. As a result,
the 6l%4-percent limit would shortchange
New York technicians in the National
Guard by approximately 6152 percent.
The overall shortage of funds in New
York State for this purpose would
amount to about $900,000.

Mr. President, on the whole this leg-
islation is badly needed. As of now, the
House of Representatives has main-
tained that there is no legislative au-
thority for any Federal contribution to
the retirement pay of civilian National
Guard technicians. The Department of
Defense maintains that the authority
does exist. The proposed legislation in
any case settles that problem, but it does
raise an additional question by establish-
ing a 6l%-percent limitation. Mr. Pres-
ident, it is essential at this point to pro-
vide fair and equitable treatment for
individuals who, often at great sacrifice,
serve their country as Army or Air Na-
tional Guard technicians. The Armed
Services Committee, acting, I must con-
fess, upon the recommendation of the
Bureau of the Budget, has set a limit of
62 percent for the percentage which
the Federal Government will be allowed
to contribute as the employer’s share of
retirement benefits. The reasoning giv-
en, as stated on page 551 of the Presi-
dent’s budget, is as follows:

Bince the pay rates of such employees are
equated to those of comparable Federal em-
ployees, the total employee’s contribution to
Federal funds is limited to the rate author-
ized for Federal employees participating in
the civil service retirement system.

But, Mr. President, where the injustice
arises in this situation is that every State
provides a different percentage contribu-
tion from employers, ranging from about
3 percent to 13 percent, as in New York.
This fixed 6'%-percent limitation of the
Federal Government means, in fact, that
these Army and Air National Guard
technicians would receive a different and
in many cases smaller retirement contri-

August 16

bution than that received by the other
State employees with whom they work
and cooperate closely.

Finally, Mr. President, the real in-
justice lies in the fact that despite the
present 6l5-percent ceiling on the Fed-
eral contributions, in fact, it is well
known that the civil service retirement
fund, to which this 61%-percent is con-
tributed, will in all probability not be
adequate in the future to provide all the
benefits which have been authorized by
law. Therefore, it will undoubtedly be
necessary for Congress at some point to
provide additional appropriations for
civil service benefits. Thus, the 6l%-
percent limitation, although in effect at
the moment, will not be a controlling
factor in the long run.

Mr. President, the Department of De-
fense has urged correction of this basic
injustice, and has requested that the
ceiling of 6% percent be lifted.

This matter deserves careful atten-
tion, for the Department of Defense is
well aware of the problems in personnel
and morale which can arise when such
patent injustice is not corrected. At
present, there is in many cases no re-
tirement provision for these employees,
except social security. It has been
agreed that the Federal Government
should make a contribution for these
employees, to go into State retirement
funds. The contribution, in all equity,
should be based on the percentage which
each State contributes for other State
employees.

Therefore, Mr. President, I send to
the desk and submit on behalf of my-
self, my colleague from New York [Mr.
Javirs], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Case], and the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. Foncl, representing three of the
five States most adversely affected by the
situation, an amendment to provide for
the necessary flexibility in determining
the Federal contribution to these retire-
ment funds. The amendment will simply
strike out the sentence:

Such contributions shall not exceed 6%

per centum of the compensation on which
such contributions are based.

Mr. President, the amendment I have
submitted, which refers to the bill as
amended by the Senate Committee on
Armed Services, and therefore different
from the original bill passed by the
House, provides for necessary flexibility
in determining the Federal contribution
to these retirement funds. I request
unanimous consent that my amendment,
which is very short, be printed following
my remarks in the Recorp. I also ask
to have printed in the REecorp several
pages from the hearings on the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations, which
indicated that as many as 23 States
might ultimately be shortchanged if a
615-percent ceiling is written into the
law. Because this is a very complex
subject and because one must take into
account social security as well as State
retirement systems, I consider it advisa-
ble not to include any mandatory lan-
guage in this amendment, but simply to
eliminate the arbitrary and unrealistic
ceiling of 6% percent, which, as the
material I have mentioned indicates, is
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actuarially unsound, and has been vig-
orously opposed by the Department of
Defense.

I ask unanimous consent that the
other sponsors of the amendment may
have the privilege, if they so desire, of
having their remarks printed at this
point in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be received,
printed, and will lie on the table; and,
without objection, the amendment will
be printed in the REcorp.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 38, line 8, beginning with “Such”
strike out all down through the period in
line 9.

The excerpts from the hearing sub-
mitted by Mr. KeaTinG are as follows:

FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO STATE RETIREMENT
SYSTEMS FOR TECHNICIANS

Senator CHavez. There have been several
inquiries relative to the Federal contribu-
tion to the State retirement system for Na-
tional Guard technicians. I wish you would
describe to the committee what this is all
about.

General McGowan. I would like to testify
briefly and put a statement in the record,
if I might.

The retirement of the National Guard
techniclans authorized, has been approved
by Defense and the Army and the Air Force
and is included for the first time in the
budget this year. These technicians are the
full-time National Guardsmen, Army and
Air, who are employed by the States to per-
form key maintenance administrative train-
ing and supply functions.

Presently, a few States have included them
in their own retirement system which is
financially unfair to those particular States,
but it is a very happy solution for those
techniclans who are so included.

The funds in this budget request are
based on a 6.5-percent annual contribution
which is a flat figure determined by the
Bureau of the Budget and to meet the re-
tirement costs based on the retirement of
civil service employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment. This is already considerably be-
low the actual State retirement system costs
in 6 States and if we Iinclude the social
security in the deductlons it would be below
the cost of 12 more and as FICA increases in
1963, 1966, and 1969 in accordance with
present law, 6 more States would find that
this 6.5-percent contribution to their retire-
ment system would not meet the actual
costs

Senator CHAvVEz. You have mentioned 6
States, 12 States, and 6 more. Would you
make avallable for the record the names of
those States?

General McGowan. I would be happy to.

(The information referred to follows:)

The 6.5 percent of salaries limitation on
the amount the Federal Government will
contribute toward State retirement system
employer costs on behalf of National Guard
techniclans will be inadequate:

(a) In the five States in which they are
now participating, or will be eligible to
participate without amendment to State
laws if the Federal Government pays the
full employer costs. They are:

State rate

percent
California (not now participating)__ 9.18
Hawall (now participating) . ________ 7.29
New Jersey (now participating) . ___ 7
New York (not now participating) ... 9 619
Ohio (now participating) . 7.41

(b) If the 3 percent on the first $4,800 of
compensation now being pald under FICA

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

is included in the total Federal contribution,
the following additional 12 States will be
underfinanced :

State rate

percent
Delaware (not now particlpating).--__ &
Florida (now participating)____._.___ 6

Eentucky (now participating_ ..
Minnesota (now participating) ..
Missourl (now participating) .-
Nevada (not now participating)
New Mexico (now participating)
Tennessee (not now participating)... 4.12

Texas (not now participating) .- 4.75
Vermont (not now participating) - ..__ 6.08
Virginia (not now participating)__.._ 4
Washington (now participating)..-_. 6

{(c) If the employer's tax is increased as
provided by section 401(c), Public Law 85—
840 (72 Stat. 1042, 26 U.S.C. 3111) the fol-
lowing States will be underfinanced in the
years indicated:

State rate
percent
Arizona (not now participating)—

1963 o

Arkansas (not now participating)—
-4

1963 St
Iowa (now participating) (on 84,-
000)—1963 3.5

Mississippl (not now pmlclpatlng)-—-
1963 2.5

Montana (not now participating)—
1963 |

North Carolina (not now participat-
g 1008 Feta - e 3-5

(d) The only States that will have their
retirement system costs satisfied under the
6.6 percent formula will be Connecticut {(now
participating, portion of employees not under
FICA); and Massachusetts (now participat-
ing, no FICA coverage).

(e) The fiscal year 1962 budget request in-
cludes $2,800,000 FPederal contribution to
State retirement systems which have legis-
lation for Army Natlonal Guard techniclan
participation. An additional $3,700,000 is
required to support State retirement rates
and those States that need legislation to per-
mit technician participation in States’ re-
tirement program.

ADEQUACY OF FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION

General McGowanN. We are happy that the
item is being included in the budget this
year. We find that this is a group of em-
ployees whose retirement hitherto has not
been provided for.

Senator Cuavez. Is there any difference in
the amounts requested by the National
Guard and the budget approval?

General McGowan, I will include that in
the statement.

I think that should be as much as I should
put in the record at this moment and I will
follow that with a prepared statement we can
give the chalrman by tomorrow.

There is some question—even in Bureau
of the Budget circles—with respect to the
adequacy of this 6.5 percent for Federal em-
ployees and I quote from a letter from the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to the
Becretary of Defense dated January 19, 1961,
in which Mr. Stans said in this pertinent part
of the letter:

“Although the civil service retirement sys-
tem is estimated to have a computed normal
cost based on varlous assumptions as to in-
terest, income mortality, and so forth, which
is slightly more than 6.5 percent, that per-
centage is the fixed amount required under
the Civil Service Retirement Act to be con-
tributed to the system by Federal agencies.
Fluctuations in the computed normal cost
arise from two changes in salary since that
time.”

Senator Caavez. Is the civil service annual
contribution the same as yours?

General McGowaxn. Civil service annual
contribution is 6.5 percent; yes, sir.
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in salary levels'—there have been two—
“and the like, are not reflected in the statu-
tory requirement. Whether the appropria-
tion of additional funds in future years will
naturally depend on further experience and
the validity of the assumptions now being
used such as the average rate of interest
earned on assets of the system.”

It is pertilnent to point out that in States
such as New Jersey, with which I am very
familiar, and which has included these
technicians in its own retirement system
without cost to the Federal Government so
far, they have their actual costs annually
checked from an actuarial standpoint and
their costs are 7 percent without including
soclal security deductions. That is one of
the examples of the States where the pro-
posed contribution is already inadequate in
relation to the actual experience costs.

Senator CHAvEZ. At this point in the record
we shall insert a memorandum pertaining
to this subject, prepared by the Office of the
General Counsel, Department of Defense.

(The statement referred to follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNCIL,
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1961,
Memorandum for General Moore:

On February 29, 1960, the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Comptroller) received a re-
quest from the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (Manpower) to include funds in the
fiscal year 1962 Department of Defense budg-
et to cover payment of the employer's share
of the costs of State retirement programs
for civilian employees of the Army and Alr
Force National Guard. The Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Manpower) had decided to
follow the policy of providing such payments
after reviewing the retirement programs of
the affected States and concluding that the
employer’s share of the costs was a valid
Federal obligation since the Federal Gov-
ernment had accepted the responsibility for
the payment of the compensation of the
employees. The compensation of civilian
employees of the National Guard is fixed
and pald pursuant to Federal statute;
namely, 32 U.S.C. 709, which provides, in
pertinent part, as follows:

“(a) Under such regulations as the Secre-
tary of the Army may prescribe, funds
allotted by him for the Army Natlonal Guard
may be spent for the compensation of com-
petent persons to care for material, arma-
ment, and equipment of the Army National
Guard.

* L - - -

“(f) The Secretary concerned shall fix the
salaries of clerks and caretakers authorized
to be employed under this section, and shall
designate the person to employ them."”

The Comptroller General of the United
States held (B-138072, dated March 2, 1959.
attached) that contributions to a State re-
tirement system may be regarded as part
of the compensation which the Secretaries
of the Army and Alr Force are authorized
to fix under 32 U.S.C. T09.

On March 23, 1960, the Deputy Comptroller
for Budget advised the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Manpower) that he concurred
in the desirability of including funds in the
1962 budget as requested. He further re-
quested that instructions directing the initi-
ation of the program for fiscal year 1962 be
issued by Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Manpower) .

On April 6, 1960, the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Manpower) advised the Depart-
ments of the Army and the Air Force to
take such action as was y to includ
a request for funds for this purpose in their
fiscal year 1962 budget estimates. At the
same time, he requested that the Army and
Alr National Guard enter into negotiations
with the several States and Puerto Rico to
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establish agreements whereby guard employ-
ees would be incorporated In State retire-
ment systems.

On December 7, 1960, the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget by letter to the Sec-
retary of Defense explained that it was his
understanding that the 1962 budget esti-
mates would include funds as indicated
above. He advised that since the amounts
payable to both the State systems and so-
cial security would substantially exceed the
current rate of contribution to the civil
service retirement system for Federal em-
ployees, it would appear that an unsound re-
lationship would be established between
compensation rates of Natlonal Guard em-
ployees and of comparable Federal employ-
ees. He, therefore, requested that appro-
priate language be proposed to establish
a limitation on the use of Department of
Defense funds to that now provided for
Federal employees. Appropriate adjust-
ments were also to be made in the budget
estimates.

By letter to the Bureau of the Budget dated
December 14, 1960, the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller) requested that no
provision to limit employer’s contribution to
State retirement systems be included in the
President's budget, since the proposed limi-
tation of 612 percent was totally unrealistic.
More specifically, information received from
the chief actuary, civil service retirement
system, is to the effect that 614 percent does
not cover the Federal Government's total
cost of civil service retirement system, and
that provision will have to be made for the
appropriation of additional funds in later
years to cover full cost. In addition, the
Comptroller indicated that the administra-
tion of the program would be greatly com-
plicated, since it was anticipated that many
States would show reluctance to bring
guard employees into the retirement sys-
tems, since they would unwilling to revise
their systems to provide for special funding
arrangements for these employees.

By letter dated January 19, 1961, the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget again
insisted that the language in gquestion be
retained since it would not be considered
reasonable if compensation of guard em-
ployees, including indirect compensation in
the form of employer's contributions to State
retirement systems and to the social security
old-age and survivor’s insurance fund, could
be established at rates higher than those ap-
plicable to comparable Federal employees.
The retention of proposed section 531 con-
talned in the Eisenhower budget resulted in
the deletion of $1 million and $0.6 million
from the budget estimate of the Depart-
ments of the Army and the Air Force, re-
spectively.

As you know, since January 20, 1961, the
military departments and other offices in the
Office of the Secretary of Defense recom-
mended changes they deemed appropriate in
budgeted dollar estimates or language. No
recommendations were received with respect
to this section. However, it is now under-
stood that the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (Manpower), Mr. Runge, is about to
request the Comptroller to take all possible
actions to have section 531 deleted in its
entirety. If the language is deleted, it will
be necessary to increase the estimates by §1
million in the case of the Army and $0.6
million in the case of the Air Force.

L. T. SMITH
(For Maurice H. Lanman, Jr.)

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my colleague Sena-
tor KEATING in proposing an amendment
to H.R. 4785, a bill to permit inclusion
of Army National Guard and Air Na-
tional Guard technicians in State re-
tirement systems. Senator EKEeATING'S
and my amendment removes the 6l%-
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percent limitation on Federal contribu-
tions to these retirement funds, as pro-
vided in H.R. 4785.

Efforts to secure retirement benefits
for these technicians have been carried
on for many years. Failure to obtain
such benefits to date has made it diffi-
cult to secure and even more difficult to
retain valuable technical support. If
this trend is not reversed, the efficiency
of the National Guard is bound to suffer.

To use this 6l5-percent Federal con-
tribution to the Federal retirement sys-
tem as the ceiling for contributions to
the State retirement systems is not an
equitable or accurate yardstick. Most
States compute their rates for contribu-
tions to the State retirement system on
an annual basis, based on current expe-
rience. On the other hand, the Federal
rate of 612 percent was established by
the act of July 31, 1956. Although the
compensation of Federal employees has
since been increased, no revision of cost
factors and rates of contributions to the
Federal retirement system has been
made.

I am hopeful that this amendment will
be recognized as a sound and equitable
measure which is particularly appro-
priate and significant today as we reeval-
uate our military preparedness.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS OF
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR
AND PUBLIC WELFARE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Education
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, I announce that the subcom-
mittee will begin its public hearings on
the Hill higher education bill at 9
o’clock tomorrow morning, The sub-
committee will hold hearings on the
bill at every opportunity in the days
immediately ahead, whenever the Sen-
ate is not in session, and will begin the
hearings each day at 9 o'clock a.m.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC. PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. MORSE:

Eulogy delivered by SBenator DoucLAs, re-

lating to Fiorello La Guardia.

U.S. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the
junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
WATER] on August 6 delivered before the
Virginia State Bar Association a speech
in which he replied to certain gquestions
on foreign policy raised and directed to
him by the distinguished junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLericHT]. The
importance of this address and the im-
portance of the debate of which it is
part have not been underestimated by
the press and the public. The outcome
of this debate might profoundly influ-
ence the future of the United States and
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the course of human history. I ask
unanimous consent to have Senator
GOLDWATER'S speech printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

A Casg FoR VICTORY

(Text of a speech by Senator BARRY GoLD-
WATER, Republican, of Arizona, before the
Virginia State Bar Association’s 71st an-
nual meeting, White Sulphur Springs,
W. Va., Saturday, August 5, 1961)

With your kind indulgence, I should like
to talk with you tonight about our inter-
national relations, about our progress in the
cold war, and about the need to win this
worldwide struggle between the forces of
freedom and the forces of slavery. Strangely
enough, I find myself in the position of one
who has been challenged to make a case for
victory in a conflict with an enemy of
enormous power whose undisguised aim is
to conquer the United States and enslave
the world. I have been challenged to explain
what victory in the cold war means, how
we could achieve it, and what we would do
with it after we won it. This challenge,
astounding as it is, comes from none other
than the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee—Senator J. WiLLlam
FuLBriGHT, of Arkansas—who reflects in his
statements a policy line now being promoted
within the top ranks of the Kennedy ad-
ministration. Senator FuLsrIGHT, and I am
sorry to say some others in positions of in-
fluence today, believe that victory in the
cold war is impossible, that we must co-
exist with an alien ideological power which
is using every device at its command to over-
whelm us, and that one of the means toward
coexistence is aggressive compromise.

Ladies and gentlemen, I doubt if any U.5.
Senator or Government official—ever before
in the history of our Republic—has been
called upon to make a case for victory in a
conflict where everything that the United
States stands for today—or ever stood for
in the past—is at stake. I doubt if this
Natlon ever before has found itself in a bat-
tle for her very existence where any public
official or group of public officials automat-
ically foreclosed the possibility of victory
and gquestioned what we would do with it
if it ever were achieved.

When I study the words of Senator FuL-
BRIGHT and realize that he speaks for a siz-
able bloc of influence in our State Depart-
ment, I begin to wonder what forces are at
work among us in this hour of crisis. I
wonder whether the entire scope of this
protracted conflict and the dire consequences
which it holds for our Nation and the world's
freedom have been correctly understood. I
wonder whether the American people actu-
ally realize that the failure to proclaim vic-
tory as our aim in the cold war is not just
an oversight but a calculated policy of influ-
ential men. Let me state this in Senator
FULBRIGHT'S own words. He said on the Sen-
ate floor on July 24—and I quote—"Appar-
ently we have not yet fully accepted in the
fact that * * * we can hope to do little
more than mitigate our problems as best we
can and learn to live with them.” Since that
time, Senator FurericHT has made it plain
that his method of mitigation would be
through negotiation and compromise, This
is what he proposes in the Berlin crisis,
which might well serve as a terminal point
in our diplomatic negotiations with Russia.
The Senator apparently believes that nego-
tiation and compromise are what we must
do to live with communism. He boldly as-
sumes that the American people and the rest
of the free world want to live with commu-
nism rather than risk a test of strength.
He also tells us, in effect, that the price of
this living is compromise—which is another
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way of saying that we will yield further and
further to Khrushchev's demands.

But I'm getting a little ahead of myself.
I belleve it is important for you people to
understand how the exchange between Sen-
ator FoLericHT and myself evolved. Let me
briefly explain to you the genesis of this
argument which the newspapers are begin-
ning to refer to as a “meaningful” debate
between the two fundamental positions.

It began on June 29 when the Foreign Re-
lations Committee chalrman delivered a
speech to the Senate entitled “Some Reflec-
tions Upon Recent Events and Continuing
Problems,” These remarks were given wide
publicity throughout the Nation and were
hailed in a certain segment of the press as
a major foreign policy declaration. Now
since these reflections contained so many
arguments for doing nothing in the cold war
but waste more and more money in the name
of social reform for other nations, I felt im-
pelled to reply. I did this in a Senate speech
on July 14. I challenged the Foreign Rela-
tions chalrman to explain why his approach
to the cold war, which boils down to more
and more foreign aid, has not yielded results
after the expenditure of nearly $100 billion.
I challenged his assertion that American ac-
tion in Cuba would result in alienating Latin
America, Asia, and Africa. I challenged his
assertion that communism 90 miles of our
southern coast was not intolerable to the
American people. I challenged his declara-
tion that the erection of missile bases in
Cuba would not increase the danger to our
national existence. And I also said that this
Nation needs an official declaration stating
that our aim in the cold war is victory.

Now in his response to this, Senator FuL-
BRIGHT ignored my question concerning the
wisdom of pursuing a costly and ineffective
foreign policy. He ignored quite a few other
things in commenting briefly on the Senate
floor on July 24 on what he referred to as
certain themes contained in my remarks.
But the things he had to say are so illustra-
tive of bankrupt thinking with regards to
the cold war, so fraught with peril for this
Nation and the cause of freedom, and so
vitally important to all Americans that I feel
compelled to glve them the kind of com-
prehensive treatment that he failed to accord
my remarks of July 14,

And, let me say, there is no particular
significance to the fact that I am setting
forth my latest views in this running debate
in a public speech rather than on the floor of
the U.S. Senate. The reason is quite simple.
I believe that this issue of whether we are
to strive for victory in the cold war or con-
tinue a policy of drift has become so im-
portant that it deserves attention in all
forums of public discussion. And I assure
you that the contents of my remarks here
today shall be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for the perusal of Senator FULBRIGHT
and all other Members of Congress and that
I shall have more to say on this subject
on the floor of the Senate at a later date.
The nature of our debate is one that lends
itself to this kind of treatment. Our ex-
changes have not been hasty toe-to-toe af-
fairs. Rather, they have been—as views on
a subject this important should certainly
be—deliberative and long range.

Now this brings me to Senator FULBRIGHT'S
comments of July 24. In them, he is exces-
sively bemused with one of my phrases—
“total victory.” He seems to think there is
something funny about it. He refers to total
victory as a “stirring term with a romantic
ring.” He ridicules it as something that
“quickens the blood like a clarion call to
arms.” I suggest that ridicule is a curious
attitude for an American to take when dis-
cussing victory in a struggle that means sur-
vival. It is even more curious when that
American holds the influential office of
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee—and I say this whether he is
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referring to “total victory” or just plain “vic-
tory.” I suggest that there are many de-
tails of our conduct in the cold war which
invite scoffing and ridicule. But, I suggest
that the subject of our winning in this
desperate struggle is definitely not one of
them. If Senator FurLpriGHT disagrees with
my emphasis on the word ‘total” in dis-
cussing victory, I will gladly sacrifice it if it
will mean that we can get the Foreign Re-
lations chairman to discuss seriously, and
objectively, the subject of our developing an
official determination to win over the tyran-
nical forces of international communism.
Let's just call it “victory,” and ask Mr, FuL-
prIGHT if this, too, has for him only a “ro-
mantic ring” unconnected with the ultimate
hopes and prayers of a free people.

The Senator from Arkansas says he does not
know what victory would mean—as he puts
it—"in this age of ideological confiict and
nuclear weapons.” Perhaps we are meant
to belleve that victory for the forces of free-
dom in the world takes on a different mean-
ing because ideology is a factory and weapons
are more powerful. Perhaps we are to adopt
the heresy that there can be freedom in this
world without a victory over the forces which
already enslave a large percentage of the
population. Or perhaps the Foreign Rela-
tions chalrman would like to develop the
thesis that the people do not know the anat-
omy of freedom. In all events, I shall en-
deavor to enlighten him on these points.
But before I do, I should like to say that if
Senator FuLsriGHT finds difficulty in under-
standing what victory would mean perhaps
he should spend a little thought on the ques-
tion of what defeat—the only alternative to
victory—would mean. This is a frightening
thought—what would defeat mean? But,
it is one which must be considered—and con-
sidered seriously—if our national policy is
anything but victory.

This is a conflict where one side or the
other must win. And no amount of wishful
thinking on the part of the Foreign Rela-
tions chairman or officlals of the New
Frontler can make it otherwise. On this
question, the decision is out of our hands.
The rules for the conflict have been laid
down by the Soviet Union through a massive
design aimed at destruction of the United
States and domination of the world. Against
the Communist strategy as it is being pushed
today, there can be no policy but one aimed
at victory or one that would permit defeat,
There is no cozy twilight zone such as Sen-
ator FuLBriGHT envisions where the status
quo is maintained. We know this from what
has happened to the world since the end of
World War II. We have continued to de-
lude ourselves with something called peace-
ful coexistence while communism has kept
right on gobbling up one country after an-
other. Hundreds of millions of the world's
people have fallen under the yoke of com-
munism while we have followed a useless
policy of spend and drift. Now we are told
that this is the only feasible approach; that
we can't hope for victory; that we can't risk a
war; that we couldn't cope with victory if
we won it. I say this is the most dangerous
kind of sheer nonsense. On the basis of ex-
perience, the Fulbright approach is not only
a tremendously costly strategy but it is a
losing strategy. If it weren't, I submit, that
we wouldn't today be mourning the loss of
Cuba and the virtual loss of Laos.

If there is any doubt as to what victory
in the cold war means, let me say that it
means the opposite of defeat; it means free-
dom instead of slavery; it means the right
of every man to worship God; of nations
to determine there own destiny free of force
and coercion. Victory in the cold war means
the sum total of all the hopes of freemen
throughout the world. It means human
dignity, freedom of choice, the right to work,
and achleve with the skills and capabilities
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with which man was endowed by his Creator.
And it means peace with honor for men who
prize liberty above death.

Now, can victory be achieved without a
nuclear war? Senator FULBRIGHT would like
us to believe that there can be no cold war
victory without the destruction of clviliza-
tion. This is precisely what the Communists
and the Russians also would like us to be-
lieve. Their whole line of attack, through
propaganda and adroit economic, political
and military moves, is directed toward mak-
ing us think in terms of fear. They want
to make sure that we believe the risk is too
great to employ any of our strength. Their
purpose is intimidation and it's working too
well.

Indeed, a cold war victory over the Com-
munists is entirely possible. It won't be
easy because we have lost too much valu-
able time and too many golden opportunities.
But it can be done with the proper integrated
strategy—a strategy that aims at victory,
that retains our economic strength; that
incorporates the principles of political, mili-
tary, economie, and psychological strength
in meeting Soviet challenges and in present-
ing some challenges of our own. Those who
argue against any use of strength, against
any military risk, against any unilateral
action fail to understand that political vic-
tory in the cold war is the only way to avoid
a strictly military solution of the East-West
crisis. It involves some risk, but our experi-
ence shows us that this risk is greatly over-
exaggerated. Every time we have stood up
to the Russians they have backed down. Our
trouble is we haven't stood up to them
enough. Despite the arguments of Com-
munists and leftwing propagandists who
want us to believe that the present ideolog-
ical struggle will inevitably lead to a shoot-
ing war, just the reverse is true. A shoot-
ing war can only be avoided by winning the
cold war. And unless we win the cold war,
we will be an easy pushover for the Khru-
shchevs, the Castros, and the Mao Tse-tungs
when they decide the time is ripe to push
their strategy into a shooting phase.

In this, Senator FuLeriGHT has joined the
ranks of those who would paralyze the for-
elgn policy of this Nation by advancing the
alternatives that, either you accommodate
the Soviet Union or you fight a nuclear war.
These are the alternatives which are stressed
every time the Russians seek to advance
their position. And their expansion over
the past two decades has given the Com-
munists millions of square miles, hundreds
of millions of slaves, and treasure beyond
the dreams of avarice. Now what is the es-
sential weakness of this reasoning? It lies
in accepting the enemy's terms—that the
only alternative to self-destruction is to
yield. First, we yleld on one issue—unim-
portant, it appears in context of such a hor-
rible alternative as nuclear war. Then on
a second and a third and a fourth and ad
infinitum. So what is finally left to us ex-
cept the same terrible dilemma we were con-
fronted with on that first day when the
enemy said, “Yield or die.”

If we could finally satisfy the enemy’s
appetite by giving him one city or one coun-
try or one territory who among us, Demo-
crat or Republican, liberal or conservative,
would not be tempted to say: Let them, in
the name of peace and Ireedom for
the rest of us; let them, once and for
all, have thelr way and be done with
it. But this is not possible. We are dealing
with an enemy whose appetite is unsatiable,
whose creed demands slavery for everyone,
Americans included. The more we glve in
to that enemy, the more he wants; and the
more we give in to him, the more he is en-
couraged to demand.

Senator FULBRIGHT adroitly tries to make
it appear that I am in favor of nuclear war,
that I would make war the prime instrument
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of our policy. I can’t imagine what makes
him think that he and his fellow Democrats
value life more than do I and my family
and my fellow critics of a disastrous policy
of drift.

Does he believe for 1 minute that I would
take satisfaction from exchanging my pleas-
ant life and my pleasant assoclations, among
which I rate my friendship with him, for a
nuclear graveyard? Certainly not. He chal-
lenges, presumably, my capacity to reason
rather than my appreciation of life. And I
respond: Whether you reason in the light of
experience or by scholastic theory, there is
no escaping the conclusion that we cannot
assure the enemy that, under no circum-
stances, will we ever consider war. If we
are not prepared, under any circumstances,
ever to fight a nuclear war, we might just
as well do as the pacifists and the collabora-
tlonists propose—dump our entire nuclear
arsenal into the ocean.

But Senator FUuLBRIGHT has proposed no
such venture in national sulcide. He wants
us to save our bombs. Only he apparently
wants us to act as though we did not have
them, because the mere thought of having
them terrifies those who are dedicated to the
principle of coexistence. Thus, we are sup-
posed to eliminate our possession of nuclear
weapons from our consciousness in discuss-
ing the formulation of American foreign
policy.

Of course, if victory is not our official aim,
then there would appear to be no point in
bringing all our arguments—he they mili-
tary, economic, political, or psychological—
to bear on the side of freedom. But can we
be sure that if we completely eliminate the
possible use of nuclear weapons that the
Russians will follow suit? Can we risk our
future and the future of mankind on exclu-
sive emphasis on conventional rather than
ultimate weapons? Can we make any as-
sumptions that would diminish our
strength—in any field—when dealing with
the Russlans? Merely to ask the questions
is to answer them. We can assume nothing
where the Russians are concerned. We can
trust nothing that the Russians say. We
can accept nothing that the Russians sign
as a conclusive guarantee.

Theirs is a policy of deliberate, calculated
attrition which eats away steadily at the
landmass represented by the free world and
at the individual and collective liberties of
its people. Unless we develop the will to
win and the strategy to achieve victory—
and do it soon—that attrition will engulf
us. It has already been moving in 7 league
boots over the surface of the globe and
advances to within 80 miles of our own
country. It hasn't slowed down because
there s a risk of military action involved.
It moves right on, inexorably increasing
Communist power in strategic areas. And
it steps up the tempo every time fear of
possible consequences paralyzes the West in
a posture of caution and indecision. Is there
any wonder that the Communists welcome
policy declarations which guestion whether
the United States could win the cold war
without a holocaust? Is there any wonder
why they promote the mirage of peaceful
coexistence which merely means that we
stand immobilized while they advance their
overall design? Is it any wonder that the
Communists feel free to push their plan to
build Cuba into an anti-American bastion
in the Western Hemisphere?

The whole Communist operation makes the
element of time a vital factor, Time is run-
ning out on the West while it is working
in favor of international communism—at
least under our present policy. For, I would
remind you the policy we are following today
is the same one which we have followed—
with a few exceptions—since the end of
World War IT. It is the policy of spending in
the hope of galning allles. It is the policy
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which has permitted the Communists to
gain in almost every area of the world while
the cause of freedom has been losing.

I want to emphasize this time factor par-
ticularly in the light of what the Senate
Foreign Relations chalrman sees as our ob-
Jective. He says it i1s total victory for a
process. And he defines that process as one
“of civilizing international relations and of
bringing them gradually under a worldwide
regime of law and order and peaceful pro-
cedures for the redress of legitimate griev-
ances.”

All I can say is that If this 1s our objective,
what is our hope? This just says that the
United States should work for the establish-
ment of some kind of international super-
state whose members would behave in a civil-
ized and peaceful way toward each other.
At the very least this would take several
centuries. And we have no assurance that
the time will ever come when all other states
will want to behave peacefully toward each
other. The lessons of history are all against
it, for there have always been states that
would not hesitate to use arms to advance
their national policles and defend their sys-
tems.

Let me assure you that a world without
arms, a world living peacefully and adjust-
ing its grievances in a global regime of law
and order is more than an objective. It is
a dream and its name is “Utopia.” Even if
it were practical, such an objective has no
direct application against the urgent prob-
lems which beset the world today. We
haven't the time for implementing dreams
right now. We must deal with reality, the
ever-present threat of Communist tyranny
which is not going to submit the kind of
civilizing Senator FuLeriGHT envisions.

Suppose there is a big fire in your neigh-
borhood. What do you think about first?
You think of saving your house from destruc-
tion and your family from death. And If
the flames have already enveloped your gar-
den fence, do you lose time planning to
build a dream house next year or next decade
in a nonexistent city and in a theoretical
country? Of course, you don’t. You go
right to work fighting the flames to save
the house you've already got in the elty and
country where you live now.

This is the way it is today with our coun-
try and with the world. There is a fire in
the world and its Communist flames are
threatening to destroy the American way of
life. Not next year, or in the mext decade,
or in a future century, but right now—today.
These ugly red fiames are already brushing
our shores and they continue to rage un-
checked.

And I suggest that this is no time for an
American foreign policy objective designed to
erect an impractical international dream
city of the future. It is long past the time
when our objective should be the practical
means of dousing the fire and smothering
the flames of international communism.

S0 what can we do? Our job, first and
foremost, is to persuade the enemy that we
would rather follow the world to kingdom
come than consign it to hell under commu-
nism, Having made that clear, we must
selze opportunities as they arise to protect
freedom and demonstrate our strength.
Many such opportunities have arisen in the
past, some of which we have used to good
advantage. For example, we were told by
the weak of heart and the peddlers of de-
spair that unless we yielded Quemoy and
Matsu to the Communists, a terrible war
would result. The Eisenhower administra-
tion said, in effect, very well, if the Com-
munist world chooses to go to war to oceupy
these islands, then that's the way it will
have to be. But the Communist world did
not so choose, and Quemoy and Matsu are
free today. And they will be free tomorrow
and just as long as our resolution lasts.
The story was repeated in Lebanon., We
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sent In marines there against the advice and
quaking of those who fear a display of de-
termination and strength. And Lebanon is
free today. We acted from strength, too,
when Berlin was threatened in 1948, and
Berlin remains free. In Korea, our trouble
was that Stalin didn’t know that we meant
business, and the result was a costly, un-
necessary war which we would not have had
to fight if the Russians had been assured in
advance of our determination.

On the other hand, our resolve was not
strong enough in Cuba to back our intent
with the strength required and which we
possessed. The result is that Cuba lan-
guishes in chains while a bearded Com-
munist dictator thumbs his nose at the
United States and plays the enemy’s game
to the hilt. And when Senator FULBRIGHT
worries lest we alienate the rest of Latin
America by taking afirmative action In Cuba,
I'm sure Castro guffaws. Much of Latin
America has already been alienated by the
timidity and ineffectiveness of our Ameri-
can policy. The Latins cannot understand
why a world power, such as the United
States, allows a two-bit Kremlin stooge to
spit In our eye, And they wonder what
source of support we could possibly be to
them when communism pushes its expan-
sion program throughout the Western Hemis-
phere. They see us weak and baffled in an
area of vital concern, not only to them but
to our own exlistence.

And must we surrender Laos, too? Is that
the fixed conviction of Senator FULBRIGHT
when he worries lest we commit American
soldiers to a jungle war? Are there not Free
Chinese, South Vietnamese, South Koreans,
Filipinos, and Japanese who would fight
if the United States gave them backing?
Have we ever asked them?

Another important point which might im-
pel action in Laos if our policy is to be any-
thing but concession and that is contained
in the strong statement on this problem
made by President Eennedy, It is well to
remember that it won't do to “talk strongly
and carry a weak stick.” Or does Senator
FursriGHT believe the President was wrong
about Laos, just as he thinks the President
was remiss in not suggesting what he calls
peaceful solutions to the Berlin crisis.

When Senator FULBRIGHT questions what
we would do with victory if we won it, he
implies that any doubt on this score be-
comes, per se, an argument against win-
ning. He asks whether we would occupy
Russia and China and launch a program to
reeducate the Russians and the Chinese in
the ways of democracy? The answer to this
is simply “No.” We would not have to
occupy China and Russia because the vast
majority of the people in both of these
countries are not Communists. They will,
with proper guldance, take care of their
own freedom once they are released from
the iron grip of Communist dictatorship.

But even if this weren't true, the mere fact
that victory would pose problems is not
reason to submit to slavery.

In this same connection, Senator Fur-
BRIGHT says that our victories in World War
I and World War II “offer little encourage-
ment.” I assume that his reference is to the
fact that, having won the wars, we lost the
peace—at Versailles, at Yalta, Teheran, and
Potsdam. I won't argue with him there. We
did lose the peace in both instances. But,
again, I suggest that the Foreign Relations
chairman glance at the other side of the coin.
If our victories in the two World Wars “of-
fer little encouragement,” what does he be-
lieve defeat at the hands of the Kaiser or
at the hands of Adolph Hitler would have
offered? Does he suggest that because we
lost the peace after World War I and World
War II that we should not try to win the
struggle in which we are presently engaged?
I would like Senator FULBRIGHT to tell me
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plainly if he thinks the Russians and the
Communists are out to win the cold war?

And while I'm at it, I would refer the
Senator to the mew Communist manifesto
which appeared only this week. I believe
the New York Times, with which I do not
always agree, summed it up best in an edi-
torial appearing on August 1. Here is what
the Times had to say:

“In short, this is a new declaration of
war against the free world—military, politi-
cal, economic, and propagandistic war. It
expands in thousands of words what the
Soviet chieftain compressed in four words,
‘We will bury you.'”

The editorial concludes this way:

“Therefore, under the guise of ‘peaceful
coexistence,’ it continues to stir up revolu-
tions and Communist ‘wars of liberation’ to
exploit nationalism where it serves its pur-
pose and to denounce it where it does not, to
try and wreck all free world defense organ-
izations, to lure the new and still inexperi-
enced states into its net and, above all, to
disarm the free world, keeping its own arms
intact.”

But let us return to the question of acting
from strength. Against the advice of those
who counsel inaction because of the risk, let
me ask, When has Western resolution backed
up by Western disposition to use its total
resources ever been defied by the Commu-
nist empire? The answer is “Never—not
once.” The rulers of the Eremlin would
sooner reduce their territory to the anclent
state of Muscovy than die on the cruecible of
their ideology. Their doctrine does not call
for corporate acts of heroism when they are
not under direct attack.

In the final analysis the choice is not
yleld, or fight a nuclear war. It is: win,
or fight a nuclear war. For a nuclear war we
shall certainly have to fight, from whatever
beleaguered outpost we are reduced to oc-
cupying, if we continue to yield, piece by
piece, all over the world. And finally, in
desperation, we would see the horrible al-
ternatives clearly in view—a violent act of
nuclear aggression or surrender. And let me
add a further thought. If we should decide
to surrender right now in return for a guar-
antee of peace, we would not escape the
danger of nuclear bombardment. Let me
point out for the benefit of those among
us who whisper, “I'd rather be Red than
dead,” the brutal fact that surrender might
very conceivably subject us to the kind of
nuclear attack we would be seeking to avoid.

The reason for this is guite plain. Due
to the numbers and varieties of weapons,
and to the geographic distances and ex-
panses, and to the number of bases and peo-
ple, the actual act of surrendering and turn-
ing over of our weapons to the Soviets could
not be performed. Our officers might obey
an order to destroy or surrender American
weapons, but the Communists could never
be sure that we had not concealed some for
use in a later sneak attack.

The Soviets, assured of no massive retalia-
tion by the fact of our surrender, might find
it militarily expedient to bomb our bases in
order to make sure our weapons are de-
stroyed. And, at the same time, they could
easily decide to bomb centers of the guer-
rilla resistance that inevitably would spring
up and to bomb those industries which could
turn out arms and ammunition.

No, the dream that surrender will forever
eliminate the specter of nuclear war is an
illusion because history will not stand still.
The Soviets would not be able to control the
entire world. Nuclear weapons will not dis-
appear from the arsenals of the major na-
tions, regardless of whether they are ruled
by Communist or non-Communist regimes.

Thus, we find that neither ylelding nor
surrender are ways to avold the possibility
of nuclear war. Our only hope is to pro-
claim victory as our aim and then to press
boldly and unremittingly on all fronts—al-
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ways prepared to fight and making sure the
Communists always know we are prepared
to fight.

And, in laying that groundwork, there are
a number of immediate steps we should take
to reorient our policy for maximum U.S. ef-
fectiveness in the cold war, They include
the following:

1. We must stop believing that our primary
objective must be to humor the public opin-
ion of mneutral or uncommitted nations
rather than to defend our strategic inter-
ests, cooperate closely with our allies, and
to advance our positions of strength. This
we must do the more readily because much
of this so-called opinion which entrances
our coexistence proponents is fabricated by
the Communists to our detriment; and since
we have no proper method by which we can
judge what public opinion really belleves
throughout the world.

2, We must stop lylng to ourselves and
our friends about disarmament. We must
stop advancing the cause of the Soviet Un-
ion by playing along with this great Com-
munist-inspired deception. We must aban-
don the illusion that the Soviets, in their
disarmament policies, are interested in fur-
thering peace rather than baiting a trap
for us. Their objective is to contrive our
unilateral disarmament while they continue
to arm themselves secretly as fast as they
can,

It is not dialectics but schizophrenia when
we increase our military budget by 15 per-
cent and the Soviets theirs by 33 percent
while, at the same time, we proclaim that
disarmament is our highest goal and a prac-
tical method of composing the present con-
flict. The American people can stand the
truth, but they cannot prosper under an
official policy of self-deception.

3. We must get rid of the ban on nuclear
testing. This is the worst and most trans-
parent trap into which the United States
has fallen during the course of the cold
war. The ban does nothing but serve the
Soviet Union to improve its nuclear weapons
by clandestine testing, to stop our own ad-
vances in offensive and defensive nuclear
technology and, ultimately, lead to a situa-
tion where we wake up confronted with su-
perior Soviet weapons.

4. We must stop negotiating about things
that are nonnegotiable, such as the rights
of our allies, compromises of our securlty,
treaties llke the test ban which can be
neither controlled nor enforced. We must
not deceive ourselves and our friends into
belleving that nuclear weapons and modern
technology can be negotiated out of exist-
ence.

5. We must stop helping communism,
whether by trade, political concessions, tech-
nical disclosures, soft talk in the United
Nations, recognition of Outer Mongolia, pil-
grimages to Moscow or support for revolu-
tionaries of the Castro type.

6. We must avoid economic collapse by
scaling down extravagant and useless do-
mestic programs and halt the squandering
of our money on unrealistic worldwide aid
programs.

Now, in conclusion I would remind you
that in a mortal struggle there is no substi-
tute for victory. The way I propose, the way
of strength, is not an easy way. It is a hard
course requiring determination and hard de-
cisions involving risk. But it is the way of
peace, not war; of freedom, not slavery. It
is the way of all Americans, Republicans
and Democrats alike; the way of all free peo-
ple with the will to remain free. Thank you.

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, one
of the strongest foundations of our in-
dustrial society has been the develop-
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ment of free collective bargaining
between labor and management.

Such bargaining has immeasurably
benefited both employees and employers
and has contributed much to the
strength and wealth of our Nation.

However, in recent times there has
been alarm expressed over a tendency to
accept Government intervention as a
substitute for collective bargaining.

This concern has been very well stated
by Joseph A. Beirne, president of the
Communications Workers of America,
AFI~CIO, in an article in the CWA News
for August.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of Mr. Beirne's article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Bic GovERNMENT Moves INTo Vacuum WHEN
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FAILS

(By J. A. Beirne)

I am gravely concerned about the fate of
collective bargaining when I see so many
spokesmen in the field of labor and man-
agement looking to the Government for their
answers.

In the few months since the KEennedy ad-
ministration took over the reins of our Fed-
eral Government, we have seen more top-
level labor-management representatives yleld
to Government solutions of mnegotiating
problems than we had seen for a decade.

Furthermore, if predictions made in
Washington are accurate, President Ken-
nedy's alds are preparing to move into the
field of collective bargaining in a way that
will make everything up to now seem mild.

I do not charge the Federal Government
with taking over. That is not my view at
all.

As a matter of fact, it is perfectly natural
for a strong President and a strong Secre-
tary of Labor to provide the answers when
asked, even urged, to provide those
answers.

So the term “taking over” is wholly in-
accurate in this context. It is much more
a case of “moving in to occupy a vacuum"—
and that is exactly what is happening, in my
judgment.

I am certain that you recall the exciting
moment when the new President told us to
ask ourselves, not what America can do for
us, but rather, what we can do for America.
I believe that in the fleld of collective bar-
gaining, it is fatal to look to the Govern-
ment for all the answers. We are not ap-
prentices in this fleld.

The history of organized labor dealing
with organized management goes back for
more than a century and a half. We have
been through the dark chapter when it was
illegal for workers even to meet together
among themselves to discuss their standard
of living. This was conspiracy. We have
been through the stage when it was legal
for employers to sign individual contracts
with workers prohibiting union membership.
Yellow Dog contracts. And we have wit-
nessed passage of the Wagner Act, the Taft-
Hartley Act, and Landrum-Griffin.

Do we want more and more and more laws
regulating labor-management relations?

It is a hard question. But I say that if
we get soft enough on the answer to that
question, there is the danger that we will
get soft on all the hard questions, and when
that happens * * * look out. Here comes
big government, with a vengeance.

Do we want to be spoon fed in the field of
collective bargaining? If so, then beware the
easy slide into a condition where we will
want spoon feeding in every other area of
our national life.
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When the McClellan disclosures rocked the
Nation—and the labor movement; when
some units of labor were being held up to
scorn (which they richly deserved), then
there was a great cry to pass new laws, and
Congress acted in response to those cries.

I am convinced now, as I was then, that
the real solutions must be provided by the
people, not by the Government.

I think now, as I thought then, that both
management and workers ought to sit down
and draw up the guidelines that will permit
both to grow and prosper, which in turn
would bring about added growth and new
prosperity in the entire country.

Constructive ideas about how the com-
munity can prosper through a growing labor
movement, a growing business world, that
is what we need. Be constructive, and stop
thinking in terms of destroying each other
and rendering each other impotent.

For many years, it has been great sport
among managers to slow down, and halt
where possible, the growth of the labor move-
ment. If those executives had exercised their
responsibilities to their own organization,
to their stockholders, by aiding rather than
hindering the growth of labor, I believe that
our Nation would be In a far stronger posi-
tion now to combat the threat of Soviet
Russia on the economic battlefield.

There would be less confusion in the field
of collective bargaining, that's for sure. The
point I am making is that business would be
better off, if labor were better off. Every
time a union is stifled, a chain of events is
set in motion, and eventually, here comes
government getting more and more and more
into the act.

Now, if there is one thing you can name
that throws free enterprise off center, it is
big government getting into the act.

Senator M was at the
height of his investigation of labor and
management—mostly labor—I sald to my
friends in the business community, “If you
know anything good about the labor move-
ment, say it now.” Their silence was elo-
quent.

‘Then one day—and they never expected it
to come so fast—we had the revelations
about rigged bids, and top executives of Gen-
eral Electric, Westinghouse, and other great
corporations were on the witness stand, in
the glare of the flashbulbs and the tele-
vision lights.

Does it strike you as a mere coincidence
that labor-management relations are at a
low ebb, in the same generations with new
lows in ethics among some of the leaders
in both camps? As a corollary, can we ex-

much better from the thous-
ands of juvenile delinguents we read so
much about * * * when, as a matter of
fact, they obviously pick up their notions of
behavior from their elders?

No, I am not off the track, I am very
much on it, when I talk about labor-man-
agement relations and juvenile delinquency
in the same breath.

The American way of life is made up of
such things as how workers and manage-
ment get along with each other, the code
of ethics each side subscribes to, the acts
of Congress and of Iindividual men and
women, our newspapers, television, our
home life, religious training, the music we
hear, the sights we see, and a million other
things.

This way of life is not just an idle event
in time and space. It is charged with mean-
ing, for each one of us. For example, we do
a good day's work for a good day’'s pay be-
cause that is a part of our concept of the
good life; and we look down on the worker
who fails to live up to the code.

But there is a drift. There is too much
shoddy merchandise, and there are too many
people who have forgotten the concept of
“quality” as well as “quantity.”
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This same drift can take us into real
catastrophe on the subject of “soft answers
to hard questions."” The free enterprise sys-
tem is a going concern because it has faced
up to the hard answers so often necessary
in the economic arena. Organized labor is a
vital part of this system because it has
worked out the answers in true collective
bargaining style—workers on one side of the
table and management on the other—with
government sitting in now and then to be
sure that one side or the other didn't have
too great an advantage.

We have witnessed the fact that govern-
ment will provide the leadership when labor
and management fail; and so I repeat: if
we can't do it, somebody up there is going
to do it for us.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur-
ther morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business, S. 1983, be laid before the
Senate for consideration and may become
the pending business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for-
eign poliey, security, and general welfare
of the United States by assisting peoples
of the world in their efforts toward eco-
nomic and social development and in-
ternal and external security, and for
other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Se;mt.or from Washington [Mr. Mag-
NUSONI.

BERLIN AND GERMANY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have read partial texts and news ac-
counts of Soviet Premier Khrushchev’s
recent addresses. These reports are
sufficient to make clear that Mr. Khru-
shchev has a view of the attitudes of
this Nation regarding peace, Berlin, and
Germany which is not accurate. Fur-
ther, they indicate that his views on
these questions require elaboration if we
are to appreciate the peaceful intent
which is professed in them. The recent
intensification of the danger of a blow-
up in the divided ecity, with incalculable
consequences, emphasize the need for a
prompt clarification.

Mr. Ehrushcheyv is wrong, if he mis-
takes the voice of any fraction of the
people of this Nation for the voice of
the Nation on the issues of peace and
war. The right of peaceful dissent is
an inherent part of a system of free-
dom. But in the last analysis, the
voices to which Mr. Khrushchev needs
to pay attention in this Nation are those
of the President and the Secretary of
State. For regardless of dissent, belli-
cosity, or whatever in other quarters, it
is the President who will determine the
critical courses of action of the entire
Nation. And under the President, only
the Secretary of State is equipped to
interpret his decisions in policy.
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The President and the Secretary of
State speak not for war, but for peace—
not merely at Berlin and Germany, but
everywhere on the globe. And they
speak, too, for the defense of our rights
which our national self-respect, no less
than the grandeur of Russia of which
Mr. Khrushchev spoke, requires us to
preserve against threats or the hostile
acts of others.

If Mr. Ehrushchev means no harm to
those rights at Berlin—and he insists
in his statements that he does not—then
there can be peace at Berlin. Beyond
the defense of those rights against uni-
lateral change by others, as I have said
many times, I am not wedded to any
particular situation at Berlin. I am
personally persuaded that other situa-
tions can be developed, situations far
better than that which has now existed
for so many years despite the enormous
changes in Germany and Europe and the
world since World War II.

Indeed, Mr. Ehrushchev has taken the
initiative in this matter. He has insisted
that the situation in Berlin must be
changed. He has also insisted that the
changes will not infringe upon our rights
in that city, including the rights of ac-
cess to West Berlin, Unfortunately, un-
til now at least, he has indicated the
changes which he desires, but he has not
set forth in specifics how Western rights
would be protected. What we really
need, if there is to be peace as well as
change at Berlin, is an elaboration on
what the changes which EKhrushchev
proposes may mean. For example:

First. Mr. Khrushchev has contended
that the East Germans can succeed to
Soviet occupation rights in East Berlin
by unilateral action. Does he recognize
equally, then, that West Germans can
succeed to Western rights of occupation
in and access to West Berlin by uni-
lateral action of the Western Powers?

Second. Since all of Berlin has been
a common occupational responsibility of
the Allied Powers; that is, the Soviet
Union, France, Britain, and the United
States, does it not follow that any peace-
ful change in the status of a part of Ber-
lin to that of a free and neutralized city,
must be coupled with a change of the sta-
tus of all of Berlin, Soviet, and Western
occupied enclaves, to that of a free city?
I think that Mr. Khrushchev will recog-
nize that unless he is prepared to extend
his proposal of a free city to the entire
city of Berlin—which he has never sug-
gested—what he proposes is a unilateral
change which is at least a political and
ideological act of aggression even if it
does not involve an act of military ag-
gression.

Third. Mr. Khrushchev insists that
the routes of access to Berlin will remain
open after he signs a peace treaty with
East Germany. He says that there will
be any guarantees necessary to achieve
this end. But what kind of guarantees?
Will East Germany have conftrol of the
routes of access after a peace treaty is
signed? Will Russian forces remain in
control of them? Will they be trans-
ferred to the Western Powers whose
forces remain in West Berlin, which
would be most logical inasmuch as the
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Soviet Union is the nation which desires
to withdraw from its occupational re-
sponsibility? Or, if control is trans-
ferred to the East Germans, will the So-
viet Union recognize and support the
right of the Western nations to use what-
ever means may be necessary to guar-
antee access to Berlin if it should subse-
quently be impeded?

These, Mr. President, are some of the
questions which must be faced and an-
swered now, if there is to be a change at
Berlin, a change in peace. These are
some of the questions which must be an-
swered to give substance to the assertions
of peaceful intent which emanate from
Moscow.

Mr. Khrushchev has said that we
should sit down at a table and negotiate.
I should like fto think that these are the
type of questions, Mr. President, at least
as regards Berlin, which would form the
substance of negotiations. I see little
virtue at this time in trying to deal with
these questions in a full-dress conference
with all the theatrical trappings of an
international melodrama. But I see
much virtue in quiet, sober, preliminary
discussions of these gquestions. I would
suggest that we have an outstanding Am-
bassador in Moscow, and the Russian
Ambassador in this city is most capable.
The task might well begin with an ex-
ploration of the questions by these men
and the diplomats of other nations
involved. Or, if this means of communi-
cation is inadequate, others can be de-
vised. It is not so important, Mr. Pres-
ident, who may initiate negotiations or in
what circumstances they may be initi-
ated; I should think the people of the
world would be grateful to whomever had
the courage to take the bull by the horns.
But what is far more important is the
substance of the negotiations. I would
respectfully suggest that at the heart of
the problem of peace at Berlin is not who
talks with whom, who is bashful and
who is bold in approaching negotiations.
Rather, it is the sincerity of the desire
to find mutually satisfactory answers to
the kind of questions which I have enu-
merated and the skill of the diplomacy by
which these answers are sought.

SOVIET GAINS, UNITED STATES
LOSES IN TRADE IN TYPICAL
COUNTRIES RECEIVING U.S. FOR-
EIGN AID g

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last
month I wrote the State Department to
secure information on the progress of
Communist influence in a selected group
of countries to which we have given a
massive amount of foreign aid. I also
asked for a report on the course of
United States and Soviet trade with each
of these countries over the past 3 years
and the ability of our Foreign Service
officers in these countries to speak the
language of the country. Finally, I
asked how much we have spent in each
foreign nation.

This mutual security bill should aid in
overcoming the increased Soviet bloc
trade offensive throughout the world.
The value of Soviet exports to under-
developed free world states increased
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from $71.8 million in 1954 to $183.9 mil-
lion in 1959. Their imports from such
countries increased from $121.1 million
in 1954 to $384.3 million in 1959. Eco-
nomie, military, and technical aid
granted by the Communist bloec during
1958, 1959, and the first 10 months of
1960 totaled $3,265 million. The Soviet
aid offensive has three principal motives.
Good will trade seeks to orient the trad-
ing partner’s foreign policy. Penetrative
trade seeks to gain control of an impor-
tant sector of the trading partner’s econ-
omy, rendering the other country de-
pendent upon the Communist bloc trade,
with the possibility of bringing pressure
to bear by threatening suspension of sup-
ply or demand “Disruptive” trade seeks
to undermine the economic structure of
the free world. It is widely charged, for
example, that Soviet exports of petro-
leum and grain have this effect.

The Soviet trade challenge looms as a
significant factor in the shaping of our
foreign policy toward many sensitive
areas of the world. In many areas, and
particularly in underdeveloped nations,
increasing dependence upon Communist
bloc grants and supplies will provide
growing opportunities for economic and
political penetration.

If we are to meet the Soviet economiec
offensive, our policy must do more than
proclaim to the world that trade with
the Soviet bloc is immoral, dangerous,
and of doubtful benefit. East-West
trade is a fact, and its volume is expand-
ing. We must discover a way to protect
the general framework of international
commerce against the spreading and in-
creasingly disruptive activities of Com-
munist state trading.

BOVIET TRADE SOARS

I requested the Department of State to
investigate the success of the Soviet
trade offensive in Afghanistan, Brazil,
the Congo, Laos, South Korea, Spain,
and Yugoslavia between 1957 and 1960.
The facts are alarming. There is no
significant Communist bloc trade with
the Congo, Laos, and South Korea. On
the other hand, trade between Afghani-
stan and the bloc increased by 48 per-
cent between 1957 and 1960. Trade be-
tween Brazil and the bloe increased 100
percent between 1957 and 1960. Trade
between Spain and the bloc increased
from $1.7 million to $29.9 million, an in-
crease of 1,669 percent. Trade between
Yugoslavia and the bloc increased by
52.7 percent.

I ask unanimous consent that a mem-
orandum on this subject be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

Question 1, Has there been Communist
activity in Afghanistan, Brazil, Congo, Laos,
Republic of Korea, Spain, and Yugoslavia in
the last 2 years? To what extent?

Question 2. Has Communist influence in-
creased In these countries during the last
year? If so, why?

Answer:

AFGHANISTAN

The Soviet Union has undertaken a very
active program of economic aid, military as-
sistance, and cultural exchange in Afghani-
stan, It Is represented by a large diplomatic
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group, military assistance mission, civilian
technical assistance missions, and agents of
Soviet state trading organizations. The So-
viet Union is pursuing an exchange-of-per-
sons program and 1is persistent in its attempts
to make further cultural and educational
penetration at all levels. Of particular im-
portance 1s the large-scale training of Afghan
military personnel being undertaken by the
Soviets both in the U.SS.R. and in Afghani-
stan. An Afghan-Soviet Friendship Society
was started In Eabul, and an Afghan-Soviet
cultural agreement was signed during Khru-
shchev’s most recent visit to Eabul in March
1960.

Total Soviet economic and military assist-
ance commitments to Afghanistan have been
estimated to exceed $300 million, most of
which has been on a loan basis, All major
Sovlet projects are either on or ahead of
schedule. The Soviet performance has been
characterized by crash operations and a will-
ingness to concentrate their resources with-
out regard to the institutional development
and absorptive capacity of the Afghan
economy.

Afghan officlals continue to assert their in-
tention to remain independent and neutral.
BRAZIL

The Communist Party is illegal in Brazil,
but the Communists have been active for
several decades both in underground aetivi-
ties and through the use of front partles
which serve as a screen, In the last 2 years
they have concentrated much of their effort
on the restive rural population, particularly
in the depressed northeastern areas of the
country, as well as on their traditional tar-
gets, the university faculty members, stu-
dents, and other intellectuals. While many
of the latter who origlnally sympathized with
the Castro movement In Cuba have since be-
come disillusioned, “Fidelismo” has made
some gains among the poverty-stricken plan-
tation hands and unskilled urban workers.

CONGO

Since the abrupt departure of the Soviet
and Czech missions from Léopoldville in
September 1060, Communist activity in the
Congo has been almost exclusively concen-
trated in Orientale Province. There has been
a danger that the Glzenga regime in its re-
doubt in Stanleyville could become an en-
clave for Communist activity which could
threaten the rest of the Congo.

LAOS

Mounting penetration by Communist ele-
ments from North Vietnam in the past 2
years, together with supplies and armaments
airlifted in by the Soviet Union since De-
cember 13, 1960, have reinforced the pro-
Communist Pathet Lao forces to such an ex-
tent that they were able to expand the ter-
ritory under their control to large portions of
the nation by the time the cease fire was
called 2 months ago.

There is no evidence that the Communists
have gained widespread support among the

‘population. They have, however, been ex-

ploiting every possible means to gain con-
verts and spread disaffection and confusion
among the Lao. The disruption of the coun-
try’s economy resulting from their aggressive
action has, of course, had serious effects on
the population.
REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Bome Communist agitation has occurred in
some student groups in the Republic of
Korea, and in the aftermath of the war Com-
munist subversive activities, including
espionage, sabotage, and vropaganda have
continued in South Korea. The Republic of
Korea Governments, past and present, have
been energetic and resourceful in detecting
and counteracting this activity, but the in-
filtration of agents from North EKorea and
the presence of a few resident Communists
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active in underground operations, under the
direction of North Korean authorities, make
this an unending if relatively successful
preventive exercise. The new administration
of Gen. Pak Chung-Hui has adopted a vig-
orously anti-Communist stand.

SPAIN

In Spain the Communist Party and its ac-
tivities are illegal, and Spain does not have
diplomatic relations with any of the Iron
Curtain countries. The Communist Party
does function to a limited extent clan-
destinely and attempts to infiltrate and pro-
mote labor disturbances and student unrest.
These efforts are generally unsuccessful,
partly because of the active countermeasures
taken by the internal security forces of the
Spanish Government. The Communist at-
tempt to promote widespread anti-Govern-
ment demonstrations on June 18, 1959, the
Spanish national holiday, was a complete
failure as other opposition groups refused to
participate. There are extensive broadcasts
in the Spanish language to Spain from trans-
mitters behind the Iron Curtain, but it is
impossible to determine how many Spaniards
listen to them and to what degree they are
effective.

Information on this subject is, of course,
difficult to obtain, but there has been no
discernible increase in Communist activities
in Spain in the last 2 years.

YUGOSLAVIA

The Government of Yugoslavia remains
firmly Communist, but is no longer under
Soviet domination. Many of the harsher as-
pects of Communist rule have disappeared,
and a political and economic ideology has
developed which differs markedly from that
of the Soviet Union, and has frequently been
termed by Soviet bloec authorities a serious
danger to international Communist solidar-
ity,

Question 3. (a) Has Communist trade with
these countries increased in the last 3 years?
If so, why?

Answer:

Total trade with the Sino-Soviet bloc
[In millions of U.8. dollars]

1957 1960
V367 53.0
76 5 153.0
@ ®
3 (]
@) L)
L 1.7 29.9
‘lp:igosjavl.n_____________________.... 259.3 396.0

1 Estimated 1958 figure, no data available for 1957.
2 Negligible.
® No data available, probably negligible.

AFGHANISTAN

Trade with the bloc has increased under
the stimulus of a large Soviet aid program.
Much of the increased trade represents de-
liveries of assistances and the side effects of
such deliveries. As a result of problems be-
tween Afghanistan and Pakistan, an easler
transit situation, and the offer of attractive
rates, Afghanistan’s trade with the Sino-
Soviet bloc has increased substantially.

BRAZIL

Trade with the bloc has been stimulated
by substantial purchases of European satel-
lite machines, equipment, and consumer

s. Imports from the U.S.S.R. have in-
creased slightly and those from China neg-
ligibly. European satellite purchases of cof-
fee and other crude materials have increased
greatly. Brazil has many complementary at-
tributes to the European satellite economies
and traditionally exchanged large quantities
of goods with these geographical areas. Bloc
aid shipments to Brazil have been negligible
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and there are no outstanding commitments
for assistance. Brazil-bloc trade will be
stimulated in the future by recent agree-
ments that nominally call for trade by 19656
of about $400 million.

CONGO

Belgium permitted no Communist bloc in-
terference while it controlled the Congo,
and most of the trade during that period
was in fact with Belgium. Given the estab-
lishment of an independent government in
the Congo, the bloc has not made much
effort, except during the chaotic days of
Lumumba, to establish economie relations in
the area.

LAOS

Trade with the Communist bloc has been
negligible because of the existence of regimes
not overly receptive to bloc trade offers.
Moreover, the United States and Western
European countries have largely preempted
whatever trade might have been carried on
with developed countries. Some border
trade with North Vietnam and Communist
China probably has occurred, but it is im-
possible to estimate the volume of such ex-
changes.

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

South Korean trade has been largely pre-
empted by Western (including Japanese)
tradesmen. The anti-Communist stand of
the past Bouth Korean regimes has been a
stolid obstacle against exchanges with Com-
munist bloc countries. Some illegal or un-
noticed border trade with North Korea prob-
ably has occurred.

SPAIN

Trade with the Communist bloc has in-
creased primarily because of bloc purchases
of such Spanish products as cork and has
taken place under a number of bilateral
agreements with Communist bloc countries.
However, Spain’s trade with the bloc is very
small compared with its total world trade.
No bloc aid has been given to spain. The
major portion of the bloc Spanish trade is
with the European satellites. Spain has been
seeking new markets in recent years and has
become somewhat less fearful of the bloc
as a trading partner.

YUGOSLAVIA

Trade with the Sino-Soviet bloc has been
increasing because of the natural proximity
of certain satellite countries. Much of the
Yugoslav trade with the bloe is with Danube
riparian countries. Bloc aid to Yugoslavia
has been nonexistent for the past 3 years.
Tito's concept of neutralism requires him to
maintain a “balance” in economic relations
between the bloc and the West. Despite the
rebuffs of 1957, Tito is confident of his abil-
ity to retain a solid unalined position while
carrying on large trade exchanges with bloe
countries.

Question 3(b). Has U.S. trade (with these
countries) increased or decreased?

Answer:

AFGHANISTAN

U.S. trade with Afghanistan has remained
fairly constant, except for minor annual
fluctuations caused by market conditions.

Afghanistan’s trade with the United States
|In millions of U.S. dollars]

Exports to the United States:
1958._-
1959

19

U.S. trade with Brazil has decreased for
a number of reasons. The problem of bal-
ance of payments has caused Brazlil to reduce
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many imports from the United States and
seek alternative sources. This is due partly
to the fact that nearly one-third of Bragzil's
exports are mortgaged against debt repay-
ments, largely in dollars and other con-
vertible currencies. On the other hand, the
United States is a static market for Brazil's
exports, while the prices of these exports
have been declining, thus reducing their
dollar earnings and ability to purchase from
the United States.

Brazil's trade with the United States
[In millions of U.S. dollars]
Exports to the United States:

CONGO

Because of the chaotic conditions in the
Congo during the past year, all oversea trade
with that country has decreased.

LAOS

U.S. trade with Laos appears to have re-
mained relatively constant although the high
incidents of smuggling makes available
figures unreliable.

REFUBLIC OF KOREA

Exports to the United States have in-
creased while imports (more than 90 percent
financed by U.S. aid) have declined some-
what with reductions in our aid to the Re-
public of Korea.

SPAIN

Spanish world trade as a whole has in-
creased in the last 2 years as Spain has
sought additional markets for her products.
Spain”s trade with the United States has in-
creased during the last 2 years as a result
of the liberalization of its import regulations.

Spain’s trade with the United States
[In millions of U.8. dollars]

Exports to the United States:

1958 — Basi ne= | (48.8
61.3

72.4

188.3

186. 2

L A e S SRR S e S 140.6

YUGOSLAVIA

The fluctuation in the level of U.S. exports
to Yugoslavia reflects the varying level of
our assistance to that country.

Question 4. How many Americans are of-
ficially stationed in each of these countries?
Please include all members of Embassy, ICA,
USIS, and other diplomatic or ald groups, as
well as military forces. How many depend-
ents are residing there?

Answer: The following tables comprise De-
partment of State, ICA, and USIS employ-
ees and their dependents. Figures on mill-
tary personnel are within the jurisdiction of
the Department of Defense.

U.S. citizen employees of the Department
of State and their dependents Mar. 31,
1960

Country Em- Depend- | Total
ployees ents

7 43 80

114 188 302

16 a2 48

63 71 134

40 24 73

91 145 236

56 72 128
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U.S. ecitizen employees and contract em-
ployees of the International Cooperation
Administration and the dependents of
each group, Mar. 31, 1960

-2 &
§2198 1 .2|.8
Country %.3 E‘ 5|38 2 =
= - B R
#§ B2 £ 82| 2
5o la 8T 87| &
Mghnnlstun o] BT 108 ) 330} 178 504
Brasgil....... A 100 | 223 a3 80 448
Congo. 0 0 0 0 0
Korea, Republic of. 324 | 429 | 248 | 276 | 1,277
108 21 284
56 o 16 112
a5 ] 2 T4

binational cen-
Information

U.S. citizen employees and
ter grantees of the U.S.

Agency and their dependents, Mar. 31,
1960
8=
g 23 |55
Country o g g‘ﬁ §§
2|2 |2e|B2| 2
B |&|m [ | &
___________ 7 11,12 2 22
.| 28| 18| 62| 48] 154
4 0 0 0 0 0
g o8 0f 30 0 7
<] .15 1 41 5 62
] 18 0| 28 0 46
<) 16 0 18 o 34

Question 5. How many Americans at For-
elgn Service posts read, write, and speak the
language of the country?

Answer:

Number of
Total  fofficers with

oflicers speaking

assigned | proficiency

May 31, |in primary

1961 ¢ or second-

ary foreign

guage
Afghanist - 131 11
Brazil > 217 109
Congo 4 20
Im L 154 L]
250 10
Y[::am 80 62
66 38

1 Total officers assigned includes State Department's
Foreign Service officers, UBIA and ICA officers in the
Foreign Service Reserve Corps, classes 1 through 8, and
Foreign Service Btafl Corps, classes 1 through 10.

Question 6: How many of these personnel
(Americans officially stationed in the coun-
try concerned) are attending school while
living In these countrles, and for how many
hours a week? What are they studying?

Answer: The following tabulation shows
the number of personnel particlpating in
language Instruction programs at the rate of
at least 5 hours a week during the quarter
ending March 31, 1961, in the countries indi-
cated:

Number of students
Country and Employees
language Wives
Group | Indi- | of em- | T'otal
instrue-| vidual |ployees
tion |instruc-
tion
Af;hrm]slnn 1
ersfant____ . 42 6 11 59
B Tt 108 P : 5
razl oF 22 153
Congo: me..-. 21 A 8 30
Korea, Republic of:
orean_ ol . Rt 30 11 7 48
Spain: Spanish ] 14 9 46
ugoslavia:
Berbo-Croat.... 26 8 11 45
3 ;| 0 4
14 0 1 15
! Persian is the most ki

government, in the cnplml city of KaB‘u! and in most of
the larger citles and towns, %
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Among the personnel included in the above
totals the following mumbers of employees
were scheduled for at least 10 hours of in-
struction per week during some part of the
quarter:

Number of students
Employees
Conntry and
langunge Wives
Group | Indi- | of em- | Total
instrue-| vidual |ployees
tion |instroe-
tion
Brazil: Portuguese..... 20 Ao ] 48
Korea: Korean__._..._ b s et 1 16

Language instruction in Laos has been
interrupted during the recent period of crisis.
Records for the period immediately preced-
ing the battle of Vientiane in December
1960 were destroyed. The following is the
record of participation during the quarter
ending September 30, 1960:

Number of students

Employees
Country and
languinge

Wives
of em-
ployees

Indi-
vidual
instrue-

tion

Group Total
instrue-

tion

37 0 7 44
0 0
0 0

b -

1
1 12

Question 7. How many foreign nationals
are employed by the United States in each
of these countries? Please give me a break-
down of their positions.

Answer:

Foreign nationals employed abroad by the
Department of State, USIA, and ICA:?
May 31, 1961

ICA ?}ﬂd ICA paid
from U.8.
Govern-

ment
funds

Country | State | USIA Total

Afghanistan...| 32
Brazil

raxil__C_ooo..c lgi
oLy
Korea, Re-
pubuc of....| ‘12
Laos_ 34
Ypain J 166 205
ugoslavia_.._| 91 93 e 231

1 A breakdown on the positions held by these em-
ployees is to follow,

Question 8: How much does it cost to sup-
port one American in each of these coun-
tries? This should include all the funds
required to maintain him, including: trans-
portatlon to and from the oversea post, the
cost of maintaining the PX and comm ~
the cost of transporting the supplies to the
commissary and PX from America, pay, hard-
ship allowances, housing allowances, local
transportation, entertainment, rest camps,
medical facilities, ete.

Answer: It cost an average of $17,300 to
maintain and give program support to each
American State Department employee over-
seas In fiscal year 1960 regardless of the
number of his dependents. This figure con-
tains all costs Including salary, differentials,
allowances, retirement contributions, official
travel and tr tion to and from the
country and official travel within the country,
rent, utilities, communications, printing,
equipment, building repair, maintenance,

training, medieal costs, hospitalization, rep-
resentation expenses, and all other costs in-
cluding transportation of remains.
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The figure does not include overhead costs
incurred here in the Department such as the
salaries of the staffs in Washington, nor does
it contain a factored charge for the amorti-
zation of capital costs of owned buildings
abroad.

An average figure for all countries and
posts abroad 1s used because of varlation in
costs between posts and countries. Local
price levels and wage scales vary from coun-
try to country. There is a variation in grade
and salary rate among officers in different
countries and the size of staffs varles with
the impact of events. Furthermore the size
of familles varies, changing costs in housing
and educational allowances between coun-
tries.

The State Department does not have post
exchanges (PX’s) and the commissaries are
cooperative organizations operated at no cost
to the Government. The State Department
does not furnish motion pictures for its em-
ployees nor recreation camp expenses.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
trade between Afghanistan and the So-
viet bloc has increased because of new
roads into that country from the north-
west and as a result of a large Soviet
aid program.

The trade between Brazil and the bloc
has increased as a result of substantial
earnings of foreign exchange on Brazil's
part by selling to Eastern European
countries, rather than Russia. This in-
crease in trade is a perfect example of
the need such countries have for foreign
exchange before they can buy the ma-
chinery and consumer goods they so des-
perately want to have.

The trade between Spain and the bloe
has increased as a result of credits ex-
tended to Spain by Eastern European
countries purchasing cork and other
Spanish products, although the volume
of such trade is still small, compared to
Spain’s total trade.

The trade between Yugoslavia and the
bloc reflects the traditional interchange
of goods in Eastern Europe. The Com-
munist bloec has not granted aid to Yugo-
slavia for 3 years.

Our own capacity to counteract the ef-
fects of Soviet trade must be increased
in light of this increasing effort on the
part of the Soviets. But the fact is that
our exports to Afghanistan, Brazil, Spain,
and Yugoslavia have fallen during the
same 3-year period. Afghanistan im-
ported $9.2 million worth of goods from
the United States in 1960, 1115 percent
less than in 1958. Bragzil imported $426.2
million worth of goods from the United
States in 1960, 20 percent less than in
1958. Spain imported $140.6 million
worth of goods from the United States
in 1960, 25%; percent less than in 1958.

As I have pointed out, the ability of
such countries to import from us is di-
rectly related to the amounts we permit
them to earn through exports to this
country, and the soundness of their own
economiec structures. We encourage the
latter through this bill. As we pass it,
we pledge ourselves to increasing the
ability of other nations to sell in this
country.

Our record in meeting the Soviet trade
offensive has been deplorable.

COMMUNIST TRADE UNDERMINES
UNDERDEVELOFED NATIONS

‘We can be sure that no country need
export valuable commodities to Commu-
nist bloc countries for less than their
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fair value. If the Communists seek to
obtain these goods, we can see to it that
they pay a fair price for them, so that
the underdeveloped nations are strength-
ened as a result. At the moment, it is
too often true that the Soviets are able
to pick up desirable raw materials for
less than their true worth, because they
can pressure other nations into selling
cheap. It may be said that inexperi-
enced traders do not write enough safe-
guards into their trade agreements with
Communist bloc countries. It often
seems to leaders of such countries that
they strike a blow for peace by signing
a trade agreement. They strike a blow
against peace and against the future of
their own people if they do not secure
advantageous conditions. Underdevel-
oped nations, so-called, had 75 trade or
payments agreements with Communist
bloc nations in 1954. In 1960 they had
206 such agreements. These nations
have a right to profitable conditions in
their trade with the Communist bloc.
We must insure, by wise trading and
economic know-how, that such trade
works, if not in our favor, at least in
favor of the nations we seek to aid.

We cannot put ourselves in the posi-
tion of buying all of the surplus rubber,
cocoa, coffee, and other products which
the underdeveloped nations desire to
sell. But we can direct our own efforts
to insure the maintenance of a stable
international market for such products.
It is to our own profit to do so. If, by
so doing, we can deprive the Communist
bloc of the political advantages of their
trade with underdeveloped nations, we
shall strike a blow for the objective set
forth in the bill's preamble. The ex-
perience of trading partners with Com-
munist bloe trade has not been uniform-
ly heartening. We can make plain that
they often pay more than they should
for the dubious privilege of allowing So-
viet technicians to enter their countries
to supervise trade.

President Kennedy has challenged the
Soviets to an era of competition in trade.
We can and should increase our trade
to the underdeveloped nations and offer
terms which will beat the Soviets and
force them to give up the political tolls
they presently exact.

AMERICAN OFFICIALS INABILITY TO SPEAK

NATIVE LANGUAGE

If we are to win the cold war, if we
are to have expanded trade with the un-
derdeveloped nations and enlist them as
members of a stable international eco-
nomic order, we must improve our abil-
ity to communicate with the people of
these lands. One area of serious weak-
ness also disclosed by the State Depart-
ment’s letter to me continues to be the
lack of language qualifications among
our oversea personnel.

It has been too often argued that dip-
lomats do not need to speak the lan-
guage of the country to which they are
assigned, as French and English serve
as standard diplomatic languages. It
has also been argued that aid techni-
cians do not depend for their success
upon a knowledge of the language.
‘What is overlooked is the fact that dip-
lomats who do not speak the languages
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spoken in the country meet an unrep-
resentative section of the population of
these lands. Technicians who do not
speak the language have little impact
upon the country in which they serve
and learn too little about the problems
of the people themselves. Accordingly,
I requested the Department of State to
furnish me with a study of the lan-
guage skills of our representatives
abroad. I ask unanimous consent that
a report entitled “Language Capabilities
and Training of U.S. Nonmilitary Per-
sonnel at Foreign Service Posts,” be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Wisconsin? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Iam
discouraged to read that the Department
of State is apparently satisfied if per-
sonnel speak French or English as a
lingua franca as a substitute for local
dialects. In India 845 languages and
dialects are spoken, but this is no ex-
cuse for learning English alone. Two
hundred million people speak Hindu-
stani, which in the written form called
Hindi is the official language of India.
Seventy-nine million people speak Ben-
gali. I should like to think that we had
at least one person in India who could
speak the Gujarati tongue spoken by 20
million people, the Kannada tongue
spoken by 19 million, the Marathi tongue
spoken by 32 million, the Malayalam
tongue spoken by 15 million, the Oriya
tongue spoken by 14 million, the Ra-
jasthani tongue spoken by 17 million, the
Punjabi tongue spoken by 24 million, and
the Telugu tongue spoken by 39 million.
All of these are official languages under
the Constitution of India. This is an
extreme case. There are countries whose
languages might be considered difficult,
such as demotic modern Greek, Hausa
in West Africa, or Arabic, which are
spoken by substantial percentages of the
people. Where this is the case, regard-
less of the prevailing diplomatic lan-
guage, we must have skilled linguists
among oul' representatives. It is encour-
aging to know that 283 employees of
USIA, CIA, and the Department of State
show up before office hours at the For-
eign Service Institute to study languages.
I think the 177 students presently en-
rolled for more than 6 months in the
study of so-called hard or esoteric lan-
guages deserve commendation and sup-
port. They also ought to have more com-
pany. At the moment the number of
languages in the world well outnumbers
the 679 officers trained to speak non-
Romance languages. That number must
be increased if we are to have broad and
effective representation. If official con-
tacts are to be turned into fruitful ex-
changes of opinion, and if trade oppor-
tunities are to be taken advantage of,
we can no longer content ourselves with
contacts in official languages. Of 2,540
Foreign Service officers given checkups
in language by the Foreign Service In-
stitute since August 1958, only 60 per-
cent met the minimum proficiency re-
quirements in one language.

August 16

There are 145 languages each spoken
by more than 1 million people. In my
belief, it is not asking too much of the
Department of State and of our aid pro-
grams to have representatives proficient
in each of these languages attached to
the aid mission and embassy or con-
sulate in each area.

SHOCKING LANGUAGE RECORD IN KEY COUNTRIES

In Laos, where French is the second
language, 10 employees are presently re-
ceiving instruction in Lao out of a
total of 154 officers assigned—includes
State Department’s Foreign Service of-
ficers, USIA and ICA officers in the For-
eign Service Reserve Corps, classes 1
through 8, and Foreign Service Staff
Corps, classes 1 through 10. Of that 154,
only 60 could speak either French or
Lao and I do not wonder that the
State Department was reluctant to give
figures in each case.

In South Korea, where no romance
language is spoken as a second tongue,
only 10 out of 280 such officers had min-
imum proficiency in Korean, and 41
more as well as 7 wives were studying
the language.

In Afghanistan, only 11 out of 131
had attained minimum proficiency in
either Persian or French, and I am not
informed as to the percentage of that
11 who spoke Persian; 48 officers and
11 wives were studying Persian on
March 31, 1961. This would bring the
total, along with 4 studying French, who
had minimum proficiency in 1 of the 2
languages to 63 out of 131. This is not
enough. Furthermore, 11 million people
in the world speak Pushtu, and most are
in Afghanistan, which has a population
of only 12 million. I would like to think
that someone in Afghanistan could speak
this dominant tongue, but I see no evi-
dence of the fact.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a
letter I wrote to the Secretary of State;
the reply which I received from Assist-
ant Secretary of State Brooks Hays; an
additional reply which I received subse-
quently; a table supplied to me by the
Department of State indicating the
amounts spent in each country of the
world by our Government in interna-
tional educational exchange activities;
and the full series of tables labeled “U.S.
Foreign Assistance and Assistance From
International Organizations,” be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
and tables were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

Jury 11, 1961.
Hon. DEaAN RUSK,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SEcCRETARY: I would very much
like to have your replies to a series of ques-
tions pertaining to American oversea ald

programs, with reference to the following
countries: Afghanistan, Brazil, Congo, Laos,
Republic of Korea, Spain, and Yugoslavia.
The replies should deal with each country
separately, as fully as possible.

The list of questions follows:

1. Has there been Communist activity in
these countries in the last 2 years? To what
extent?

2, Has Communist influence increased in
these countries during the last year? If
s0, why?
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3. Has Communist trade with these coun-
tries increased in the last 3 years? If so,
why? Has U.S. trade there increased or de-
creased?

4. How many Americans are officially sta-
tioned in each of these countrles? Please
include all members of Embassy, ICA, USIS,
and other diplomatic or aid groups, as well
as military forces. How many dependents
are residing there?

5. How many of these people read, write,
and speak the language of the country?

6. How many of these personnel are at-
tending school while living in these coun-
tries, and for how many hours a week?
What are they studying?

7. How many foreign nationals are em-
ployed by the United States in each of these
countries? Please give me a breakdown of
their positions.

8. How much does it cost to support one
American in each of these countries? This
should include all the funds required to
maintain him, including: transportation to
and from the oversea port, the cost of main-
talning the PX and commissary, the cost
of transporting the supplies to the commis-
sary and PX from America, pay, hardship al-
lowances, housing allowances, local transpor-
tation, entertainment, rest camps, medical
facilities, ete.

9. What is the total amount of money
spent in each foreign nation per year by the
United States? This should include, foreign
aid, military aid, grants, education, and cost
of maintaining our people. I would appreci-
ate having a detailed breakdown for each
category.

I recognize that preparation of detalled
answers to these questions will take some
time, but I would be most grateful if I could
have your reply as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
WiLLiaM PROXMIRE,
U.S. Senator.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C. July 31, 1961.
Hon. WiLLIAM PROXMIRE,
U.S. Senate.

DeArR SENATOR PROXMIRE: In your letter of
July 11, 1961, to the Secretary requesting in-
formation in regard to nine different aspects
of American oversea programs in seven coun-
tries, you indicated your belief that prepa-
ration of detailed answers to these questions
would take some time, It is, in fact, doubt-
ful whether even exhaustive research and
painstaking compilation of data and stand-
ardization of criteria would produce useful
definitive results because of the broad nature
of the questions themselves., In view of the
urgent need for replies which your office has
made known to us, however, we have pre-
pared the materials enclosed with this letter.
A detailed reply to question nine, excluding
military data which is within the jurisdic-
tion of the Department of Defense, will fol-
low as soon as ready.

The enclosed materials are in the form of
narrative and tabulated replies to your ques-
tlons one through eight. As supplements
to the tables answering questions five and
six, I enclose a statement on language skills
and training which should help to put these
matters in perspective, as well as a complete
tabulation of the numbers of personnel tak-
ing language training sponsored by the De-
partment of State at foreign posts during
the quarter ending March 31, 1961. This
tabulation breaks down the total enrollment
by agency, by language, and by post. As an
additional annex in partial reply to your
question nine, I enclose the publication of
the International Cooperation Administra-
tlon entitled "“U.S. Foreign Assistance and
Assistance from International Organiza-
tlons—July 1, 1945 through June 30, 1960.”

Bincerely yours,
Brooks Hays,
Assistant Secretary.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., August 14, 1961.
Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SeENaTOR PrOXMIRE: In accordance
with our letter of July 31, 1961, and sub-
sequent correspondence and telephone con-
versations with members of your staff, I am
pleased to be able to provide you with sup-
plementary information which completes
the reply to the ninth question in your letter
of July 11.

The enclosed publication *“U.8. Forelgn
Assistance’ brings up to June 30, 1961, the
data in the similarly entitled publication we
sent with our earlier reply. This has just
been received from the printers and provides
the most recent information awvailable.

The tabulation, by country, of the Depart-
ment of State's international educational
exchange activities also represents the most
current figures. This completes the cate-
gories of information requested in your
ninth question. We hope the figures are
subdivided in a fashion to satisfy your needs.

Sincerely yours,
Brooks Hays,
Assistant Secretary.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE—INTERNATIONAL
EpUCATIONAL EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES

Total program funds, fiscal years 1959-611

Area and country Fiscal Fiscal Fiseal
year 1959 | year 1960 |year 1961 !
$706,132) %377, 720] $532,711
200, 504| 232, 87O| 200,902
078,786 729, 549| 1, 206, 804
553,730  301,700| 437, 561
472, 768|306, 816/ 1, 785, 110
0, 687 128,208 149,403
127,250f 187,976 53, 378
21, 681 50, 064
Ecuador..............| 314,845 365,622 , 550
El Balvador__.._.._..| 107,327 §2, 233 95, 818
Guatemala_._______.. 274,808| 285, 154 , 900
Haltl . -.oos 886, 522 60, 061 0, 841
Honduras. ... 90, 168 , 2021 114, 517
Mexico__------ 842,518 334,064| 311,578
Nicaragua_._._ 103, 78, 205 77,252
Panama____._. 120,141  123,002] 144, 607
Paraguay.. 117,917 120,825 162,229
Poru___. 3 390,287 525,413
Uruguay 231,581| 225, 472,135
Venezuel 384,437| 311,713 351,565
Regional_ _ 260,011 1689,404] 344,103
41 S 0, 666, 188| 5, 029, 7756| 7, 797, 720

Western Europe:
Austriac. . iiaaiaa 478, 855 816, 728) 390, 033
Belgium-Luxem-
bourg._..._.........| 232,T73] 236,840 193, 760
British Guiana_______ 21, 610! 14, 577 16, 201
British Honduras.....|.......... AL
(g S S RN [GREE, 15, 149 15, 527
505 201, 447 280, 230
467, 931 613, 80| 1, 158, 831
________ 2 807 1,589, 114] 1, 850, 735
______ 1, 856, 692| 1, 408, 766/ 1, 572, 513
1086, 230| 178, 849 156, 940
175, 812 174, 868 131, 156
______ 1,839, 501| 1, 430, 004 1, 431, 575
8,6 11, 770) 9,153
...... 15, 318 14,279 3,447
1, 466 6, 121 0, 339
7, 088 , 281 361,
960 , 204 319, 031
43,238 120,070| 174,372
203, 066| 204,181 554,836
68,852| 154,882 158,470
itz 20, 890 20, 434 13, 236
35, 408 17,197/ 80, 930
United King 1,015, 795( 1,088, 031| 936, 564
Regional 45, 587 38,790 223,198
Tothld. ool 9,032,122 9,175, 885| 0,902,675
Eastern Europe:

Bulgaria__.__. e 10, 425
vakia. ..o [ S 9, 087
Poland < . i . o 41,242 176, 543
WIMAMA. oo 20, 541
BB s 81, 574| 171,615 216, 657
Yugoslavia 72,258| 136,587 297,950
Regional A A e SRR
Total. ..o i 224, 682 376, 792| 721,212

Footnotes at end of table.
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Total program funds, fiscal years 1959-611—

Continued
Area and country Fiscal Fiscal Fiseal
year 1950 | year 1960 |year 19611
Far East:
ustralia $468, 723  $474,083] $472,801
Urma. - 471,404 402,790| 005, 887
Cambodi 257,322 313,274] 289,047
China. .- 379,357 302,372] 458,205
Hong Kong 56, 2771 209, 482 40, 343
Indonesia. - 445,045  410,992] 855, 052
apan._ . 1,304, 7350 861, 807(21, 062, T64
Korea. 267,428  226,610{ 396,656
Laos. ... 107,817 117,886) 137,581
Malaya.._-. 104, 7220 215,408 288,059
New Zealand 165, 051 173, 198 177, 410
Philippines 462, 1104 1,012, 075 520, 908
Singapore. 67, 145 77, 140 #3, 902
Thafland._ . 427, 146( 430,171 445, (58
Vietnam. .. e 156,472 166, 508 283,
Far East—U.N. trust
territories_. e e e Lt Gk o 14, 616
Reglonal_ ________li__ 221,488 158, 568| 309, 839
Total.............| 5 542,232 5, 362, 46328, 427, 804
Near East and South
15, 385 15, 462 30, 986
55, 104 76,842 217,307
136, 621] 222,042 207, 680
23, 476 54, 742 08, 371
2891 1,127, 620| 618, 524
1,201, 925/ 1,245, 467| 3,108, 852
534, 574] 551,330 480, T84
12, 772 67, 918| 83, 767
136,162| 123,208 314,822
83,815 130,500 145,008
79, 139,515 143, 887
30, 54,076 154, 521
758, 0700 7685, 741/ 1, 576, 707
4, 18, 002 L 492
216, T40): v o f e m e i
206,067| 1,192, 141) 977,739
177, 953| 1,371, 9056| 1, 615, 060
Yemen. b 43, 928 40, 972
Regional_.....__.....] 263,990 124,698 220,015
Potal oot 4,303, 1563| 7, 325, 222(10, 147, 404
Africa:
ANpola. .ot 4,701 4, 504 5,170

Congo, Republie
(Chad, Gabon, and
Central African

25, 510

72,193

Federation of
Rhodesia and

Nyasaland_ . ......
French Equatori

108,317

Ivory Coast, Niger,

and Upper- Volfs: - laco St e . 64, 361
Eenya..ocacmman-- 70,472) 114, 581 , 928
Liberia. 30, 357 58, 852
L 62,672 133, 770
5 11, 070/ 22,126
M 56, 360/ 111, 701
v 279, 306) 610, 505
v 4,838, 983
160, 643 167, 153
Bierra Leone.. 19, 240 , 548
i 39,315 , (96
Sudan.... 06, 203 , 664
Tanganyika. . 43, 022 71,087
'0E0- - .- 31,087 64, 559
Tunisia.. --| 123,800| 157,132 160,794
Ugandazco oo ot 2o 36, 603 , 202 67,
United Kingdom
colonial areas.._....| 264, 305| 908
Union of South Africa_ 88, 537 134,450, 174,014
U.N. trust territories. 39,188 4 653 y
Zanzi 8,023 10, 356
44,019 326,726
Total. - caooaaae 2,152,180| 3,450,831
! Estimated.
2 TCA $600,500,

% Including ICA funds for Japan,

U.S. FoREIGN ASSISTANCE AND ASSISTANCE
FrRoM INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS—OB-
LIGATIONS AND OTHER COMMITMENTS—JULY'
1, 1945, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1961

GENERAL NOTES
These data show U.S. assistance from July
1845 to June 1961 to countries participating
in the mutual security program. They in-
clude all types of assistance and are, in
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general on an obligations or commitments

Economic
Mutual Security Program

International Cooperation Administra-
flon—Obligations for economic and techni-
cal assistance made by ICA and its prede-
cessor agencles, particularly the European
recovery program.

Development Loan Fund: Loans and guar-
antees approved by the Board of Directors
of the DLF.

Other MSP economic—mainly MSP—fi-
nanced contributions to certain interna-
tional agencles such as U.N. technical as-
sistance, Palestine refugees (UNRWA), ete.,
administered by State Department.

Other Economic Assistance

Public Law 480: Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954.

Title I—Sales for foreign currency: Fig-
ures for sales agreements, shown as a paren-
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thetical item not added into total assistance,
represent the export market value of sales
agreements signed during each year. Figures
for “Planned for Grants and Loans” repre-
sent those portions of the foreign currency
proceeds of the sales which are planned as
loans or grants to the recipient countries
under section 104 of the act.

Title IT—Emergency assistance and eco-
nomic development: Value at CCC cost of
commodities authorized to be transferred
to help friendly foreign people to meet fam-
ine or other extraordinary rellef require-
ments, and for economic development.

Title III—Donations to wvoluntary relief
agencies: Value at CCC cost of commodities
authorized for transfer to voluntary relief
agencies such as CARE, National Catholic
Welfare Conference, ete., for distribution
abroad to needy people.

Export-Import Bank long-term loans—
Authorizations for loans of § years or more
made by the Export-Import Bank.
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Other non-MSP economic programs—FPro-
grams included here are listed in the foot-
note to the table on page 1.
Military
Mutual Security Program

Primarily grants of military equipment,
supplies, and services purchased with appro-
priated funds. Small amounts of sales in-
itially credit-financed with MAP funds are
included. Annual data represent net deliv-
eries. The cumulative total under obliga-
tions represents the total amount programed
for the period 1950-61; the cumulative total
under expenditures represents total deliv-
eries through June 30, 1961 against this pro-
gram. Transfers from excess stocks are
shown In parenthesis.

Other Military Assistance

Included here are the military portion of
“Greek-Turkish aid,” “China naval aid,”
“Public Law 454 Philippines aid,” and cer-
tain other programs.

MSP countries, summary by fiscal year and program—U.8. foreign assisiance, obligations and commilmenis

[Millions of dollars]
U.8. fiscal years
Total,?
1961, | 1946-61
1046-48 | 1949 | 1050 | 1951 | 1052 | 1953 | 1954 | 1955 | 19056 1957 1958 | 1950 1960 pﬂm-
y
Economic, total 13,851, 2 |8,113.8 |5,104. 8 |3,0662.3 |2,400.8 |2,603.7 |2,428.5 |2,727.4 |2,678.1 | 3,325.7 |2,082.7 |3,637.3 | 3,400.5 | 4,480.6 |61,396.3
Grants 6,227.6 [6,483.6 |4,471.3 |3,130.8 [2,157.0 [2,150.4 [2,289.9 [2,050.3 [1,005.4 | 1,959.9 |1,606.7 |1,711.9 | 1,945.4 | 2,200.4 |40,275.3
i et it | S SR | 7,723.6 |1,630.2 | 633.5| 581.5| 312.8| 453.3 | 138.6| 677.1 ) 772.7 | 1,365.8 |1,286.0 |1,925.4 | 1,455.1 | 2,190.2 21,1210
Mutual security economie pro- I
gramtotal oo oot 6,283.0 |3,614.4 |2,626.8 [1,980.6 [1,040.3 [2,236.8 |1,862.° [1,540.0 | 1,664.9 |1,641.1 [1,031.5 | 1,886.4 | 2,106.9 [31,163.9
International Cooperation Ad-
ministrati ----|0,163. 3 (3,614.0 |2,611.8 |1,888.1 |1, 877. 5 |2,150.0 |1,749.0 {1,468, 7 | 1,534.0 {1,234.0 |1,255.0 | 1,254.0 | 1,270.4 [27,022.3
| 25| 130| 165| 53.9| 67.5| 1351 118.7| 183.8| 131.3| 120.0| 1450 | 156.5) 1549 )1,224.0
6,160. 8 |3,601.0 |2, 505. 3 |1,834.2 [1,£10.0 |2,023.9 |1,630.8 {1,334.9 | 1,402.7 |1,104.0 |1,110.0 | L,097.5 | 1,124.5 [26,607. 4
Devehﬁmentlmm Fund g s cme-e| 267.4 ]| 569.4 522.7 652.6 | 2,012.1
Other MSP ic 119.7 4| 150 o25| 7u8| 78| m30| RL1| 1309 | 130.7| 10m.1| 100.7| 1749 | 1,220.8
Other economic assistance.........-[13,951.2 [1,830,8 [1,400.4 [1,035.5 | 480.2 | 654.4 | 1017 | 865.4 [1,128.3 | 1,0660.8 |1,341.6 [1,705.8 | 1,514.1 | 2,373.7 [30,232.3
Public Law 480:
Title I: Planned for grants
Can AR EREE SR S (SR RESSE PRISESN RN SO L 2224 4842 7779 418.6) 6421 | 883.0| 828.6 | 4,257.4
10Me, Grants for com-
mon def S 84.0) 70.9| 1087| 71| 350 20.0 66.0 | 4147
1“:3?:';1331;:-'8 el 2.9 3.9 27.0 5.4 3.2
Ans. e . .
104e, Grmlta for eetr
nomie d 45.2 5.3 5.0 9.8 8L O 292.8 254. 4 788.6
mm, Imns toprivate
1.8 85.2 | 130.9 9.5 646 388. 8
lma.mnst.ogo\rem
(Total sales sgrection is) @17.0)| G0k 11,0168 F30.9)| 803020, 1552 (0,136.5)| &, 90,8
0 esagrmmm ........................ 5 5 : B
"Pitle 1: Emergency relict 3 g R R Bl et e e B
Title III: Voluntary relief
82.5 42| o60.4| 1949 204.4) 267.1| 287.2 | 238.7| 165.9| 227.5]|1,82%.8
Erpart-[mport Bank long-
term loans + 2,033.2 | 148.4 | 330.5 | 263.0 | 111.6 | 389.2 38.1| 336.9 | 212.2 447.8| 5346 | 765.9 318 046.4 | 6,800.2
11,918.0 [1,082.4 |1,159.9 | 772.5 | 2051 | 2610 84.2 9.1 89.5 69.1 15.8 12.9 90. 5 81.5 |16,491. 5
481.2 | 301.3 | 76.0| 980.4 |1,481.2 (4,272.0 [3,370.7 |2,479.0 |2,963.8 | 2,127.7 [2,308.0 |2,153.7 | 1,830.8 | 1,631.5 29,130.3
481.2 | 301.3 76.0 | 980.4 [1,481.2 14,272.0 [3,370.7 [2,479.0 b.%&S 2,120.6 (2,350. 4 [2,004.0 | 1,812.5 | 1,585.3 |28, 018. 4
1T 7.5 71| 88.6| 5.7 27.3 46, 211.9
Mutual security military progress
to appropriation) 55.7 | 980.4 |1,481.2 |4,158. 8 |3,295. 9 [2,395.0 E,!m.s 2,085.0 [2,363.6 [2,100.8 | 1,724.3 1,588.8 r:2'",:"31.'.'
m excess stocks)._ (33.1)] (280.1)| (190.7)| (140.0)} (107.2)} (41.9)| (108.1)| (53.2)| (257.3)| (197.4)| (280.0)| (180.0)|(1,937.6)
P 4812 | 30.3| 20.3 113. 83. 83.4| 363 427 34.4| 43.9| 55| €426 1,386
Total economie and military. __________ 14,432. 4 {8,!!5.1 5, 180. 8 |4, 042.7 [3. 9510 Iﬁ,s‘.-'s.‘u' |6, 808.2 {5,206.4 |5.644.3 | 5,453. 4 |5,380.7 |5,821.6 | 5,276.7 | 6,112.1 526.5
283.0 [3,670.1 13,607.2 |3, 461. 8 [6,108. 1 [5,532. 7 14,257.6 [4,477.3 | 3,749.9 [4,004. 7 |4,041.3 | 3,610.7 | 3,605.8 £95. 6
132.1 [1,510.7 |1,035.5 | 489.2 | 767.6 | 275.5 | 948.8 [1,167.0 | 1,703.5 |1,376.0 {1,780.3 | 1,666.0 | 2, 416.3 [31,630.9
MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
MBP expenditures, total___ 4, 527. 8 la.ms.e L, 820.7 [3,762.9 lﬂ.l)i&.l 4,800.1 14,524.9 |4,644. 4 | 3,707.9 [3,802.8 La.m.a 3,342.7 | 3,304.8 I-'AB!‘Z.B
E ic, total 4,527.8 (3, 459.0 [2,840.3 |2,281.7 [1,880.3 |1,518.2 [2.120.3 [1,716.9 | 1,622.9 |1,430.2 [1,528.1 | 1,618.4 | 1,805.9 Px,sm;
Int tinmlr* tion Ad-
4,434.4 |3,443.8 [2,821.8 [2,108.5 |1,800.2 [1,444.5 [2,082.2 [1,643.8 | 1,533.1 [1,820.0 [1,333.5 | 1,307.8 1844.4 670. 4
Imuhmd S SR Hoale SSTE S I [ Han BT 1.5| es68| 2028| 267.0| 537.8
Other MSP 24| 161 185| 82| s0.1| €7 971 731 0.8 | 16.8| 1200 107.8| 103.6[1,167.2
Military._ .. L 55.7 | 080.4 [1,481.2 |4,158.8 ta,mo 395.6 F.im.ﬁ 2,085.0 lz.mﬂ 2,100.8 | 1,724.3 | 1,588.9 iﬂ,m.l
! Plus contributions to international organizations. # Includes contributions to international organizations, §1 ; elvilian sup-
e Wm;.mtummramwd qualifications, particularly for TCA and for E’ucs,sww ,100,000; British Ionn $3,750,000,000; UNRRA, posu}Nﬁm and interim
Programs.
1 See footnote 3 to fiscal year 1961

table,
4 Revised for cancellations made in fiscal year 1961 against prior-year loans,

%.&mﬁ cswl?an relie

tio!
rixpendl tures, July-December 1960,

ty credits, $1,429,700, IZI.‘IJ, Philippines rehabilita-
in Korea, $420,200,000; and other, $1,186,600,000.
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U.S. foreign assistance to MSP countries by region and country, cumulative, fiscal year 1946 through fiscal year 1961— Preliminary
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{Millions of dollars]
Economie assistance
Total economic Mutual security program Nonmutual security program
Public Law 480
Grand | Total
Region and country total | mili- Other
tary Total Title I Title IT, non-
(Of MSP emer- | Title MSP
Total | which | eco- ICA | DLF geney |ITI, vol- pro-
loans) | nomie Total Planned for— | reliel | unteer grams
sales andc?o- ru!i&l;s
agree- nomie |agen
ments | Grants| Loans | devel-
[ npmnnl
Total, all countries. ._...... w.msm.msm,mam,m.usl,laulm,ma 2,012.1 (5,000.8)| 1,234.7| 3,022.7| 787.3| 1,826.8 16,491, 5
BULODO. - wm e wemmencenneean| 44, 124. 4]15, 485. 0[28, 638. 5[10, 507. 8]15, 280. 2115, 010.4|  137.1 (1,631.6)| 138.5) 640.8| 106.7| 748.0 9,320.3
Austria 1,170.9 1,170.9 (70 7] 20.3| 24.6| 27.3 3281
Belg 1,949.5( 1,208.4f 741.1 : 32.2
Denmark. 856.9| 566.6| 300. 3 PRSI A 1.0
France 9,431. 4| 4,242.7] 5,188.7| 1, 903. (060. 4 M.Dl 11.9 700.1
Gormany (Federal Republic).| 4,997.1]  949. 5| 4,047.6] 1, 243, (1.2 3.4 1359 10.0| 2,428. 3
Berlin 131. < 131.0 | 12.9
T R e, R A 70.2|... 70. (12.1) ) B AR 4
RN e 46. Fic MR T e ) R PR SRt et e IRSSRES et IR EENT L
Italy (including Trieste). 2. 192.9 3, 449.0 (52 |eeccnaa| 106.7 87.4) 223.7| 215.1] 1,17L0
rlands___ ... ... 1,221, 7| 1, 228. 6| A7 SRR T i .2 2 36.0
782.2f 349, (0] 25.0
........ 514. 5 g 11.7 401.7
323. 3| 78, L1 25.
50L.1] 1,120.9 1 139,
108.9) . . ... 108. 9 1]-
8, 085, 6f 1,017. 4] 7, 668. .3 ;
603. 9] 1, 686, 4 167.
1,846.1] 728 sl Rl il e il
7,544. 512, 972. 1 300. 5
________ ™. 4.7 2.1
1 77.6{ 2205 2.3 ®
China, Repul)llcof __________ -| 4,161, 1/ 2,184. 9] 1, 976. 639. 2 5.1
distributed 1,535.01  700.4] 825, K
d [T 583, 5| 377.0 6.
3,674.01  978.5] 2,505.5 2,573.1 25.0
, 029, 6 1, 777. 8| 3,251 1,186, 3 115. 5
374.4) 1061 2683 1.1 ;
P I MO G 2,2 2.
1,675, 7] 300.2( 1,285 5 1, 008, 8 82
.6 341.6f 2010 2.1 i
.| 2,118.5) 671.8] 1,547.2 7.0 61.
417.20 407.1]  10.1 e
Near East and south Asia..... .. lﬁ.mui 4,816.5 m,ul&.s| 4, 505. 4] 5,832, 5 4.336.51 1,202.6 (2,068,1)| 797.3] 1,645.6] 2526/ 466.4 804, 4
Near Bast. ... 0,680.8] 4,160.9 5,510.9| 1,770.4| 3,516.2 263.1
Greeet. oo ooeeoeeoao--| 3,213. 4] 1,474.0) 1,730. 4| 246.3| 1,020.3 99.
] 105.2( 530.1) 665.1) 200.3| 516.4 6.
46.1 20. 9| .9 17.7 2
1.0| 792.3] 447.4] 3744 53.
21. 41 281 0 3.7 3
B1. 0] 10. 7| 58, 5|
46. 0] 19.1 274
1,403.2| 485.6] 1,145.7
........ 438. 8| 257, 5 02.9
ey i) R 7.3
Fo A O 25.0
4,801.3] 2,735.1| 2,048.5) 1,258.0| 784.9 (2,157.2)
180. 0 52.4 968 B L Thoal) SESRhal, e, 1
74.9] 251 23.5 (26.1)
3,071.0| 2,115.6] 974.7 4 (1, 609, 3)
43. 5 1.4 23.0 £
1,430.9] 540.6] 9255 (431. 8)
8 30L3...._... 273.1 A
4, 886, 9| 3, 796.7 Sll.ﬂ[ mr,| 20.7 (610, 6) 14. 39.2] 148.4 395.4
520, 5 3.4 SoBIA RN Bt BV R RIS BRI et SRR e L
: 44.2| 156, 5 [ 10.6
179.9| 1,518.6 1,431.2| 457 21.4 45.5
40.1 369.3 76. 5] 42.5 51
30.0 247.4|  39.0 26.1 2.6
80.1 1 3.8 20.7 £ e T R
2.0  10.6 5 2.8 2.8 .8 3.5 B
8,9 6.1 2,2 SN R O L LR e | S TN RS ol .6
96.4] 23.6 49.2| 83.3] 2.8 a1 282 3.7
16.7 .2 5. 3 9.9 8.3 1.1 3.7 1.8
149.6 1.9 33.1 80,8 76.9 1.9 16. 7 36. 1
92.6 5.9 30, 1 40.8 45.0 5.4 25.0) 3.0
40. 5| 1.8 16. 4 26. 2| 18.4 2.7 3.5 6. 6
630, 3 5.3 500, 9 8.0 80 7.6 4919 99. 6
53.1 2.2 23.3] 11.5 7.8 + 3 18.1 20, 1
{5 P 32,0 28, 6| 20. 8 57 17. 242
42.0 a7 20.6{ 23.8  16.7 2.7 10. 4, 2.9
a8, 7l 6.1 2677 5.2  26.7 10| 205.6/ 10.6
80.2 28. 3 48, 5 10.7 1.9 b 2. 3.2
104, O 42.2 58, 9) 16. 4 dh vt Ol et it e T Bl LTINS L T R WP 4 43. 9] 15
17.0 10.1 10.1
British Guiana. 1.9]. 13 1.3
British Honduras ) Al Ee i (e o B S .6 .6
Surinam 2.9 24 2.4
Reglonal. -._ . oocoioaciiloiiy] 181 6.2 19.9] 5L9| TIR4

Bee footnotes at end of table,
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U.8. foreign assistance to MSP countries by region and couniry, cumulative, fiscal year 1946 through fiscal year 196 1— Preliminary—Con.

[Millions of dollars]
Economic assistance
Total economic Mutual security program Nonmutual security program
S Public Law 480
Gran a
Region and country total | mili- Total : Export-| Other
tary (of MSP Other Title I Taﬂglr_}' Title Import| non-
Total | which | eco- ICA | DLF | MSP | Total geney |I1I, vol- Bank | MSP
TORIKY L o as Total | Planned for— | relief |unteer [ 1OPE | Pro-
sales and eco-{ relief |7, | €7
agree- nomic jeg| 10008
ments | Grants | Loans | devel-
npmnnt
Africa 1,376.7)  80.1| 1,287.6 517.5| B82L.6| 587.9) 167.8]  65.9| 466.0 (15.3) : 4.5 220.6
British East Africa Territory | 14.2} ... 12 Lol o ol 9| 4.4 3.3
Kenya 7.4 7.4 er 5 5.2 2.2 1.6
Tanganyik 4.5 4.5 1.9 2 .7 1.9 L L7
Uganda._ .. 1.1 5 1.1 o L i S s R
Regional . __ 1.2 1. 2| = 1. 1.2
C un 2.1 2.1 5 1.9 1.9 .2
Congo (Leopoldville) 78. 78.3 - 67. 5 gkt W) 6.0 A e 10.1
Entente States. 8.8 T RS 1 7.7 1.1
Dahomey 1.4 14 .3 3| 1.1 ST
Ivory Coast. .cooecee...., 4 .4 R .4 .4 e 2
Niger.... 7 b K o2 21| 8 - e (a}
U Volta. 1.3 1. 3| 13 1.3 2 @
tributed 5.1 5.1 51 6.1 e
hdnl States 2 .2 -2 2 @ B
E i8] 381.3F  57.3] 1240 67.4] 76.1] 46.5] 20.6 47.9 8.9 g1 anae .0
6. 6 6.6 4.3 4.3 2.3 3 .6 1.7
uinea 3.8 3.8 21 2.1 1.7 L7 B
Liberia 116. 3 2.7 113.6/ 856 20.5| 26.1 3.4 8.1 L0l 759 7.9
Libya. 180.0/ 3.60 1764 8.5 110.9) 105.9 5.0 85.5 20.6 6.6 ] 20.4
M aﬂgiag Republi .5 Bl .5 .5 @ @ 5
Mall, pubilcot.-- 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
anrita 1.5 1.5 914 1.4 1.4 1 3
207.7 807.7) 195.9) 214.4] 188.4 mot 93.3| g (1 S T =5 e
Jue. 12.5' 12.5| 125 T ERRCTNG R S R I 1
Nigeria.. 16.4 16.4 1.0} 15 15,1 .8 .5 .3 i
Rhodesia and Nyasaland 33.3| 33.3] 824/ 10.9( 10.9 22.4 Sfesesing ® | ...... sl tang
8 1 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
1.0 ¥, 0l o7 .7 .3 .3
e By 13.3 2.0 13.0f 110 2.0 8 .3 LT v
53.5 53.5 lo.ul 53.5| 4.5 10.0 i ® ® ) i EER S
1.9 L¢ L1 1.1 .8 ;
255.2].--—-..-| 2552 61.9] 137.8] 957 421 117. 4 (15.3) 7.7 4.5 101.3 2.1 I P
7.1 7.1 6.6 6.6 .5 Ay
6. 1l 6.1 6.0 6.0 3 2
.3 .3 o3 .3
S .7 .3 .3l .4 .4
Regional . 75. 4 25.6f  40.8 47.0 49. 8] L 47.0| T ey e L SR
Nonregional ..ooceeeeeeoeeoannn-| 3,715.5 ‘nsu{ zm.sl mel 1,434.1 8644 s.ol mn1 1, 563.2 1.5[ 26.8| 1311 1,403.9
1 Revised for cancellations made in fiscal year 1961 against prior-year loans, & Includes $9,500,000 for C
? Less than $50,000. 7 Includes Central Amariem Bmk formed by E1 Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala,
IM data classified and included in NEA regional total, and Honduras.

¢ Ing for Indus Basin,

ilitary
{ See footnote 3 to table for fscal year 1961.
Iudes $6,800,000

£ Loan to France for Mauritania.
* Loan to Portugal for Mozambique,

U.S. foreign assistance o MSP countries, by region and couniry, fiscal year 1961—Preliminary

[Millions of dollars]
Economic assistance
Total economic Mutual seenrity program Nonmutual seeurity program
Publie Law 480
Region and try ot:tmd Toiil'?-] Total Other IE mﬂ{ Othe
and ecoun al | m 3 mpor r
tary or | MsP MSP Title 1 o Back | pon-
Total | which | eco- | ICA | DLF | eco- | Total ney |IIT, vol.| long- | MSP
loans) | nomic nomic Total | Planned for— | Soltt | unteer| term | “pro-
sales andeco| “relief | loans | grams
agree- nomic
ments | Grants| Loans | devel-
opmant
Total, all countries___...__|6,112.1 |1,631. 5 [4,480.6 [2,190.2 |2,108.9 |1,270.4 | 6526 | 1749 |2,373.7 | (1,126.3)] 320.4 | 508.2 | 280.7 | 227.5| 6.4 8.5
Europe. 080.1 | 646.4 | 333.7 | 200.7 94.0 4.8 17.9 13| 290.7 (214.2Yf 13.7 39.9 8.1 53.1] 1249 oo o
Be.lmum Luxembou 14. g 14.5 o 2 =
oy ]
Denmark . 41.2 41.2 4
France__ B5.7 47.8 7.9 7.9 7.9 (2.5) (U] 0 AR
Germany (Federal R.epub]jc)_ 7.1 157 1.4 1.4 1.4
Bnrll 4.0 0K RRER sl 4.0 4.0 i
7.6 7.6 1Lé 6.0 6.0 1.6 (1.8) L4 . 2
tal}: (Inelud:l.ng Trieste). ... 206. 4 171.5 34.90 0.3 L 3.9 8.1 17.5 T RS
Vel 1 ——--] 99.4 9.4 *) @) (O]
ORI v e s i s s S i s 25.0 25.0 e s
Poland. 5.1 5.1 -1 1 50 (130.0) 5.0
Portugal 8.7 2.4 6.3 6.3 6.3
Spain 179.5 63.3 | 116.2 72.5 26.1 359 L 1} ——— 90.1 (49. 5) 24.8 7.8 {0
nited Kingdom._ . __________ 20.2 20.2 ST P
Nugosiavia._ ... .. oo__ 0 2 TG ) PRt 147.9 | 116.4 566, 4 28. 7 7 (30. 4) 13.7 13.7 14.1 (A SR
Tegional 206.9 | 205.4 ) B 5 AT L5 «2 13

Bee footnotes at end of table.




U.8. foreign assistance to MSP countries, by region and eountry, fiscal year 1961—Preliminary—Continued
[Millions of dollars]
Economic assistance
Total economic Mutual security program Nonmutual security program
Public Law 450
Region and tal‘1 Export-|
count; 1o ]
2 Total Other Title I Title IT, ‘Tmport| Other
S]OI MBSP MSP emer- | Title | Bank | non-
Total | which | eco- ICA | DLF | eco- gency |[III, vol-| long- | MSP
loans) | nomie nomie Total | Planned for— | relief | unteer | term | pro-
sales land eco-| relief | loans! | grams
agree- nomie [agenci
ments | Grants | Loans devel-'
TR - oo s s i e 1,417.4 | 623.2 | 794.2| 185.7 | 522.0 | 470.3 43.6 (103.1)] 69.4 17.8 23.6 36.7) 1238 ______ ==
Burma. .6 L6} .4 .4 .2
oy RN RS e T
blicof . ._. 1 L6 | 1153
Ind: i 2.5 25.5 8.3 8.3 &7; 7.4 8.4 14
R TS 0 122.3| 77.8| 40.5 1.3 1.3 L6| 466 |-
area 500.1 | 229.1 | 280.0 190.2 | 1927 L S (52.0)] 45.6 1.1 2.6 10.5
808, 823 46. 5 35.8 36.5 35.5 7, .3
Malaya. 4 4 .4
Philippi 113.0 2.1 86.0 29 1.7 —0.8 6.8
____________________ 45.7 2.9 T 4.7 M7 R
Vietn < 108. 7 40. 7 149.0 13.2 | 137.0 126.3 10.7 (10. 0) 5.0 25 45
Regional e 52.3 5.2 L1 L L1 s
Near East and south Asia.........|1,947.1 | 311.3 |1,635.8 | 883.2| 741.8| 3441 | 377.5 20.2 (650.3)| 215.6 | 340.6 | 108.0 LT[ 1651 [--oaeaa
Near East 041.3 | 289.7| 701.6 | 8727 | 377.1 2009 | 1782 | eaeis (187.2) 25.0 ) 128.5 60, 5 .5 re 9 PRt
ATOB00 .o cosmisn s o minsa iy 95.8 8.0 4.8 12.6 2.5 2.5 ot T 0) s 10.1 4.1 7.6 o By AR
Iran 169. 9 551 | 1148 7.3 63.3 2.1 B8 [t 21.9) 16.0 1.8 -6 2.1
Iraq 1.7 1.7 1.1 1.1 -6
Israecl 84.2 84.2 65. 6 4.5 8.6 HED | (25.9) 1 14.2 1.0 35.4
Jordan.__._.. el 68.3 1.0 47. 4 46. 4 1.0 18.0 2.9
Leb: 4.9 b5 S SIS .8 .8 28
g Ty e RPN R A e o] e 362,0 233.0 | 133.7 | 21L.7 044 | 173 [ (25. 4) 3.9 16. 4 1.0
United Arab Republic...| 143.8 143.8 84.6 2.1 2.3 L PR (98.4) 12.0 G6. 8 22.1 22.8 18.0
Yemen. ....... i 5.7 5.7 4.0 4.0 1.7
Cento. .. 1.8 1.8 1.8 L8
Bouth Asia. 8810 870.8 | 510.5| 3364 | 129.1 (463.1) 190.6 | 217.1 22.8 26.8 87.1
Afghanist: 37.0 35,8 12.8 12.8 2.4 -6
C&(g;m 9.6 L 0.8 1.4 +1 1.5 (5.3 1.3 2.8 5.4
In 655.0 655.0 | 454.8 | 188.1 8.0 2 (412, 173.5 | 184.0 .3 18. 4 80.7
N’ag. 4.1 4.1 .4 4.1 3.7
175.2 175.2 53.9 | 130.3 | 103.1 (45.2)} 158 20.3 2.4 6.4
124.7 54.3 20.4 9.2 247 .2
U83. 4 885.0 | 735.2| 253.5| 1187 | 133.3 (143. 4) 14.0 | 105.4 2 28.1| 480.0 3.8
8Lo 68.9 68.0 6.9 .9 6.0 62.0
20.1 28.8 13.8 25.9 24.1 1.8 (3 2.5 .4
3.5 2046 | 270.1 7.3 7.3 (104, 14.0 74.8 3.2 1953
147.2 85| 188.7| 108.5 3.3 2.1 o i MR (29. 23.3 7.1 y (8 ) ST
M5 4.0 90. 5 8.9 n7 27 25.0 5 4.9 [ SESRESES
1.4 = 11.3 8.5 0.8 1.3 8.5 1B
i ) - (9] : ® S
4.0 61 7.9 4.5 4.2 25 L7 3.2) 2.4 .9 g AT —
6.7 3 6.6 5.3 2.8 1.2 1.6 .1 o BN
32. 3 - 3L 8 18.0 20.6 13.1 A5 B P .4 10. 5 .3
125 o7 1.8} —2.8 10.7 13.5) —2.8 L1l
5.7 .3 5.4 2.0 4.9 L) e e SR SRR il PR .2
33.4 1.2 32,2 27.8 1.2 1.2 3.2 o NS
1.4 -4 1.0 9.1 8.0 -9 7.1 .2 2.0 .8
17.1 (0] 17.1 12.8 15.7 7.9 4 .4 10
3.1 3 2.9 1.8 1.8 1.1
8l.6 17.6 64.0 51.5 20.1 a1 26.0 v 2 3.2 L E il
5.0 2.2 2.8 2.4 b .1 (3.2) 2.4 .3
37.4 10.3 27.1 26.9 15.2 -2 i) 4B R 1.9
55 5.5 46 4.6 .9 SR
.9 9 o . 2
-l .2 .1 = i !
.5 .5 4 .4 - e e -
gl 25.0 24.3 19.9 24.3 5§ s R R K ) SRS RETNIRE R Ha nis
Afriea > 542.9 528.4 | 177.4 | 206.2 | 150.0 B0, 3 65.9 | 232.2 15.3) T 45| 149.8 13.6 52.6 4.0
British East Africa territories_ 7.7 .7 L9 41 22 L9 A e e SRR SR 3.3 .3
_________________ 21 Fo2g | S| i s .4 1.7 L6 s 4
Tanganyika. ... 43 ) 4.3 1.9 2.5 .6 1.9 1.8 1.7 .1 e
Uganda_ o R .1 .1 .1 WL i e
Regional _ 5 % 12 1.2 LEE wia = ==
€ 2.0 2.0 1.9 L9 X Ay o .1
Congo (Leopoldville)..._... —-} Wo 78.0 67.3 2.4 649 T At mR s Y et b Sl 101 43 Sl wRT T
Ententestates_______________ 8.7 i 4 = = .7 Lo oA : N g IR U -
Dah y- L3 1.3 .3 .3 1.0 1.0
Ivory Coast.... .4 .4 i} .4 4 .
Niger b = .7 S S g
U Valsy., e 1.3 1.3 — 13 1.3 Q@
Undistrik ST 51 51 51 61 i 5.
torinl States +2 <3 E A [0} ®
Et e T PR 59.0 5L& 8.1 3.3 8.2 2.1 13.2 3.0 o b1 A N Rl Eaein
=l 2.6 2.6 1.6 L6 1.0 L0
Guines ® ® [ L]
Liberis. e ..... L4dsom — 48. 7 47.5 40.8 6.3 6.3 41.2 .4 7R —
le?'ﬂ 26.3 26.3 16. 5 16.5 8.8 3.4 1.4 4.0
M ¥ Republi -5 ] 5 .5 @ m
See footnotes at end of table,
CVII- 1009
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U.S. foreign assistance to MSP countries, by region and couniry, fiscal year 1961— Preliminary—Continued

[Millions of dollars]
Economie assistance
Total economic Mutual security program Non-mutual security program
Public Law 480
Reglon and t c:ohmflld “ﬁ? : -
country mili- Export-
tary Total Other Title I Title I, Import | Other
(Of | MsP MSP emer- | Title | Bank | non-
Total | which | eco- ICA | DLF eco- | Total gency |IIL, vol-| long- | MBP
loans) | nomic nomie Total Planned for— | reliel | unteer | term | pro-
sales and eco-| rellef | loans | grams
agree- nomie i
ments | Grants | Loans | devel-
opment
A Mali, R:tp'ﬁub%? 1 25 25
cof.
Mauyitania. ... .......... .1 (V] o ) e B S
M. 113.0 4.0 7.2 %
Nigeria. S 10.2 10.1 i |
Rhodesia and Nyasaland. .8 .6 (U]
3.6 3.6 e S e
.68 |- b - %
4.2 4.2 . )
9.4 9.4 . e s
1.4 1.1 1 ENIRIV Dy ) . " - .3
120.0 37.2 27.2 10:0 0. oo 82.8 (15.3) 7.7 4.5 68.2 .6 ¥ PSS
L SO P = S = ey TeeLn B -2 i
38.56 36. 3 38.5 1.2 36.3 1.0 e s
Nonr 308. 5 LO| 1985 | 1125 ].. ... 8001 050 |oeeanaa)aaaas aame] LT 178.7
1 Less than $50,000. 4 Military data clussified and included in NEA regional total.
2 For Krakow Research Hospital. 8 Includes £6,800,000 for Indus Basin.

3 Includes for wheat and rice amounts ogommed for sﬂxﬁnﬁe& lr?-;l ’g:ﬁg Dxrga‘izg:

multiyear agreement totaling £1,276,000,000.  Funds of
committed in fiscal year 1960; remaining $957,000,000 were
1061. If entire $957,000,000 had been included he

would be $1,060,800,000.

AssisTANCE FROM INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS

GENERAL NOTES

The following tables show assistance given
by international organizations to all coun-
tries which have benefited from this assist-
ance. The data do not represent the U.S.
contributions to these organizations; such
contributions are included in the figures on
pages 1-7.

Data are all on a U.S. fiscal year basis
except for United Natlons technical as-
sistance programs which are data for cal-
endar year 1960 and total through Decem-
ber 1960.

International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD): Data cover loan au-
thorizations of the IBRD made either to gov-

re, this sales agreements figure

committed in fiscal year ¢ Includes Central

ernments, government enterprises, or to pri-
vate firms with government guarantee.
Cancellations are deducted from loans au-
thorized in the year originally authorized.
Repayments have not been taken Into
account.

International Finance Corporation (IFC):
Data cover the commitments made by the
IFC to invest in private enterprises in the
various countries. Cancellations and sales
are deducted from commitments in the year
originally committed.

International Development Association
(IDA): Data cover value of agreements
slgned with governments for development
credits.

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) :
Data cover loan authorizations of the IDB

¥ Subscription to International

¢ Includes $9,500,000 for Cyprus.
7 July-December 1060 expenditures for Inter-American Highways,

can Bank.
Development Association.

made either to governments, government
enterprises, or to private firms from ordinary
capital and from the Fund for Special Op-
erations. Amounts taken by participants are
not included.

United Nations Technical Assistance
(UNTA) : Data cover direct project costs of
technical assistance programs, under both
the regular and expanded programs, admin-
istered by the United Nations Technical As-
slstance Administration and other partici-
pating organizations.

United Nations Special Fund (UNSF):
Data cover U.N. Special Fund allocations
toward costs of preinvestment surveys.

European Development Fund of the Euro-
pean Economic Community (EEC): Data
cover the value of projects approved for
finaneing valued in EPU units of account ($).

Assislance from international organizalions, fiscal year 1961 and cumulalive through fiscal year 1961—Preliminary

[Millions of dollars]
Fiscal year 1961 Cumulative through fiscal year 1961
Region and country TNTA
Total | IBRD | IFC IDA 1IDB (cnlelllndﬁnor UNSF | EEC | Total | IBRD | IFC IDA | IDB |UNTA|UNSF| EEC
year
Total, worldwide_.......... 1,009.8 | 609.8 51| 1010 8.1 43.4 70.9 | 111.5 |6,458.7 |5,668.8 35.5 | 101.0 68.1| 279.7 | 125.6 180. 0
Furope ) L e s ) S e 3] Il | e e 1,340.5 [1,820.9 | 2.8 |oooeeo)ooeenos TR B
Austris..__.._._ S S E (3 ................ 1@.3 ?.g 2 2
Belgium-Luxembourg & ( f 3 HEETE
Denmark. 0] 60.0 60.0
T e R R R = (0] 103.9 | 102.1 1.3
France .1 250.2 | 250.0 |----
il - L1t I SEIRESa ) S 6.1 5.9 |oaaas
s R e e M R 7R P A 300.0 | 288.0 10
ta 1) ot || e s
L TR PRI R ] R SO M 13 236.5 | 236.5 |-.--
orway 25.0 25.0 b 1 A = 120.0 | 120.0 |.-
Poland < 3 12
e ars |00 3 PR i M Gt e
L1 r L e T . S e .
Regi 1 and other countries_ Lo 10 = 3.9 >
FREERRE. - il 165.7 | 141.0 8.7 8.4 7.6 | 733.8| 653.4 -
.9 .1 .8 2.2 s
15.7 14.0 L1 .6 41.3 33. 4
W Sy B 2.2
2 R o .3 8.4

See footnotes at end of table,
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Assislanee from inlernalional organizalions, fiseal year 1961 and cumulative through fiscal year 1961—Preliminary—Continued
[Milljons of dollars}
Fiscal year 1061 Cumulative through fiscal year 1961
Region and coun:
i UNTA
IBRD | IFC IDB |(calendar| UNSF | EEC | Total IFC IDA | IDB |[UNTA|UNSF| EEC
year 1960)
Far East—Continued
Dutch New Guinea_ .. 5.1 = 5.1 12.5 el |40 T SR N
Hong Kong. (0] X = |
ionesi L4 1.4 9.9 9.3
Japan 105.2 | 105.0 «2 443.2 e 1.0
OTea. 1.4 R .3 1 cish 1.0
/08, .4 .4 21 L5
Malaya L8 A T e L8
Philippl l.g ? 24_2 52
e - S AR i 3 . .5
Thsitoon 250 220 1.0 139.3 6.6
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Assistance from inlernational organizaiions, fiscal year 1961 and cumulative through fiscal year 1961—Preliminary—Continued

[Millions of dollars]
Fiseal year 1961 Cumulative through fiscal year 1961
Region and country UNTA
Total | IBRD | IFC IDA | IDB [miun&r:ﬁ UNSF | EEC | Total | IBRD | IFC IDA | IDB |UNTA|UNSF| EEC
year 1

unisi
Othcf African countries.
French (;ommuml.y and

possessions._ ...
Portuguese possessions_ ..
Other sterling areas_______
Regional and other countries.

()
o

)

1 Less than $50,000
1 Includes Brunel ‘North Borneo, and Sarawak.

ExHIBIT 1

LANGUAGE CAPABILITIES AND TRAINING OF U.S.
NONMILITARY PERSONNEL AT FOREIGN SERVICE
PoSTS

The Department of State recognizes the
need for the further development of language
skills, particularly in the field of the esoteric
or “hard" languages, among its personnel
already serving overseas or preparing for
assignment at posts abroad. To this end, the
Department is intensifying “hard” language
training both in Washington and in the
field. At most posts where U.S. person-
nel are stationed there are now at
least a few officers with sufficient proficiency
in one of the primary local languages, and/or
a transplanted Western language that is
widely used in government circles, who can
take care of the essential representational
and negotiating responsibilities. This does
not mean, however, that we have a sufficient
number of language specialists at all the
posts where the so-called hard languages are
used. Nor does it mean that all American
personnel stationed at these posts have even
an elementary courtesy level of the primary
local language which the Department con-
slders desirable. The need for more Ameri-
can linguists with a high level of proficiency
in the languages of such areas as southeast
Asia and the Arab-speaking world is, in fact,
urgent.

We are well aware that our national in-
terests cannot be served to best advantage
at posts where we have few language special-
ists among American personnel and are de-
pendent, therefore, to a large extent on local
employees serving as interpreters. Conse-
quently, we are making serious efforts to
expand the capabilities of our American
personnel to communicate in the local lan-
guages as a means of cultivating good will
and enhancing the acquisition of firsthand
detailed knowledge of attitudes and develop-
ments in the area. We are also taking steps
to encourage all personnel to acquire at least
a courtesy level of proficiency in a primary
language of their post of assignment.

The situation is not one that can be im-
proved In short order, however, because of
other demands of the Service, including
training in many fields besides language, and
above all because of the duration of studies
needed to acquire a useful knowledge of some
of the hard languages. Some of the Aslan
languages in particular, such as those hav-
ing a tonal system, which results in a single
word having as many as a half-dozen mean-
ings, depending on the pitch of one’s volce,
are so alien to Western habits of speech that

3 Includes $30,000,000 loaned to Belgian Government for Congo.
« For road which will also benefit Benegal and Sudan,

years of study may produce at best a limited
conversational ability, unless the student is
unusually gifted in learning the particular
language.

The proportions of the "“hard” language
problem as a whole may not be readily ap-
parent to Americans accustomed to lving
and traveling in a continentwide nation in
which one language is spoken with oniy
minor variations, or even to those who have
had experience in Western Europe where
most languages are spoken throughout each
nation, despite some variations in dialect,
and are for the most part related at least
distantly to one another and to our own.
In many of the Asian and African countries,
on the other hand, it is the rule rather than
the exception that a number of languages,
often of widely different origins and struc-
ture, are spoken within a single country’s
borders. There are, for example, 20 lan-
guages and major dialects in Afghanistan,
and in India's 1851 census 845 different lan-
guages and major dialects were recorded.
Even after eliminating from consideration
large numbers of languages which are spoken
by minority groups, the Foreign Service is
confronted with a language problem of stag-
gering proportions. India alone has 14 of-
ficial languages. Worldwide, there are be-
tween 60 and 80 languages in which it would
be highly desirable to have Foreign Service
officers qualified to conduct official business,
Desirable as competence in any of the thou-
sands of other languages might be, the De-
partment, as a matter of practicality, has
had to address its interest to official lan-
guages which are spoken by majority groups
in each nation. The Department’'s goal,
therefore, cannot be to traln personnel to
communicate expertly with every separate
language-speaking group around the world,
but must be the more realistic one of de-
veloping language skills among the officers
assigned to each country so that they may
have some knowledge of at least the prin-
cipal local language.

The problem is simplified in some measure
by the fact that a number of African and
southeast Asian countries have adopted
French or English as a lingua franca to cut
across the maze of local languages and dia-
lects, Elsewhere in the world German,
Italian, Portuguese, or Spanish are highly
useful languages. In Burma, English is used
for official purposes; its Constitution is
written in both English and Burmese, In
Cambodia, Khmer (or Cambodian, a language
completely unrelated to the neighboring Thai
and Vietnamese, both tonal languages) is
spoken by only some three million inhabit-

ants out of a total of about 4,845,000, and
French is used widely among the Cambodians
themselves in commercial and government
circles. In Laos, French is the second official
language. In Thailand, English is used fre-
quently among Thai officials and commercial
classes. In the Republic of Vietnam
French is often spoken in preference to local
languages in commercial and government
circles.

Roughly a third of all Foreign Service
officers have a level of proficiency in French
sufficient to satisfy representational re-
quirements and to handle their professional
work, 20 percent in Spanish and 18 percent
in German. An additional 12 to 17 percent
can handle minimum working requirements
and are approaching the professional level
of proficiency in their languages. These
languages are either primary or secondary
languages at over half of the Forelgn Serv-
ice posts in the world. Consequently, in all
but a few areas of the world our ability to
communicate effectively cannot be measured
accurately on the basis of how many per-
sons possess the native language but rather
on the basis of the total capability of our
oversea personnel to converse effectively
either in the native language or in a
primary-alternate or secondary language.

According to the latest statistics avail-
able—those as of May 31, 186l—approxi-
mately 41 percent of the oversea eivilian
officers serving with the Department of
State, USIA, and ICA in non-English-speak-
ing countries had at least a working level
of proficlency of the primary or the second-
ary foreign language, or both, of the coun-
try to which they were assigned. In the
case of Ambassadors and Foreign Service
officers, this percentage on an overall world-
wide basis, exclusive of English-speaking
countries, has risen to about 63 percent.
For USIA this percentage is 49. The figure
for ICA—22 percent—is much lower since
its personnel are recruited primarily not for
purposes of engaging in representation and
negotiation but for their professional gquali-
fications in specific technical flelds. As of
the date indicated above, the Department
of State, USIA, and ICA together had ap-
proximately 679 officers who were trained
in the various esoteric or “hard” languages.
Of these, 485 were in the employ of the
Department of State, 138 in USIA, and 41 in
ICA.

At over half of the foreign language
posts in the world, where the widely used
languages such as French, German, and



1961

Spanish are used, from 60 to 80 percent of
our personnel speak the local language.

Although ability to communicate in a
foreign language can help to bring about
better understanding and facilitate negotia-
tions, it cannot serve as a substitute for
knowledge, judgment, and dedication, the
human qualities that make for trust and
respect and enhance the capacity for
leadership of U.S. staffs and programs in a
particular country. Having said this, it is
still palpably necessary, however, given the
imperative circumstances imposed on us by
world conditions, to press ahead vigorously
to equip our personnel assigned overseas
with the language and area skills they need
to carry out their heavy and increasing
responsibilities.

It is the intent of the Department of
State, in carrying out the provisions of Pub-
lic Law 86-723, that no officer be assigned
to a post where the knowledge of one of
the widely used languages is important in his
job without a minimum working knowledge
of the appropriate language. Prior to going
overseas, training is given in Washington to
those who do not already have the minimum
requirement in the language concerned.
Personnel who do not achieve a minimum
working level of proficiency before leaving
Washington for their posts, or those who
are direct-transferred from another Foreign
Service post, are expected to attain job-level
language proficiency or, if assigned to posi-
tions with no designated language require-
ment, to attend a minimum of 100 hours
of instruction in the primary language at
the rate of more than 1 hour a day when-
ever possible.

The Foreign Service Institute, which since
it was organized in 1946 has been engaged
in language instruction, is currently teaching
22 languages on a full-time intensive basis in
Washington to Foreign Service officers and
employees of other agencies including USIA
and ICA who are assigned to oversea posts,
Advanced Chinese, Arabic, and Japanese are
taught at branch schools in Taichung, Beirut,
and Tokyo, respectively. This type of in-
tensive training involves up to 6 class hours
a day. As of June 1, 1961, there were 177
students enrolled for periods ranging from
6 to 24 months in the more esoteric lan-
guages of the Far East, South Asia, Near
East, Africa, and Europe. Another 194 stu-
dents were enrolled in courses of 16 to 24
weeks (mostly 16 weeks) duration in the
widely used languages such as French, Span-
ish, German, Itallan, and Portuguese. In
addition to these, 283 employees were en-
rolled in part-time classes conducted at
the Foreign Service Institute in Washing-
ton in the early morning before office hours.
A part-time extension program is operated
at 197 posts overseas in 53 different languages.
Over 4,700 students are enrolled in this pro-
gram, and this figure does not include those
who are engaged in foreign language study
at their own expense.

To increase awareness of the importance
attached to the acquisition of languages and
to promote retention of languages already
learned, the Department of State since Au-
gust 1958 requires each Foreign Service of-
ficer to undergo a language checkup approxi-
mately every 2 years, or before he is
sent or returned to an oversea assignment.
This testing is administered by the Foreign
Service Institute whose testing standards
are extremely high. As of January 1961,
approximately 2,540 Foreign Service officers
had been tested in 31 languages. Sixty per-
cent of these have a tested speaking profi-
ciency in at least one language at the mini-
mum professional level, while about 85
percent have at least a routine working pro-
ficiency (sufficient to satisfy routine social
and official requirements) in at least one
foreign language.
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THE SILENCING OF MILITARY
OFFICERS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, as
a result of the order by Secretary Mec-
Namara silencing the officers of the
military from making certain speeches
concerning their feelings about their
country, a great hue and cry has arisen
across the country. This is expressed in
editorials being received daily from dif-
ferent newspapers in the United States.
I ask unanimous consent that several of
these editorials be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:
|From the Columbia Record, Aug. 9, 1961]

CONTRACTION IN DEFENSIVE POSTURE

Under a National Security Council direc-
tive of 1958, during the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, military leaders stressed the
threat of communism in their patriotic
indoctrination of troops. They also partici-
pated in civilian cold war seminars, such
as was held in February at Fort Jackson, and
in other ways countered the Red menace.

A change in policy became evident in Jan-
uary when Admiral Burke, Chief of Naval
Operations, had to revise a speech because
of its rough tone toward the Soviets. Other
incidents followed to indicate a softening or
compromising attitude. For example Maj.
Gen. Edwin A, Walker was relieved of com-
mand of an Army division in West Germany
after a scandal sheet accused him of strong
right wing remarks and actions, some of
which have since been denied.

The question of muzzling the military
broke on the floor of the U.S. Senate when
SBenator StrRoM THURMOND introduced into
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD & copy of a memo-
randum that had been leaked to some news-
papers. The memorandum had been pre-
pared by Senator FuLBRIGHT, chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and
had been sent to the President and the
Secretary of Defense. Some executive di-
rectives had followed some of its recom-
mendations,

In general, the memorandum recommended
that dissemination of information on the
Communist threat be taken out of the hands
of military men. It branded them as in-
capable of handling this intelligence in line
with the new administration policy. It fur-
ther recommended transfer of the National
War College from military to civilian con-
trol and suggested that officers be required
to undergo certaln educational indoctrina-
tion in order to receive promotions. Since
the memorandum was directed against right
wing thinking, it carried the implication that
military leaders must conform to left wing
principles and promulgate the left wing
point of view in order to advance in the
service.

Attacking the memorandum in Senate ad-
dresses, Senator THURMOND said: “The impli-
cation of this document * * * constitutes a
clandestine assault on the fundamental
foundations of our Republic. It is a smear
campaign, utilizing innuendo based on un-
substantiated allegations. One cannot es-
cape the implication of this document that
the exercise of national sovereignty by the
people is undesirable. The real issue in this
matter is whether the American people shall
be given the facts whereby they, themselves,
can exercise the sovereignty which is theirs;
and whether the American people through
the machinery of our Republie, shall have the
final say on policies of the United States of
America. The philosophy candidly ex-
pressed in the memorandum [is] that the
American people are not to be trusted with
governing themselves, particularly with ref-
erence to matters of foreign policy.”
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The press generally has preserved a si-
lence about the memorandum that might
be a lull before the storm. The furor over
Senator Thurmond'’s revelation is mounting
and he has promised to go deeper into the
issue. The Fulbright memorandum has been
published in full in the State. The current
issue of U.S. News & World Report devotes
two pages to it. Senator THUrRMOND cites
these paragraphs as the heart of the memo-
randum:

“The American people have never really
been tested in such a struggle (the ‘twilight
struggle’ President Kennedy mentioned in
his inaugural address). In the long run, it
is quite possible that the principal problem
of leadership will be, if it is not already, to
restrain the desire of the people to ‘hit
the Communists with everything we've got.’
particularly if there are more Cubas and
Laoses. Pride in victory, and frustration in
restraint, during the Eorean War, led to
MacArthur's revolt and McCarthyism,

“This problem of democratic attitudes to-
ward foreign policy has never been better
stated than by De Toqueville, who wrote:

* ‘Foreign politics demand scarcely any of
those qualities which a democracy possesses;
and they require, on the contrary, the perfect
use of almost all those faculties in which it
is deficient. A democracy is unable to regu-
late the detalls of an Important undertak-
ing, to persevere in a design, and to work out
its execution in the presence of serious ob-
stacles. It cannot combine its measures
with secrecy, and it will not await the con-
sequences with patience. These are quali-
ties which more especially belong to an in-
dividual (a dictator), or to an aristocracy (or
an oligarchy or presidium.)’

“He also wrote of ‘the propensity which
democracies have to obey the impulse of
passion rather than the suggestions of pru-
dence, and to abandon a mature design for
the gratification of a momentary caprice.” "

“This,"” said Senator THURMOND, “is not an
indictment of military leaders for usurping
military control, but an indictment of the
ability of the American people to govern
themselves and to know what is best for
themselves.”

The tenor of the memorandum is that
Americans need no indoctrination in the Red
menace confronting them, that a softer ap-
proach is needed in the fight with com-
munism, that it is the business of only the
Washington insiders what defensive posture
we should take, and that the commissar sys-
tem or its equivalent should be adopted.
The theses are inconsistent with the prin-
ciples of government for, by and of the
people.

[From the Greenville News, Aug. 8, 1961]

THURMOND AIDS IN EXPOSING RETREAT ON NEW
FRONTIER
(By Holmes Alexander)

WasSHINGTON —Something like 5 hours of
serious Senate discussion on a dead serious
subject recently got little or no mention in
the metropolitan press—but the Senators in-
volved intend to keep on shouting till they
are heard. The matter was summarized by
Senator Muwnpr, Republican of South Da-
kota, on Monday, July 31.

“Today,” said MunpT, "I received in my of-
fice two calls from persons who wanted to
get more information about the matter,
There was not a single word about it in the
Sunday editions of the Washington news-
papers, not a single word about what oc-
curred on the floor of the Senate during
those several hours of informative discus-
sion on Saturday.”

What is this taboo’'d subject? Well, it re-
lates to an attempt by three Senators—
Munor, THURMOoND, Democrat of South Caro-
lina, and GoLowaTER, Republican of Arizona,
to show that there exists a brute force effort
to muzzle the anti-Communist military.
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Since so little about it has reached print, I
think a foreshortened blow-by-blow account
is in order.

July 21: THURMOND, & member of the
Armed Services Committee and a combat offi-
cer in World War II, learned that Senator
FuLerIGHT, chairman of Forelgn Relations,
had fired off 8 memorandum to the Secretary
of Defense against military officers indoctri-
nating their troops, or groups of civilians,
against the dangers of Communist infiltra-
tion. THURMOND demanded, but did not get,
a satisfactory accounting from FULBRIGHT.

July 26: THUrmMoND made a lengthy and
furious attack against the administration
for throttling its military officers. He also
entered into the ConcerEssioNAL RECORD sev-
eral samples from the Communist newspa-
per, “The Worker,” showing that the latest
attack upon our military leaders had first
occurred in this enemy journal.

July 28: THUrMOND came back with an-
other speech on the same subject and new
samples from “The Worker.” This time, in
an issue predated July 30, “The Worker”
was much more specific. It revealed that
the Eennedy administration was In the
Process of removing the last vestiges of a
1958 Eisenhower policy, known as the Rad-
ford Directive, In which officers were author-
ized to participate in anti-Red information
programs, such as defense strategy seminars
and the showing of documentary educa-
tional films.

“The Worker” excoriated some of our fin-
est officers by name—Admiral Burke, Gen-
eral LeMay, General Van Fleet, General Tay-
lor, and Lieutenant General Trudeau, now
chief of Army Research and Development,
but the candidate of many Senators, Con-
gressmen, and military writers to become the
new head of the Central Intelligence
Agency, or some equally responsible job in
direct conflict with communism.

July 28: Senator GoLDWATER made a rous-
ing speech on the subject of military muz-
zling in Houston, Tex. Addressing the State
convention of the American Legion, GoLp-
WATER got after FuLsricHT for the latter's
alleged charge that “the virus of rightwing
radicallsm"” was rampant and ruinous in the
Armed Services. GoLpwaTER added several
outside examples to show how upper echelon
officers are being silenced. Among his
examples:

The Aviation News, April 20, 1961: “The
trend today toward one-man censorship of
all information from the Pentagon continues
to accelerate *= * *»

The Army, Navy, Air Force Journal, May
13, 1861: “Professional military thought and
expression (are) wunder attack at the
Pentagon * * *"

The Milwaukee Journal, April 17, 1961
took the administration line and reported:
“The admirals and generals from pretty
much of a closed and mean union. * * *
They undermine official policy.”

The Chicago Sun-Times, July 20, 1961, re-
ported that “a dangerous movement is afoot
to get LeMay as a means of undermining
a hard line on Berlin.”

It all added up to the Thurmond-Mund-
Goldwater effort of July 81 to put the news
across to the public—news that one of the
strangest retreats of the cold war is being
conducted by the New Frontier.

EEEP MILITARY ALERT TO REDS

[From the Spokesman Review, July 24, 1961]

Some of America’s most patriotic and
knowledgeable men, so far as the Communist
threat is concerned, are officers in our mili-
tary establishments. Some are called upon
t speak occaslonally on some aspect of the
Red drive to undermine our Government.
Some are exceptionally alert to the need for
informing other Americans of Communist
strategy and tactics in this country and
abroad.
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Now, apparently upon the suggestion of
Senator J. WiLLiam FuLBRIGHT, chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the
secretary of defense has issued an unusual
directive.

In effect, this directive orders military of-
ficers to stick to military matters in public
speeches and to avold cooperation or spon-
sorship in meetings at which “extremist
speeches” are made by civillans alert to
subversive forces at work In America.

A Democratic associate of Mr. FULBRIGHT
has properly ralsed an issus over this evident
effort to sllence or intimidate military of-
ficials who speak up in opposition to sub-
versive elements.

Senator SthoMm THURMOND, of South Caro-
lina, who is a major general in the Army Re-
serve, knows the value of keeping our mili-
tary men alert and in having them properly
informed on how the Reds operate.

Senator THURMOND should have the sup-
port of all citizens who do not want our
responsible military leaders gagged for de-
fending, in peacetime, the principles for
which they are called upon to fight in time
of war.

[From the News and Courier, Aug. 5, 1961]
FAILURE OF “INTELLECTUALS”

Onetime college president Senator J. WiL-
r1am FursriGHT, Democrat, of Arkansas, is
deeply concerned that the military has been
sponsoring speakers “heavily weighted to one
view.” With his academic background, Sen-
ator FuLericHT undoubtedly has had plenty
of opportunity to become familiar with one-
sided presentation. In the last few decades,
American colleges and universities have be-
come increasing notorious for such tenden-
cles.

The military's attempt to alert the people
of the United States to the immediate and
terrifylng nature of the Communist dan-
ger Is in part no more than natural reac-
tion to contrary tendencies on the campus.
In the academiec groves, the strident voice
of the leftist, the appeaser, and the interna-
tionalist derider of patriotism form a chorus
that Is almost free from challenge.

Not only has the conservative college pro-
fessor been silenced, but any sort of ef-
fective and rational dissent encounters the
most savage intolerance. In his “Collectiv-
ism on the Campus,” Prof. E. Merrill Root
has amply documented pressures and punish-
ments the conservative can expect. Carle-
ton Putnam more recently found many scl-
entists so terrified by egalitarian menace
as to be unwilling to undertake serious dis-
cussion of the race issue at all.

The conservative’s fears are based on firm
ground, as evidenced by the recent dismissal
of two young instructors from a New York
institution. Liberal students and others
seem to have been aroused by such activi-
ties of the instructors as the showing of the
film “Operation Abolitlon” at the campus
Conservative Club, and by criticlsms of the
United Nations.

Heavyhanded methods, however, are sel-
dom needed. Studies such as “the academic
marketplace” reveal that politics and con-
formity are as rampant in the halls of ivy as
in the business world so ruthlessly exposed
in “The Organization Man."” Add the testi-
mony from the book “The Academic Mind”
as to the overwhelming “liberal” predomi-
nance in higher education, and it is readily
comprehended that the truly independent
or conservative mind today must pay a price
of silence for acceptance and survival.

As for research grants, the highroad to
scholarly achievement and recognition to-
day, the same situation prevails, One of
this country’s best known historians, an out-
standing figure in the academic world, com-
mented privately a couple of years ago that
grants were slmply not avallable any longer
except to men of acknowledged liberal view-
points. The conditions in the great founda-
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tions, from which most research money de-
rives, have been exposed by Rene Wormser.
The Ford Fund for the Republic, for all its
obvious leftist bias, is by no means ex-
ceptional.

In his criticism of the military, Senator
FULBRIGHT merely expresses the resentment
felt by the all-powerful forces within the
academic community toward any who chal-
lenge the current intellectual dogmas. But
challenge of app 1t, defeatism, and
subversion are necessary if the Republic is
to survive.

Challenge there will be. We agree that
the intellectuals of this country should be
leading the fight against communism. So
far they have not only refused to provide
leadership, but have opposed those who have
displayed willingness to fight the greatest
menace ever faced by civilized mankind.
Most Americans will not be disposed to
criticize those who courageously, iIf awk-
wardly, seek to perform a necessary task
otherwise left undone.

SPACE BONDS

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, some
time ago I suggested that the adminis-
tration should look into the possibility
of issuing space bonds to help finance
our Nation's race into outer space. This
idea has won increasing support in all
parts of the country. At this point, when
many people are very much concerned
over increasing military expenditures
and the danger of inflation, the proposal
for space bonds kas an added appeal.
Not only could we use these bonds to
bolster our boosters, but also they can
back up our budget by taking money
which might otherwise be used for im-
mediate spending and consumption and
directing it toward our Nation’s space
efforts.

Americans are still asking themselves
as individuals what they can do to help
advance our country’s ideals. If the
administration will pursue this kind of
idea with imagination and persistence,
I think it will be able to establish one
very good way in which the average
American citizen can contribute to
strengthening the whole free world. As
an illustration, one way to interest our
space-minded youngsters in this pro-
posal might be to offer reservations on
a space flight to the moon to all who
invested in a given amount of space
bonds. There is a lot of mileage in this
proposal, and I certainly hope the ad-
ministration will see its way to a vigorous
and enterprising approach in the entire
field of savings bonds, and most par-
ticularly to the initiation of a new series
of space bonds.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks editorials from New
York, Pennsylvania, and Florida news-
papers supporting the space bonds pro-
posal.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

SPacE BONDS PLAN STUDIED BY TREASURY IN
OVERALL REVIEW

WasHiINGTON.—The Treasury Department
is considering the issuance of a new type of
savings bond, to be known as “space bonds,"”
it 1s reported here.

The Treasury has under study the pro-
posed new type of bond, to help finance
America’s missile and space program, as
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part of a broad review now underway of
the savings bond program.

The “space bonds” have been urged by
Senator KEnNeETH B. KeatiNg, Republican,
of New York, while Senator JACoB JAVITS, Re-
publican, of New York, and Senator JOHN J.

WiLniams, Republican, of Delaware, have
been suggesting the issuance of ‘“peace
bonds.”

Senator KeATING received from Treasury
Secretary Douglas Dillon a letter saying,
“The public interest fully justifies the ef-
fort that we are making to review the shape
of our whole savings bond program, includ-
ing the specific use of the space bond.”

When space bonds were originally pro-
posed, the Treasury reportedly was doubt-
ful of the idea. As Senator KraTInG said,
“The initial reaction of the Treasury De-
partment was not favorable.” He added,
“I'm glad that the Department is taking a
second look."

Senator KeatTInG added a “full-time con-
sultant has been engaged to study the en-
tire savings bond program, including the
specific use of the space bond. I am hopeful
that this study will lead to an imaginative
and enterprising Government effort to sell
space bonds.”

It is learned that "Inder Secretary of the
Treasury for Monetary Affairs Robert Roosa
is in overall charge of the revision of the
savings bonds effort. He has associated with
him Prof. John N. Kareken, an economist
of the University of Minnesota.

The fact that Mr. Roosa is leading the
study of space, peace and savings bonds,
indicates to observers that he will consider
the promotion of these bonds along with
his responsibility for Treasury debt manage-
ment.

Treasury Secretary Dillon promised Sen-
ator Keatine that “I will give a full report”
on developments *“at the ecarliest possible
time.”

Meanwhile the national Rocket Club is
supporting Senator EEATING in his efforts to
popularize space bonds and has produced
a space bonds saving stamp designed with
astronaut Alan B. Shepard’s likeness on it.

Harold A. Timken, Jr., president of the
Rocket Club, declared that a “space bonds
program could be of tremendous assistance
to the acceleration of the U.S. space effort.”

“How Can I HeLr?"” BONDS

In the 20 years since they were first issued
as war bonds, more than $100 billion worth
of U.S. savings bonds have been bought by
the American people. Today they hold close
to $44 billion worth of these securities.
Eight million Americans are purchasing them
regularly through payroll deduction plans
operating where they are employed.

The money raised by the sale of these bonds
is used for general Treasury purposes. Now,
on the basis of President Kennedy's “what
can I do for my country?" appeal, the White
House is sald to be considering the issuance
of new types of bonds in small denomina-
tions to finance specific projects.

Senator KENNETH B. Keatine, New York,
Republican, recently proposed the sale of
“space bonds,” to help the Nation’s space
program. There has also been a suggestion
for another series of bonds to provide funds
for our foreign aid program. Adoption of
such proposals would give Americans the op-
portunity for a safe and profitable invest-
ment and at the same time a means of
contributing to the success of the particular
Government activities in which they may
have a special interest.

[From the Jacksonville Journal, Aug. 1, 1861]
ONE Way To HeLP

Many Americans are still asking, “What can

Ido for my country?” One way they can help

America and themselves is to buy U.S. sav-

ings bonds. The illustration clearly shows
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what a good investment this can be both in
the future of the United States and in one's
own future.

Quimby Melton, 71-year-old publisher of
the Griffin (Ga.) Daily News, asked himself
one day what he could do for his country.
Here's the answer in his own words:

“I came up with the idea: If everyone will
buy one or more U.S, savings bonds during
the month of May, it will be proving that
they not only talk patriotism but are back-
ing this talk up. I hit on the idea of call-
ing the campaign ‘Confidence in Uncle Sam
Unlimited.” It caught fire. When May was
over, Griffin folk had invested more than
four times as much in the bonds as they
did in April. .

The plan was so successful that the record
sales carried over into June. Then Wash-
ington officials heard of the campaign and
four Cabinet officers sent checks. Now, says
Melton, the Government is thinking about
copying his plan on a national scale. The
Government is also reportedly investigat-
ing a new kind of bond plan that would let
citizens earmark their investments for par-
ticular Federal programs such as foreign aid
or space work,

Space bonds were first suggested by Sena-
tor KENNETH B. KEATING, Republican, of New
York, who pointed out that the Government
has received a number of checks in the mail,
ranging up to $100, from citizens who want
to give something extra to advance the U.S.
space effort.

Bavings bonds would seem to be the best
bet of any. They enable the Government to
use the money borrowed as it sees fit. In any
event, the citizen who invests in these bonds
can take satisfaction in knowing he has
given one of the best answers to the gues-
tion: “What can I do for my country?”

PRIVATE EFFORTS TO PROMOTE
NATIONAL TOURIST ATTRACTIONS

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, lately a
great deal of attention has been devoted
to Federal governmental efforts to pro-
mote and encourage tourism to the
United States. I believe that the most
important supplement to the activities
of the International Travel Service re-
cently established in the Commerce De-
partment is the work of private Ameri-
can groups to encourage tourism. I feel
very strongly on this point, and have
suggested the establishment of what I
call local “welcome corps” to supplement
the work of the International Travel
Service by greeting and assisting for-
eign visitors in key communities
throughout the United States. I am
pleased that groups along these lines
have been set up in a number of our
important metropolitan centers.

Mr. President, I wish to call attention
today to a very unique effort on the part
of a small group of New Yorkers, which
I believe might well be made a part of
our overall efforts to publicize the many
great attractions of New York City. I
refer to a publication entitled “New
York Free for All.” This ingenious and
unusual guide is, as its title suggests, a
listing of the many particularly unique
attractions of New York City which are
free of charge. It is reassuring in this
era of salesmanship and canned commer-
cials to know that interesting opportuni-
ties are still available at no cost.

“New York Free for All” has been
published on a shoestring for the past
several years by Mr. Lew Arthur. In his
most recent edition, he has this delight-
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ful comment about the great city of New
York:

The essence of the city is in its free-
wheeling sights, sounds, and happenings.
There are constant surprises in store round
every corner—touching or comic scenes of
life lived intently, daily, 24 hours. Here we
can only offer the leads, but keep an open
mind and heart and you'll discover for your-
self the liveliest vaudeville in the world.

Mr. President, I am happy to call at-
tention to this program. I certainly
hope interesting local programs such as
this one will perhaps be made a part of
our Nation’s new effort to close the
“tourist gap” and to encourage visitors
from overseas to travel to and through
our great Nation.

SALE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED
HOUSES AT WAVERLY, OHIO

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, yes-
terday the U.S. Government sold 323
houses at Waverly, Ohio. The houses
were built in 1954 in conjunction with
the development of the atomic energy
plant in Pike County, Ohio. A whole-
some and encouraging aspect of yester-
day’s sale was the combination of four
churches in Ohio to bid upon the prop-
erty. They were led by Rev. John Rob-
ert Glenn, pastor of the Boulevard Pres-
byterian Church, Columbus, Ohio, and
were able to gather sufficient funds to
make the high bid. To me, this is an
encouraging development. The four
churches are the Boulevard Presbyte-
rian Church of Columbus; the First
Presbyterian Church of Chillicothe; the
Second Presbyterian Church of Ports-
mouth: and the First Presbyterian
Church of Waverly.

These four churches combined their
efforts, had their representatives appear
in Washington, and were the successful
bidders for the 323 houses. They con-
template using the project to house the
aged of their churches.

I am proud that the men and women
representing those churches had the
foresight and energy to combine their
efforts to purchase these 323 houses to
provide living accommodations for the
aged of their congregations.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for-
eign poliey, security, and general welfare
of the United States by assisting peoples
of the world in their efforts toward eco-
nomic and social development and in-
ternal and external security, and for
ofher purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence
of a quorum has been suggested, and the
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

(At this point, Mr. GoLpwATER took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a

parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What is the pend-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

pending business is the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Washington
[Mr, MAGNUSON].

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may have the attention of the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT], it is my understanding that the
amendment was offered last evening and
an explanation of it was then made on
the floor of the Senate. That explana-
tion is in the REcorp. It is my further
understanding that the chairman of the
committee is willing to accept it. I hope
at this time he will make his position
clear.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
provision contained in the amendment
has been in the bill since 1955, I believe.
I see no objection to it. If it is properly
administered—and the bidding for the
insurance is supposed to be on a com-
petitive basis—I see no objection, and I
am ready to accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Washington.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WiLLiaMs].

Mr. of Delaware. Mr.
President, this amendment is being of-
fered on behalf of myself and the Senator
from Eentucky [Mr. CoopER].

I should like the clerk to restate the
amendment because the last line has
been modified to read “8 per centum per
annum.” These words were added to
make sure that there is no misunder-
standing but that the proposal is a ceil-
ing on the annual interest rates, and not
one which would be interpreted as an
8-percent ceiling for a shorter period.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has a right to modify his amend-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask that the modified
amendment be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
ware, as modified, will be stated.

The LEecIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 6,
after line 3, it is proposed to insert the
following new subsection 201(d) :

{(d) Funds made avallable to carry out
this title shall not be loaned or reloaned at

an interest rate in excess of 8 per centum
per’annum.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I will state briefly for the
Recorp that the proposed amendment is
similar to one which I offered to the so-
called Latin American aid bill.

The purpose of the amendment is to
make sure that the money that would be
furnished under the bill, which totals
approximately $8.5 billion for the use of
the Development Loan Fund, could not
be loaned or reloaned by any of the coun-
tries involved at interest rates in excess
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of 8 percent per annum, The amend-
ment does not propose the 8-percent
ceiling as an objective but only as a ceil-
ing. In cases where the interest rate
could be lower it would be advisable for
it to be lower.

The U.S. Government has oftentimes
been looked upon as a Shylock. It has
been charged that we have been a party
in certain countries to charging people
who are buying homes or operating a
small business interest rates as high as
15, 18, or 20 percent a year.

That is not true, but it is true that
some of the parties who have been bor-
rowing this money from our Government
at low interest rates have in turn been
charging excessive rates—rates some-
times running as high as 20 percent.

We are furnishing money for these
loans at rates as low as 215 percent or
315 percent. It was suggested by the
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Dillon,
while in Uruguay the other day that
some of these loans will be made on the
basis of 50 years with no interest being
charged. If we are going to put up
American taxpayers’ money for 50 years
at no interest charge, or for as low as
214 or 3% percent, certainly it is unrea-
sonable to allow these countries, after
borrowing it at these ridiculously low
rates, to relend the money to their peo-
ple at interest rates of 12 percent, 15 per-
cent, 18 percent, or even 20 percent.

Rather than creating good will, we
shall be doing ourselves an injustice. It
would be much better if we kept the
money at home.

I hope the chairman will accept the
amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator will
recall that we had a very long and ex-
tended debate on this subject with re-
gard to the Latin American program.
A compromise was finally worked out
which read as follows:

Funds made avallable to carry out this
title shall not be loaned or reloaned at an
interest rate considered excessive by the De-
velopment Loan Committee established by
section 205 but in any event no higher than
the legal rate of interest of the country in
which the loan is made.

There is no question in this program
about the interest rate we will charge.

The same argument was made before
that there is a great variety in some of
these countries. We cannot control the
state of inflationary pressures in some
of the countries. One of the main ob-
jectives of the program is to gradually
enlist participation of local capital in the
formation of such organizations as sav-
ings and loan associations, and so forth.
Did the Senator submit an amended ver-
sion of his amendment?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; the
amendment which I offered on behalf
of myself and the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CoorEr] is exactly the same
as the printed amendment except that
we added two words at the end of the
amendment: “per annum.” That was
done to make sure that the 8 percent
could not be interpreted as 8 percent,
for example, for 6 months, and in that
way get around the clear intent of the
amendment. We want to be sure that
it will be 8 percent per annum.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would be willing
to accept an amendment in the same
form as the one that was finally put
into the Latin-American program. It is
workable. I can assure the Senator that
the administration and I, along with the
Senator from Delaware, are not frying
to increase interest rates. We are try-
ing to reduce them. As a practical mat-
ter, however, we cannot by fiat reduce
the interest rates and expect any par-
ticipation by the local people.

I hope the Senator will make his
amendment conform with what Con-
gress did in the other program. After
conferences between both Houses, we
agreed with regard to the Latin Ameri-
can program to accept the amendment
that I have proposed. The Senator’s
amendment is directly contrary to the
best judgment of the people who must
administer this program. As a practical
madtter it does no good to set up arbitrary
standards and then fail in any effort to
enlist local private capital participation
in the program that we hope to get mov-
ing in these underdeveloped countries.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
great respect for the chairman of the
committee, but the substitute which has
been suggested by the State Department
so far as any enforcement provision is
concerned is not worth the paper it is
written on. It merely says that they
will not charge rates which they think
are too high or rates which are higher
than the legal rate in the country in-
volved. The legal rate is as high as 20
percent in some of those countries.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe
the Senator from Delaware is correct
when he says that the legal rate is 20
percent. The actual rate may be as high
as that. We had a few cases, at least,
called to our attention where in a coun-
try like Peru—and I do not like to re-
flect upon Peru, but I think that was
the country involved—in which the legal
rate was 10 or 12 percent, but the going
rate, to attract any participation by risk
capital, was often as high as 15 or 20
or 25 percent.

The trouble is that in these countries
there has been for the last few years
excessive inflation, and they cannot get
anyone to lend money at what we would
call a reasonable rate. If infiation in-
creases, a man who has money and has
loaned it in some cases would lose as
much as 8 percent. The language in the
Senator's amendment just will not work.
‘We cannot by direct fiat and by passing
a law cure a situation like that. The
only possibility of progress is to gradually
show them the benefits arising from
gradually working the interest rate
down.

It is not too many years ago when we
had, in our own West, interest rates
running up to 15 or 20 percent. The
senior Senator from Arizona the other
day said he could remember that when
he was a young man in Arizona they
often paid 12 to 15 percent for money
out there. That was not too long ago.
We are a country which has accumu-
lated capital. No one is trying to say
we want to gouge these people, or that
we approve of their being gouged. We
want to develop a workable program.
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After many hours of debate and con-
sultation with the Treasury Department,
we finally worked out a compromise
which, it seems to me, is reasonable. I
hope the Senator will not force us to go
through all that again. I could almost
predict that it would finally come out
this way. I believe that when we voted
on the Senator's proposal before, in-
volving a positive requirement, such as
that he now proposes, his amendment
was defeated in the Senate. After long
hours, we finally reached what I believe
to be a workable compromise. I plead
with the Senator to accept the substi-
tute I have proposed.

The language I propose is not with-
out force. It says:

But in any event no higher than the legal
rate of interest of the country in which the
loan is made.

That refers to the relending of the
money. That does not mean that we are
going to charge that interest rate. No
one could accuse us of charging a usuri-
ous rate if a higher legal rate is charged.
No one could make a legitimate com-
plaint that we were doing something
wrong. This involves their own law. We
cannot rewrite their laws. No one in any
of these countries could legitimately erit-
icize us if their own lending agencies
loaned money at higher than the legal
rate.

I would certainly be delighted to ac-
cept an amendment along the line I have
proposed, but I cannot accept the Sena-
tor's proposal, which the Senate rejected
only a few weeks ago.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. First,
I wish to say that the Senate did not
reject our amendment. The Senate
unanimously approved it. The Senate
later reversed itself and rejected it after
the State Department insisted that they
wanted the right to put American dollars
out at a low rate of interest but that they
wanted the people using the money to
have the right to put it out at rates as
high as 12 percent or 15 percent. The
fact is that first the Senate unanimously
approved my amendment. I believe the
Senator from Arkansas supported it at
the time it was offered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe the Sen-
ate did that under a misapprehension.
Besides, it was not the State Department.
The State Department is not always the
one that makes mistakes. The Treasury
Department is the Department we con-
sulted. Mr. Leddy, I believe, did tell the
Senator from Delaware that he thought
he could live with it, after they examined
it and went all over it and explained how
it would work. It was the Treasury De-
partment that acknowledged that they
are the ones primarily responsible in the
inter-American bank operation.

It was said there could be no hope of
success in enlisting the participation of
local capital if that provision remained
in the bill. That was why the Senate
reversed itself. The Senate first voted
for the provision because Senators were
under a misapprehension. I did not like
the proposal at the time, despite state-
ments by the Assistant Secretary of State
tu the Senator from Delaware, which I
thought then and still think was a slip
made over the telephone, not in a well-
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thought-out memorandum. I recall the
conversation; as a matter of fact, I think
I suggested to the Senator that he call
the Assistant Secretary, and I was greatly
surprised at what I thought was the mis-
taken interpretation which was given.

However, the Senator from Delaware
admits that subsequently, after a long,
laborious, and thorough discussion of the
question, the Senate reversed itself.
That was its final judgment. The final
result is what I read to the Senator. I
do not understand why he believes he is
more likely to get this conclusion adopted
now, after a lapse of only 4 or 5 weeks,
than he got it then.

In my opinion, the provision in the
bill is a reasonable proposal, one which
ought to be given a chance to work. If
the reports to the commitiees indicate
any great outcries concerning abuses or
inequities, the committees will be glad to
consider them. However, I do not be-
lieve obstacles should be placed in the
way of the successful operation of the
program. It ought to be given a reason-
able chance to succeed, in an effort to
enlist legal capital for the various proj-
ects.

Always remember that it is not in-
tended that the United States shall sup-
ply the major part of the money for
these projects. Our purpose is merely to
help them get started, to provide what is
called seed capital, to show the people in
the countries abroad how savings insti-
tutions can operate. Such institutions
have operated well in this country; and
under the operations of our institutions,
interest rates have been gradually re-
duced over the years. That is what we
would expect to happen in the foreign
countries. If the Senator from Dela-
ware should succeed in having his pro-
posal adopted, there would be no oppor-
tunity at all for the program to succeed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In the
Development Loar. Fund, not $1 of for-
eign capital is involved and it is not in-
tended that $1 of foreign capital be in-
volved. These are U.S. dollars, furnished
by the taxpayers. Congress has a perfect
right to establish the interest rates which
will be charged. A ceiling is placed on in-
terest rates which can be paid to persons
who lend their money to the U.S. Govern-
ment. Legal interest rates are estab-
lished in the respective States.

The Senator stated that years ago, in
the development of this country, usurious
rates of 15 or 20 percent were charged.
That did not make it right. I venture
to say that had the person who was
charging such high rates in any State
been obtaining from the Government the
money which he was lending to the
people, there would have been a revolt.

In this instance, the money will be lent
for periods of 50 years so far as concerns
the repayment of principal—50 years
during which no interest will be charged
at all. The borrowers will be allowed to
use the money. Is it unreasonable for
us to ask them, since they are getting
this money in order to lend it to their
people not to charge interest rates in ex-
cess of 8 percent? Even 8 percent, in my
opinion, is far too liberal. Why does the
administration insist on allowing these
moneylenders to charge 15 to 20 percent
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on money which we are furnishing at
little or no interest?

Let us stop kidding ourselves. Loans
are being made in those areas at inter-
est rates of 10, 12, 15, and sometimes as
high as 20 percent, and all the money is
U.S. money. What does inflation in
those countries have to do with the
question? This is U.S. money. If the
loans are made repayable in the curren-
cies of those countries, we shall be the
losers.

The time has come when this program
should be put on a sound basis. That
is very important. On a previous oc-
casion I called the attention of the
Senate to an instance in a Latin Ameri-
can country where an individual who
cwned 2,406,000 acres of farmland was
borrowing money direct at a rate of 5%
percent. But under the same program
the administration proposes to put our
money through a credit bank in the
same country whereby an individual
farmer who wishes to get a loan in the
same area must pay 12 percent. I do
not believe that can be justified.

The criticism of the whole foreign-aid
program has been that the United States
has been pouring billions of dollars into
this field without the money or the bene-
fits going directly to the people of the
countries concerned. The way to make
certain that the people of the foreign
countries get the benefits which are in-
tended for them is to write restrictions
into the law.

The compromise proposal of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas is not acceptable so
far as I am concerned. Personally, I
would just as soon see nothing in respect
to it in the bill as to have what is here
proposed by the administration,

Mr. President, unless the Senator from
Arkansas wishes to speak, I shall suggest
the absence of a quorum. The Senator
from Kentucky wishes to speak on the
amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
do not know that I can say any more
than I have except to offer my substi-
tute for the Senator’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LeEcIisLaTIVE CLERK. On page 6,
after line 3, it is proposed to insert the
following new subsection 201(d):

(d) Punds made available to earry out
this title shall not be loaned or reloaned at
an interest rate considered excessive by the
Development Loan Committee established
by section 205 but in any event no higher
than the legal rate of interest of the country
in which the loan is made.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, if this substitute being offered
by the Senator from Arkansas is adopted
money could be loaned at rates as high
as 12 or 15 percent without any ques-
tion being raised.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator suggests the absence of
a quorum, I ask that the attachés of the
Senate notify all Senators that this will
be a live quorum.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER
LauscHE in the chair).
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

(Mr.
The clerk will

[No. 141]

Alken Fulbright Monroney
Allott Goldwater Morse
Anderson Gore Morton
Bartlett Gruening Moss
Beall Hart Mundt
Bennett Hartke Muskie
Bible Hayden Neuberger

g8 Hickenlooper Pastore
Bridges Hickey Pell
Burdick Hill Prouty
Bush Holland Proxmire
Byrd, Va Randolph
Byrd, W. Va Humphrey Robertson
Cannon Ja Russell
Capehart Johuston Saltonstall
Carlson Jordan Schoeppel
Carroll Keating Scott
Case, N.J Eefauver Smathers
Case, 8. Dak Kerr Smith, Mass
Ch Euchel Smith, Maine
Clark Lausche Sparkman
Cooper Long, Mo. Stennis
Cotton Long, Hawail Symington
Curtis g, La. Talmadge
Dodd Magnuson Thurmond
Douglas Mansfield Tower
Dworshak McCarthy Wiley
Eastland McClellan Williams, N.J.
Ellender McGee ‘Williams, Del.
Engle McNamara Yarborough
Ervin Metcall Young, N. Dak.
Fong Miller Young, Ohio

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr, CHA-
vez] is absent because of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BurLER] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] is detained on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the junior Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BUSH. A parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. BUSH. Is the Senate on limited
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I hope the Senate will not ac-
cept the substitute which has been
offered by the junior Senator from
Arkansas because, as I stated earlier, its
adoption would in effect place no restric-
tions whatever on the amount of interest
which could be charged as this money is
reloaned in those countries which have
excessive rates. If we are not going to
do the job right, we might as well not do
anything and let the American people
know that the sky is the limit as to what
the people in the countries can be
charged; and what makes the matter
worse, the exploiting will be in our name.

I point out only a few specific ex-
amples of what could happen under the
Fulbright substitute, which puts the ceil-
ing at the legal rates of the respective
countries.

Argentina has a legal interest rate of
10 percent. The legal interest rate in
Brazil is 12 percent. In Chile the legal
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interest rate is 15 percent. In Colombia
the legal interest rate in 8 percent.

In Ecuador the legal interest rate is
10 percent. In Paraguay the legal inter-
est rate is 12 percent. In Peru the legal
interest rate is from 13 to 13%: percent.
In Uruguay the legal interest rate is 9%
percent.

Rates all the way up to 12 or 15 percent
could be charged for this money which is
going to be put up by American taxpayers
on a 50-year loan with no interest.

We shall not get any good will in those
countries by associating ourselves with
these usurious rates.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will suspend until there is order
in the Chamber.

The Senate will be in order.

I wish especially that the visitors on
the floor who are not Members of the
Senate would discontinue their talking.
The attendants and aids of Senators
speak more loudly than the Senators.

The Senator from Delaware may pro-
ceed.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, it has been suggested by some
that one approach to this problem would
be to adopt a provision that none of the
money could be loaned or reloaned at
an interest rate in excess of 5 percent
over that which is being charged by the
U.S. Government. I should be inclined
to support that proposal, but it would
be more restrictive.

What the Senator from KEentucky
[Mr. CooreERr] and I are proposing is not
that the charge be 8 percent, but that
there be an 8-percent ceiling on the rate
of interest that can be charged.

I point out to the Senate that this
identical proposal was on one occasion
approved unanimously by the U.S. Sen-
ate. That position was reversed only
after the Treasury Department and the
State Department went to the conferees
and insisted that they wished more fiexi-
bility in order that those using the cheap
money which we were putting up could,
if they wished, keep on charging higher
rates of interest.

This proposal would limit the interest
to 8 percent per annum. It will work. A
few months ago when we were consider-
ing the Latin American aid question,
at which time I offered a similar amend-
ment, I consulted with Mr. Leddy of the
Treasury Department. The 8-percent
rate was substituted for the first sug-
gested 6-percent rate because he said
that the 8-percent figure would work
better. He admitted at that time he
thought it would be a constructive
amendment and had no objection to its
being adopted. Later somebody changed
his mind and decided the Department
did not wish to put on these restrictions.

Much has been said in recent confer-
ences with the South American countries
and countries throughout the world that
we would see lower interest rates being
charged to the people in those countries.
The way to that is to adopt the amend-
ment which would restrict the interest
rates.

If we do not adopt the amendment we
shall find that housing in some of these
countries which are financed by dollars
furnished by the U.S. Government at a
low rate of interest will be sold to the
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people with mortgages bearing rates of
12 and 15 percent interest. We shall not
generate any good will by being a party
to such “Shylock” interest rates.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to join as a co-
sponsor of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS].
As he said, this same battle limitation on
interest rates charged on our money by
the countries to which we lend money to
their own people was fought in the Sen-
ate a few weeks ago when an amendment
offered by the Senator from Delaware
similar to the one which we have pro-
posed was agreed to by the Senate. His
amendment, which I supported, was
eliminated in conference. Nonetheless
the reasons supporting the amendment
at that time lead us today to offer it to
the pending bill, are the reasons for its
adoption are even more persuasive and
cogent than they were at that time. It
is well for the Senate to know very clear-
ly what is proposed by the amendment.

The commitfee approved bill which is
before the Senate provides that the
President may lend to developing coun-
try the sums which are made available
by Congress upon such terms as he may
think appropriate. The committee re-
port, the statement made by the Presi-
dent of the United States, and the state-
ments of Secretary of State Rusk and
Secretary of the Treasury Dillon, have
made it clear that the intention of the
foreign aid bill to make long-term lecans,
even to the extent of 50 years, at low
rates of interest to recipient countries,
and perhaps without any interest rates at
all. But nothing is provided in the bill
regarding conditions applying to the re-
loaning of the money which this coun-
try provides to institutions and organi-
zations in the countries in which our
money would be made available.

Although I support the foreign aid
bill, I remind the Senate that under the
terms of the bill billions of dollars would
be made available to those countries
over a period of 5 years. While the com-
mittee bill says nathing about the re-
loaning of our funds by the countries
we help, it does provide criteria, upon
the basis of which the President shall
make loans to the developing countries.

I wish to read one criterion, written
into the bill this year, which the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the
President, state that they consider to
be important. On page 10, line 6, of the
bill the following language appears:

The President is authorized to furnish as-
sistance on such terms and conditions as he
may determine in order to promote the eco-
nomic development of less developed coun-
tries and areas, with emphasis upon assist-
lng the development of human resources

through such means as programs of techniecal
cooperation.

Then four criteria are mentioned to
determine whether the President shall
make the proposed loans. I call atten-
tion to (4), which provides as one of the
bases upon which he shall make a loan
to a country in South America, Asia,
or Africa:

(4) the extent to which the recipient
count.ry is showing a reaponslveneas to the
vital economic, political, and social concerns
of its people, and demonstrating a clear
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willingness to take effective self-help meas-
ures and to pay a fair share of the cost of
programs under this title.

The subsection states that one of the
objectives of the bill is to promote social
and economie reform in the countries
we help to enable our money to help the
people of these countries. All of us are
familiar with examples of waste—not
examples—unfortunate—which point
out that our money has been used for
the aggrandizement of a few persons in
the wealthier classes. Inexcusable as
these examples of misuse of our aid is,
I think it even more far reaching in the
long run, is the fact that our money has
not gotten down to the people to
raise their living standards. That is
one of the great purposes of the bill
Social and economic reforms may be
accomplished in these countries if we
use the influence of the United States—
and it is a great influence—because we
do not have to loan the money unless
steps in the right direction are made.
Our amendment would stop the “Shy-
lock” practices in those countries of
charging exorbitant rates of interest,
which bear upon the poor and backward
people of those countries, and the people
to whom loans are made—will believe
that the United States is a “Shylock” as
well as the institution of their own gov-
ernments.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator
have in mind, when he says that he will
do the things that he outlines, that the
private enterprise system will be pro-
moted in the recipient nations?

Mr. COOPER. Yes. I was about to
indicate the kinds of organization to
which the proposal would apply. There
may be institutions set up in the re-
cipient countries with our money to
make loans to private enterprise, and so
if we require that our money be loaned
at lower rates of interest, this practice,
we hope, they might follow suit in their
own operations.

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator
agree with me that we ought to write in-
to the bill a provision that X amount of
money loaned to a country must go to
private enterprise? Should we not speci-
fy and establish the prineiple of law that
we believe in the private enterprise sys-
tem, thereby forcing recipient countries
to accomplish what the Senator has
suggested?

Mr. COOPER. I would support some
moderate provision. I must say, how-
ever, that there is no private enterprise
system as we know it, in many of these
countries and no saving upon which capi-
tal for private enterprise can be estab-
lished on a large scale, particularly for
heavy industry.

Mr. CAPEHART. If there is no pri-
vate enterprise system, and presuming
that the opposite to such system is social-
ism or communism, should we promote
socialism and communism in those
countries?

Mr. COOPER. I do not particularly
agree with the statement, simply be-
cause, as I have said, the conditions do
not exist for large private enterprise as
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exists in our country. I am getting off
my subject.

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

Mr. COOPER. I want to come back to
our amendment in a moment.

I yield to the Senator from Connecti-
cut.

Mr. BUSH. Apropos of what the Sen-
ator from Indiana has said, on Monday
we agreed to an amendment sponsored
by the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javrrs] and myself. I do nof believe the
Senator from Indiana was present at the
time.

Mr. CAPEHART. I was here.

Mr. BUSH. The amendment was de-
signed to do exactly what the Senator
from Indiana has in mind—to promote
the use of the private enterprise system
in connection with the proposed loans,
and to make sure that there would be
no prohibition on lending the money to
private enterprisers who may wish to
invest, and assist in the building process
in those underdeveloped countries.

Mr. CAPEHART. I remember clearly
what occurred. Of course, all the Sena-
tor did was to specify by words that the
countries were fto take such acticn.
What I wish to do is to make the provi-
sion a part of the law. I want Congress
to go on record as endorsing the prin-
ciple of the private enterprise system,
and say fto the world, “We want X
amount of this money to be loaned to
private enterprise,” rather than to rest
on the generalities of words stating that
they can do so.

Mr. BUSH. My. President, I think
the language is pretty specific. The only
difference between what the Senator has
in mind and what has already been done
is that he wants to allocate a certain
specific sum of the Development Loan
Fund for that purpose. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. CAPEHART. I want to be sure
that it is done by law. I want Congress
to go on record as espousing the prin-
ciple of the private enterprise system
and putfing such a prineciple into the
law. If the principle is good enough to
put in words which state that the prin-
ciple must be followed, why not ear-
mark X amount of money for that pur-
pose?

Mr. BUSH. That is the difference.

Mr. CAPEHART. That is a big dif-
ference. I want to earmark X amount
of money.

Mr. BUSH. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from
Connecticut is trying to accomplish the
same thing, except——

Mr. BUSH. How can the right amount
of money be determined?

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall offer an
amendment which will provide for 50
percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky has the floor.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I agree with what
the Senator from Kentucky said a mo-
ment ago. If what he read is the pur-
pose of the bill, let us be specific. Let
us write a specific amount into the law.
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Let us not take anything for granted.
We are taking the taxpayers’ money,
provided under the private enterprise
system of the United States. Let us
see that at least 50 percent of the
amount provided is loaned directly to
private enterprises. Then I think we
shall have accomplished something.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the comments that have been
made. I shall conclude in a moment.
I wish to return to the theme of my
argument for the Williams-Cooper
amendment. Its purpose, as I have
stated is to achieve one of the objectives
of President Kennedy, Secretary of State
Rusk, and Secretary of Treasury Dillon,
and more important our national objec-
tives. The objective is to encourage eco-
nomic reform and social reform in the
countries which we help. They must
adopt measures which will insure that
our aid helps them, and enables these
governments to fulfill the needs of the
people, and which, we hope, will assist
them to be economically independent
and maintain independence.

One of the practices which will con-
tinue to inhibit such development in
these countries is the practice of lend-
ing money at excessive rates of interest.

The Senator from Alaska has offered
an amendment which provides that the
interest rate shall not be 5 percent above
the loan we make, We propose to make
counfry loans to no rate of inferest or
at 1 percent or 2 percent. Of course,
if we multiply nothing by five, we still
have nothing. Five percent might be
too prohibitive.

Mr. GRUENING. My amendment
does not multiply. It is not one of mul-
tiplication, but one of addition. We are
adding 5 percent.

Mr. COOPER. Five percent might be
too prohibitive.

In substance, our amendment, if
adopted, will achieve one of the purposes
of the foreign aid bill, which everyone
says should be achieved. Our self-
interest is involved. Unhappily, al-
though we have provided money all over
the world and in amounts that no other
country could or would provide, yet
many governments do not tend to ac-
knowledge that fact to their people, and
most of the people do not even know
anything about our aid.

It will help our foreign aid program
if the people of these countries believe
we have some heart in the program,
some interest in them. We must appeal
to the deer seated interests and hopes
of the people in Latin America and
other countries.

If I remember correctly, the first coun-
try in Latin America to become inde-
pendent achieved that status in 1810.
In the short period of 20 years all the
other countries became independent
with the exception of Brazil. Brazil be-
came independent around 1850. Al-
though they won a glorious independ-
ence, and we honor them, we know that
there has been very little economic re-
form. Secretary Dillon is in Latin Amer-
ica this week preaching social and
economic reform, and asking these eoun-
tries to undertake reform measures. We
should be more forceful and more defi-
nite with respect to reform measures in
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which we believe. The amendment we
offer is one of the ways to be definite.

Whatever we do in the Senate in the
way of passing a foreign aid bill will
not guarantee the success of the pro-
gram. Some of us believe very strongly
that continuity of a~-urance of funds is
a precondition for the possibility of
success. But whatever we do here, leg-
islation will not be successful unless the
administration establishes organization
and the means to make it successful,
and more purposeful than in the past.
If the administration starts off its grand
designs by being weak the issue it augurs
poorly for the success of the objectives
of achieving social and economic re-
forms. This is our opportunity. I know
it will be argued that it is not practical.
One of the great arguments we have is to
use our influence to show that it can be
made practical.

Mr. President, this matter was fought
over before and the Senate adopted such
an amendment. I hope very much that
we will adopt this amendment today.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, we are
back at the spot where we were 2 or 3
months ago in considering loans to the
Latin American Development Fund. I
believe that is the name of it; at least
that will designate it. We are at the
same point of discussion with respect to
how to handle this motter. I recall be-
ing present at the meeting of the Ap-
propriations Committee when it con-
sidered these loans. I must say that I
was not impressed with the determina-
tion of the representatives of the State
Department to make the loan provision
meaningful. We had written into the
language of the report when it came to
the Senate some language the senior
Senator from Delaware did not believe
was adequate. I still believe that it was
more adequate than any we have here
today. However, we have before us a
clear choice of two ways to proceed at
the present moment. I want to make
my own position clear. I shall have to
vote against the substitute offered by the
Senator from Arkansas, because it refers
to a rate considered excessive by the De-
velopment Loan Bank and states that in
no event the rate shall be higher than
the legal rate of interest in the country
in which the loan is made.

Last Friday afternoon there were two
gentlemen in my office who had spent
the best part of the last 2 years in
Brazil. One of the statements made to
me at that time was that the going rate
of interest in Bragzil, in order to get a
return on the money and also in the way
of a hedge against the great infiation
which is going on there at the present
time, was something in excess of 2%
percent per month. That is totally in-
comprehensible to any of us. When we
think of U.S. money going down there,
I do not want to see that money reloaned
at 215 percent per month,

The most important thing about this
is this feature. If we do not safeguard
this particular fund by some such
method as is proposed, it will not be-
come an emissary of good will, but, in-
stead, will be turned against us. When
these loan funds are reloaned at exces-
sive rates, it is going to be turned against
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us in a propaganda warfare that will
override and supersede by a thousand
times any good that we can put into this

bill by authorizing the lending of the

money.

So I hope Senators will not support
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the Senator from
Arkansas, although I realize it represents
the considered general viewpoint of the
State Department.

The suggestion has been made that
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN-
1nG] has in mind offering an amendment
which will limit the overcharge to 5 per-
cent. I do not know that a flat rate
can be set. I know that lending insti-
tutions in this country can operate at
a splendid profit on a 5 percent over-
charge.

I believe the amendment offered by
the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wirtriams] and the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Coorer] is best, and I am
happy to join with them in sponsoring
it. Certainly none of this money will
be lent, in any instance, at more than 4
or 5 percent per annum; so even with
an 8 percent limitation, there would be
a 3 percent override. Anyone who is
engaged in the serious business of de-
veioping his own country ought to be
able to conduet his operaticns on a 3
percent override. According to state-
ments made at the recent conference in
Uruguay, and published in the news-
papers, some of these funds will be
loaned at no interest charge at all.

I urge the Senate to realize that un-
less meaningful and tough limitations
are placed in this proposal, it will later
be used by the Communist element in
South America as a propaganda weapon
against us. It will be said that the
United States poured its money into
South America to be lent to borrowers
at 5 percent interest, while the people
who borrow it from the South American
lenders are paying 10, 12, 15, or 25 per-
cent interest. The program can be used
as a two-edged sword, and the damage
it will do us later, if restrictions are not
imposed now, could be and may be far
more serious than all the benefits we
shall derive.

It is said that we cannot treat the
South Americans in this way. Mr.
President, this is our money. It belongs
to me, it belongs to you, it belongs to the
people in the galleries, it belongs to the
people on the highways and byways of
every State in the Nation. When we
operate a foreign assistance program
such as this, we have a right to impose
such limitations on the use of our money
as we believe will result in justice, equity,
and a new social order, a social order
more commensurate with our own ideas
of democracy and freedom in the coun-
tries which lie to the South.

I hope the Senate will not adopt the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the Senator from Arkansas,
but will vote for the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware and the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I voted for the Williams amend-
ment when it was offered some time ago,
and I would vote for the Senator's
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amendment today if it could be couched
in language to achieve the objective
which I feel certain the Senator from
Delaware has in mind. Unfortunately,
the language proposed by the Senator
from Delaware, and the language pro-
posed by the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GRrRUENING], as well, fails to meet the
problem which was stated to us in the
executive session of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. Here is the problem:

When the United States lends dollars
to a foreign country, the funds must, in
turn, be reloaned in other currencies—
pesos, for example. The person who
borrows the dollars from us is paying
for a stable currency. But when he
lends his money for housing loans or
other local loans in the area, his loans
are made in the local or domestic cur-
rency.

I myself have been opposed to spend-
ing foreign-aid money for currency
stabilization in other countries. How-
ever, if the currency is not to be stabi-
lized in those nations, it must be remem-
bered that some of those nations are
accustomed to having inflation of as
much as 20 percent each year. If those
people borrow U.S. dollars at, let us say,
215 percent, or even at no interest, and
in turn lend their money but are tied
to an 8-percent interest rate, it is fairly
clear that any building and loan asso-
ciation would go broke if it lent money
at 8 percent against a 20-percent infla-
tion rate, because of the 12-percent dif-
ference as a result of the depreciated
value of their currency.

I have been as strongly in favor of
low-interest charges and every move to
bring about low-interest charges as any
other Member of the Senate. Yet I rec-
ognize the problem that when there is
a high degree of inflation, a person who
lends money at a long-term rate of
interest is actually lending money plus
interest, and must charge enough to
offset the depreciated value of currency.
That is particularly true when a per-
son who is lending money must pay it
back in solid currency, such as the U.S.
dollar, even though he has lent it in
depreciating currency, such as the peso
or the currency prevalent in other for-
eign countries.

This is a problem which is not met by
the amendment of the Senator from
Delaware. If there were some device
to offset the depreciated value of the
foreign eurrency, so that when the lender
lent money, he would get back enough
to repay the U.S. Government, in turn,
I would be in favor of such an amend-
ment. Unfortunately, when the money
is being lent in the currency of a nation
which has a high degree of annual in-
flation, for a person faced with 10 or
20 percent currency depreciation a year,
and to say he must repay the United
States in dollars, would cause the lender
to lose money.

It is because the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware does not meet
that problem that I feel I must support
the amendment offered by the chair-
man, in accordance with what the com-
mittee could work out. I am not cer-
tain that the chairman has offered the
best formula that could be devised.



1961

Whether the administration is making
every effort to make certain that the
loans will be made at the lowest interest
rate possible, there is no point in trying
to assist building and loan associations
in foregn countries if the conditions on
which they are organized will require
them to go into bankruptcy.

It is our hope that this program will
lLielp to start a building-and-loan and
housing movement all across Latin
America, and that it will be only the
beginning. In the United States today,
mortgage loans on an annual basis
amount to about $15 billion. It is hoped
that through the Development Loan
Fund it will be possible to make avail-
able something less than $1 billion for
similar loans for all the countries of
South America. In that way we shall
be starting a program to help the peo-
ple of those countries to participate in
a worthwhile work.

However, if a country which has an
annual inflation of 20 percent is tied to
an 8-percent interest rate, while the
lending is done in local currency, and
the ultimate repayment to us must be
in U.S. dollars, a condition is imposed
which could result in the bankruptey of
any building and loan association which
tried to do business on that basis.

If a solution to that problem could be
reached, I would be inclined to vote for
the proposal. Would the Senator agree
about that?

Mr. ALLLOTT. Mr. President, the logie
of the Senator from Louisiana is good.
What he has said is true. On the other
hand, does he not agree that if meaning-
ful restrictions are not placed in this
proposal, whether by one of these amend-
ments or another, the propaganda value
against the United States, when the
money is reloaned at 25 to 30 percent in-
terest a year—which is the rate being
charged today in Brazil—will be simply
astounding, and may be used in such a
way as to offset any benefit which we
might receive from spending our money
in the foreign countries?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me try
to answer in a slightly different way, for
it is difficult to answer either “Yes"” or
“No.” I do not know what the annual
rate of inflation is in Brazil, this year.
But if Brazil has, let us say, 20 percent
inflation this year, then a 25-percent
interest rate is only 5 percent above the
depreciated value of the currency there,
on a loan for 1 year.

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is not far
wrong in his estimates, I think.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. If the Sena-
tor were lending money in Brazil and
were confronted with a 20-percent de-
preciation of the currency, as a sound
businessman he would have to insist on
getting at least 20 percent in order to
offset the depreciation in the value of
the currency; otherwise, he would have
made nothing.

So, to get local people to invest their
money there, if the currency there were
stabilized, it would be practical to re-
quire 8 percent, or a higher interest
rate charge to offset the increase in the
cost of living or the depreciation in the
value of the currency, whichever way
one wishes to look at the situation.
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It might be possible to work this out
in connection with the administration of
the program, and I think this is the atti-
tude the administration would wish to
take on this question. An effort could
be made to see to it that the interest
rate was realistic and did not greatly
exceed the increase in the cost of living
or the depreciation in the value of the
currency. But it would be an impossible
condition to impose if there were a re-
quirement to repay the loan in dollars
which tend to be constant in value,
whereas the money would be loaned in a
currency which has greatly depreciated
in value.

If this arrangement were limited to
repayments in dollars, and if it were re-
quired that on loans made in dollars and
repaid in dollars the rate should not
exceed 8 percent, I would be much more
inclined to go along with the proposal.
But a provision for an 8-percent interest
rate maximum, to be applied to one who
borrows in dollars and lends in pesos or
some other currency, would mean that
he would be tied to a relatively low inter-
est rate in dealing with a depreciating
currency; and I can understand how such
a person would not organize a building
and loan association, and how a building
and loan association in that situation
could not succeed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Loui-
siana yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAN-
NoN in the chair). Does the Senator
from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
Delaware?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As the
Senator has said, the arrangement would
work out satisfactorily if the money were
borrowed in dollars and were repayable
in dollars. These are dollar loans.

As for the arguments that those who
reloan the money should be provided
with some flexibility—for instance, al-
low them to charge 5 percent in excess
of the inflationary rate in the country—
that is worse yet. Suppose in Brazil
there were an inflation of 20 percent an-
nually. Then should they charge 25 per-
cent interest?

I suggest that the Senator from Loui-
siana consider this matter in terms of
the American citizens. There has been
inflation in this country. Far too many
persons advocate a continuing inflation
of 2 percent to 3 percent in the United
States; they say that will be sound. If
there is to be 2 percent to 3 percent for
inflation—although I disagree that there
can be sound inflation of any kind—then
by the same line of reasoning it would be
necessary to pay 7 percent on our na-
tional debt. Money was borrowed in
this country 10 years ago for 3% percent
on the E bonds. People who invested
$75 in an E bond were to be paid back
$100 at the end of 10 years. But we
know that as a result of the inflation
which has occurred in this country—it is
impossible to buy with $100 today what
could have been purchased with $50 10
years ago. In short, because of the in-
flation which has occurred in the United
States, one-third of the people’s prin-
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cipal as well as their interest has been
taken away.

I respect the Senator from Louisiana,
but I do not see how one can say that an
American citizen should not be protected
against inflation here at home and then
advocate, at the taxpayers’ expense, pro-
tection against inflation for some money-
lender in South America.

Is it not about time that we give some
consideration to our own citizens? Cer-
tainly there can be no justification at
any time or anywhere for 20-percent or
30-percent interest charges on mort-
gages.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. All I can say
is that small doses of medicine given
over a long period of time might work
better than large doses given in a shorter
period. If the amount of inflation in the
last year has been 1 percent, a person
earning from 3 percent to 3% percent on
his money might nevertheless make, on a
sound, good loan, enough over and above
the amount of inflation, so that the loan
might still be worthwhile.

I recognize, as does the Senator, that
during World War II people realized that
there would be depreciation of the cur-
rency, and even the amount of interest
paid then in the United States was not
sufficient to allow for a reasonable
amount of interest return, plus enough
to make up for depreciation in the
value of the currency. The same was
true during the Korean war, when in the
United States there was some 10-percent
inflation. Of course, one who invested
his money in property, which retained its
value, perhaps, was wise.

But in countries where, year in and
year out, there is from 10 percent to 20
percent inflation, and especially if there
were to be a requirement to pay back
the loan, not in the local currency in
which the money received would be
loaned to the citizens of those countries,
but in American dollars which remain
constant in value, the person caught in
the middle of that transaction would
go broke.

On that basis, if the Senator would
limit his amendment, so as to provide
that loans made in dollars shall not be
loaned in dollars at a rate in excess of
8 percent, I would vote for such an
amendment. Or if the Senator could
work out some mechanism which would
provide that the money shall not be
loaned at a rate in excess of 8 percent
over and above the inflated difference
in the value of the currency, I would be
inclined to go along with that amend-
ment.

But I recognize the complete impos-
sibility of making such an arrangement
work when there is a large amount of
inflation, but when the loan must, never-
theless, be paid back in dollars which
have a constant value, although the
money borrowed is loaned within those
countries in the local currencies.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Would not what the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana is
proposing amount to having the Ameri-
can taxpayers insure foreign government
agencies and corporations and private
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individuals in those countries against
depreciation of their currencies? Is not
that their responsibility? Should we do
anything which would cause those who
borrow this money not to stabilize their
own currencies?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am op-
posed to spending our money to stabilize
the currencies of other countries. I
voted against that, and I am still op-
posed to it, because it seems to me that
should be their problem.

Mr. CURTIS. I did not say that. I
asked whether we should spend our
money to encourage them not to stabi-
lize their currencies. If we are spend-
ing our money in a country which has
an inflation record of 20 percent or more,
can we expect the enterprise to be a suc-
cess?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Some of
those countries are managing to keep
going, notwithstanding the fact that in-
flation there has been going on for a
considerable period of time. I am op-
posed to any undue amount of inflation
in any currency. I think the countries
should try to stabilize their own cur-
rencies and their own economies insofar
as possible.

But I can understand that if bor-
rowers are required to pay back in Amer-
ican dollars of constant value the money
they borrow, and yet expected to make
the loans in pesos which are subject to
inflation in a considerable amount, a re-
quirement that they shall charge not
more than 8 percent interest would im-
pose an impossible condition, and thus
they would be placed in considerable
difficulty.

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

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator from Lou-
isiana has referred to building and loan
associations. I suppose he visualizes
that most of the loans would be made in
that way in, let us say, Latin America.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would
hope some would be. I do not know how
much would be.

Mr. BUSH. Let us put aside for a
moment the building and loan associa-
tion situation; and let us say that a De-
velopment Loan Fund loan is to be made
for the construction of a private power-
plant in a city. Under the Williams
amendment, the borrower, the private
power company, for example, which was
going to double the productive capacity of
its plant, would borrow the money at not
to exceed 8 percent. Perhaps the going
rate for the best grade loans at the
banks would be 12 percent. But if our
money was available there at 8 percent,
it would certainly put this operator at a
cost advantage over what he would have
to pay if he borrowed money at the go-
ing rate in his own country. It would
_ increase his ability to make a profit, and
increase his ability, therefore, to pay
back in dollars.

So it seems to me the Senator's argu-
ment about the inflation factor in those
countries does not hold water in connec-
tion with this kind of loan to this kind
of operation.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have no
objection at all to any req that,
where a person borrows dollars and has
to pay in dollars, the lending policy as
to interest rate is that the rate shall not
exceed 8 percent, or even 5 percent.
That aspect does not bother me. What
bothers me is the situation in which a
loan is made in dollars, and someone
who gets the dollars is going to be re-
quired to buy local currencies and to
lend local currencies. To impose a
limitation of 8 percent interest on the
local currencies fails to recognize that,
while the dollar may remain relatively
constant, the local currencies may be
greatly inflated, with the result that the
requirement places a middleman in a
position where he cannot succeed.

If the Senator will limit it to utility
companies borrowing dollars in order to
buy plant and equipment from the
United States, who are required to pay
the loan back in dollars, I would be will-
ing to go along with a requirement of 8
percent, or any other reasonable rate.
But to require that limitation when the
borrowing is in dollars and the person
is lending in local currencies, which
have a way of being inflated at a rapid
rate, is impractical. Unless steps are
taken to make it practical, I shall vote
against the measure. If we are to have it
enacted, it should be made workable, and
I think the problem we are discussing
should be met and worked out.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. Many reforms have
been presented in this connection by the
administration. I ask the Senator
whether one desirable reform would not
be to try to put a brake on the inflation
in countries where it is rampant and
where it tends to nullify our foreign
aid program. Are we not, by main-
taining the position of the Senator, en-
couraging inflation? Would not the kind
of reform presented by the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Wirtams]l or by my
amendment tend to stop inflation? Is
not that one of the desirable things to
try to do? If there is automatic infla-
tion, and it is promoted by a nation’s
authorities, is not a large part of our
program going to be nullified, anyway?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, I am not one
of those who think inflation is the worst
thing that can happen in a country.
Sometimes there are problems in coun-
tries that are worse than infiation. I
say the people who in many instances
would be making local loans would
be making them with funds originally
generated by American dollars. In
other words, those who will be borrow-
ing dollars and lending pesos will often
be persons who have no control over
whether the loecal curreney is going to
be inflated or not. If they look at the
situation which has occurred in the
past, when they have been experiencing
infilation of their currency at the rate
of 10 or 20 percent, and they are required
to pay back in constant currencies, these
people will be in a relatively hopeless
position in trying to make the program
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work. That is the problem which I am
trying to meet here. We hope the pro-
gram will work to the extent that some
people will put some of their own money
into these projects in the recognition
that they are good, sound investments,
and are projects they can go into on the
kind of theory on which building and
loan associations are constructed. If
that kind of philosophy is to be followed,
it will have to be on the basis that the
interest rate achieved will equal the
amount of inflation of the currency.
The Senator recognizes the problem.

Mr. GRUENING. I recognize the
problem, but I also recognize the posture
the American people are put in. Here
we are borrowing from the American
people, at an interest rate of about 334
percent, and going ever deeper into debt.
We are to lend the money, according to
Mr. Dillon, in some cases at no interest
for a period of 50 years, with possibly
no demand for principal repayments for
10 years. The accumulated interest we
shall have to pay beceuse of the dis-
parity between the cost of borrowing
money to us and lending it will run i~to
billions of dollars in the next half cen-
tury.

At the same time we are by the Ful-
bright substitute for the Williams
amendment authorizing the countries to
relend the money at as high as 25 or 30
percent interest. It is utterly fantastiec.
I do not think the American people will
buy this. Unless we put some restrictions
in the measure to make it conform to its
declared purposes, we will defeat the bill.
I do not think the American people will
be willing to pay taxes, let the interest
on our foreign loans under the foreign
aid program accumulate into hillions of
dollars, and let the other benefiting
countries bear no share of the burden
whatever. I think it will defeat the bill
and wreck the foreign aid program, and
I think it should wreck it unless we are
more vigilant in its provisions and ad-
ministration for the protection of our
own people.

I think we can write some protections
into the bill. If the Senator has some
modification that will take care of the
situation, I will go along with it, but I
think the amendment of the chairman of
the committee, which says the prevailing
interest rates of the countries to which
we lend shall be in effect, opens the door
to usury, which is practiced in many of
these countries.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have
looked at the Senator’s proposal. If his
proposal and the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware were limited to
loans made in dollars to be repaid in
dollars, I would be prepared to vote for
them; but when loans are made in dol-
lars which generate local currencies,
which thus result in loans made in local
currencies, I submit that the only way to
make the program workable is to recog-
nize the inflation involved in that second
currency. Otuerwise it will be an un-
workable arrangement. I am con-
strained to believe it cannot work. If
the Senator will find someway to meet
the problem. I am trying to approach
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and the Senator from Arkansas is try-
ing to approach, that may be the an-
swer; but so far as I know, what the
Senator from Arkansas is offering is
about the clearest basis on which some
kind of agreement can be reached.

Mr. GRUENING. I should like to ask
the chairman of the committee a ques-
tion. Isthere any way in which we could
find out what proportion of the $8 bil-
lion which we are planning to loan dur-
ing the next 5 years would be reloaned in
the receiving countries in dollars? Is
there any way we could assume that a
substantial part of it would be reloaned
in dollars in the countries in which the
loans would be made?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is noway at
all to determine what part of the loan
will be reloaned in dollars. The only ex-
ample I can think of is that, if we should
loan to a foreign government or a foreign
bank, and that bank should loan to a
citizen who would have to have dollars
for the importation of American goods,
he might have to borrow dollars. That
would be a most unusual case. I think
by far the great part of the money would
be loaned in the fashion described by the
Senator from Louisiana.

The prineipal objective of the program
in this field is to try to induce these
countries to create for themselves insti-
tutions which will accumulate the capital
of their own citizens. In most cases
those citizens have no confidence in
banks. They have very little confidence
in and no experience with building and
loan associations or any form of credit
association we have mentioned. One of
the prinecipal reasons is the inflation
which has existed, as a result of which if
a man deposits his money in any kind of
bank or any kind of institution and, a
year later, wishes to draw it out, he finds
it is worth about 30 percent less. Credit
as we know it is almost nonexistent in
most of the underdeveloped countries.
What is proposed is an effort to try to
help those countries create stable
institutions.

If we do not wish to do this, that is all
right. All I can say is that we spent
some two days arguing the problem. The
proposal went to conference. The con-
ferees worked it out. The Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavronsTaLL] and
his counterpart in the House went over
all the facets of the problem and brought
back a workable compromise. The Sen-
ate itself rejected the same amendment,
for all practical purposes, as is now of-
fered by the Senator from Delaware.

I do not know what more can be said.
This is the third day we have engaged in
the debate. I think we ought to vote the
question up or down. I do not know any-
thing more that can be said about it. I
have no more to say than I have already
said on this floor.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. At the time the
Senate adopted the Williams of Dela-
ware amendment some weeks ago, we did
not have the later presentation of See-
retary Dillon, to the effect that the loans
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to the Latin American countries would
be made on terms far more generous than
any loans we have ever heard of before;
at one 1 percent interest or no percent
interest, for a term of 50 years, with per-
haps no repayment of principal during
the first 10 years.

Despite the generosity of this offer,
we are asked to subscribe fully to the
interest rates of some of these countries,
some of which are as high as 3 percent
a month, or 36 percent a year. It seems
to me we must have some protection for
the American people, so that they will
know their money will not be partly frit-
tered away before it even reaches the
objectives we are trying to attain in these
countries.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. If the Senator
knows how we could legislate on this
floor to change the interest rate in Chile
or in Brazil, I think he would be a genius.
I do not think we can do so.

Mr. GRUENING. No, but we can put
some provision in the bill.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. All we can do is
try to bring some influence to bear on
these foreign people. We can do that.
I think that all we would do would be to
prevent our administration from having
an opportunity to influence them at all.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I say to the
Senator from Alaska and the Senator
from Delaware that I was a member of
the conference committee which the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has mentioned. We
struggled over the language for 2 days.
It is my understanding that the lan-
guage now submitted by the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
is the same language agreed on at that
conference.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is merely
adapted to this particular operation, in-
stead of to the Inter-American Bank.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That was one
of the most difficult conferences I have
ever attended. A lot of the language
which has been worked out is language
I tried to draft.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is the best we
can do to make it workable.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At that time
the Secretary of the Treasury, the De-
partment of State, and all the adminis-
trative authorities, thoroughly believed
we should have language of this charac-
ter, rather than the straight 8-percent
language. With the straight 8-percent
language the program would be of no
value,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The administra-
tion supports the language I have of-
fered. The Senate supported it not more
than 6 weeks ago, I think.

As the Senator from Massachusetts
said, the conference supported the lan-
guage. There is nothing new about it.

We have made this decision once. I
do not see what will be gained by going
all over the subject again. I am abso-
lutely certain that if we adopt the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware it will not be accepted in the
conference, and the administration will
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not agree to it. I do not believe there
is any reasonable expectation of its fi-
nally being enacted.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wish to add
one more sentence. The administration
told us at that time that if we left in
the bill the provision for 8 percent we
would practically nullify the purposes
of the act.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We could not have
any program under that restriction.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, this is a
very difficult subject. I should like to
make one or two observations.

I intend to support the Williams of
Delaware amendment, or possibly the
Gruening amendment as a modification
of the Williams of Delaware amend-
ment.

I have listened with interest to the
talk about inflation in the Latin Ameri-
can countries. Of course, that is one of
the great problems of Latin America.
The loans we make under the Develop-
ment Loan Fund are supposed to be
made on the basis that there is a reason-
able expectation of repayment.

If what the Senator from Louisiana
says is true and we continue to recognize
a 20-percent inflation factor annually,
I can see no basis upon which the De-
velopment Loan Fund management can
expect repayment,.

My point is that when the World Bank
makes a loan, it only lends to a govern-
ment on a basis of a government guar-
antee, and at times provisions have been
stated, such as:

Yes, we will do this, provided that you do
certain things which will improve the
stability of the currency in your country
s0 as to make it possible for you to live up
to your agreement concerning the repayment
of this loan.

Inasmuch as the bill itself provides for
a reasonable expectation of repayment,
it seems to me this imposes upon the De-
velopment Loan Fund the obligation to
do, in a way, what the World Bank does
in connection with persuading countries
to put their fiscal houses in order, so as
to fortify their ability to make the re-
payments when the repayments are due.
Otherwise, if we are going to accept the
fact that these countries will have a 20-
or 25-percent annual inflation factor, no
loans can be made, because there would
be no reasonable expectation of repay-
ment, with a continuation of that infla-
tion factor, I do not think we should
accept that inflation factor.

1 think we should live up to what is
provided in the bill about a reasonable
expectation of repayment. I think the
Development Loan Fund, in making
loans, should make clear its position. It
should say:

We would like to help. We would like to
help you help yourselves, but you cannot
help yourselves consistently if you accept
a 20-percent inflation factor in your economy.

I think this imposes upon the Develop-
ment Loan Fund a very important
responsibility. If the Fund accepts that
responsibility, I do not think the Wil-
liams of Delaware amendment would im-
pose any hardship on the program.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wonder if my colleagues would entertain
some modest suggestion for a limitation
of debate on the amendment. This is
about the third or fourth day that this
great issue has been debated. Is it the
intention to debate it the rest of the
day?

Mr.BUSH. Mr. President, Ihave con-
cluded. I yield the floor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, as a coauthor of the amend-
ment, I have no objection to a limitation
on debate. I most respectfully remind
the Senator from Arkansas that the
amendment has never been discussed
until today. The amendment was of-
fered last night 5 minutes before we
adjourned. There was no discussion of
it until this morning.

This merely emphasizes the fact that
it is an important amendment.

I should be glad to agree to a limita-
tion of debate and get to a vote.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator is
agreeable, I ask unanimous consent that
the debate on the amendment be limited
to 20 minutes, 10 minutes to each side.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
agreeable, unless some Senator about
whom I do not know wishes to speak.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This refers only to
this amendment.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Younc of Ohio in the chair). Does the
Senator from Arkansas make that as a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous
consent that the debate be limited.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Arkansas?

Mr, HRUSKA. Mr. President, I be-
lieve there ought to be an opportunity to
ascertain how many Senators are de-
sirous of speaking on the subject. The
request is perfectly in order.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am merely in-

Mr. HRUSKA. 1 believe before such
consent would be in order, some effort
should be made to ascertain how many
Senators on this side of the aisle as well
as on the other side are desirous of ex-
pressing themselves.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
withdraw the request. With regard to
what the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wirriams] said, we talked about the same
issue, applying it to the same circum-
stances, for about 2 days previously.
That is what I had reference to. I am
willing to debate the subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest of the Senator from Arkansas is
withdrawn. The Senator from Delaware
is recognized.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I am sorry that the
chairman of the committee has left the
Chamber. I wish to point out that the
situation has changed in the weeks since
the Williams amendment which the
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State Department opposed was agreed
to previously, because we now have heard
from Secretary Dillon in Uruguay of the
supergenerous terms which will be of-
fered on loans extending for 50 years,
possibly with no interest whatever, and
possibly with no repayment of interest
for 10 years. I think that condition
creates a situation calling for a reap-
praisal of the interest rates to be charged
on top of the no-interest rates which
our loans would carry.

Therefore I believe it is wholly perti-
nent that the guestion be rediscussed
in view of the changed situation. We
did not know 6 or 8 weeks ago that the
administration would propose to make
loans at no-interest rates, loans with
no repayment of prineipal for 10 or 15
years, and perhaps even more gener-
ous terms. Those are not loans at all
in the generally accepted sense, but we
call them loans. It seems to me that
under those circumstances we have a
right to consider whether we should not
put some limitation on the amount of
the profit which bankers and lending
agencies will make on our interestless
loans. That is why I think it is impor-
tant that the question should be thor-
oughly aired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
the Senator is correct. I call attention
to the fact that on the 2 days on which
this question was discussed on prior oc-
casions, part of the time was taken up
by the chairman of the committee, who
spoke in support of the proposal and
voted for it. The Senate unanimously
approved the principle, and the Senate
reversed itself only after some of the
departments talked with some of the
people in the countries involved, and
found that they wanted to continue to
charge 12, 15, 18, and 20 percent interest.

Let us stop kidding ourselves. The
sentiment of the Senate was charged by
some people downtown who felt that the
8-percent provision was not a liberal
enough rate of interest. I was surprised
to see that the expression for higher in-
terest rates came from some of those
who have been the strongest advocates
of low-interest rates in our counftry.
Just because the people in these under-
developed countries cannot vote here
does not mean they should be over-
charged.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I think it is most
important that the question be thor-
oughly discussed, not only from the
standpoint of the interest rate aspect,
but also from the standpoint of the pos-
sibilities of our ever getting the money
back. Personally, I look upon the so-
called loans to Latin America as more
in the nature of gifts. Some very seri-
ous problems have just begun to come
to light relative to financing in the
Latin-American countries that should be
developed and exposed here in the Sen-
ate Chamber.

For example, since 1958 approximately
$1 billion of earned capital has flowed
out of Venezuela.
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It used to come to American banks.
Sad to say, confidence in American
banks has dwindled, and the money is
now going to Canadian and Swiss banks.
So far as my studies reveal, only 4 or 5
countries in the entire Latin American
group are on what we call the plus side.
They have been able to retain earned
capital. Original capital, and earned
capital represent the only way in the
world by which we can create jobs for
anyone, whether it be in Latin American
countries or in the United States.

Contrary to the hopes, dreams, and
beliefs of some who theorize that the
mere dropping of money in a locality will
create jobs, it does not happen. Some-
thing is happening in Latin America
that is causing capital to flow out. The
money is there. In fact, it is lowing out
at a rate about twice that at which we
intend to invest our taxpayers' money
in Latin America.

The question in my mind is whether
the proposed loans would do the good
we think we are going to do. Money
is already available and should be in the
process of being reinvested in the Latin
American countries, but it is now leaving
those countries because of fear. I be-
lieve the fear is the fear of communism.
I believe Castro's success in retaining
communism in Cuba, with United States
doing nothing about it, at least so far as
I know, is causing the Latin American
countries, and the investors in those
countries—I am not necessarily speak-
ing of American dollars; it may be the
currency of any country—to lose faith
in the future ability of Latin America to
resist the onslaught of communism.

Although I have not come to a defi-
nite conclusion on that point, from the
study I have been making—and I wish
I had it completed by now—I believe the
fear of communistic encroachment in
Latin America is causing the outflow
of capital. I believe it is necessary and
pertinent that the debate continue, and
I should not like to see any limitation
on debate on this subject, because I feel
th%t. many good points can be brought
out.

To demonstrate the lateness of the in-
formation about which I have spoken,
the first newspaper account I saw of it
was in the Washington News the night
before last, I believe. A single column
appeared which indicated the outflow of
earned capital from the Latin countries.

What good does it do to talk about giv-
ing or lending money to the Latin coun-
tries when they themselves evidently
have no confidence in the future of their
economy and are putting their money
in banks outside the Latin American
countries for safekeeping? What good
does it do even to discuss the propriety
of the amendment of the Senator from
Delaware when we are faced with such a
situation?

At this moment we need the amend-
ment the Senator has proposed far more
than we needed it when he offered it pre-
viously, because in effect we are faced
with the possibility of dumping Ameri-
can taxpayers’ money down a bottom-
less pit. If what I say is true—and from
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my studies I believe it to be true—con-
fidence in Latin business is dwindling to
the point that capital that could be in-
vested to create the very jobs that we
propose to create is, in fact, lowing out
at about twice the rate that we propose
to invest in the countries of which I have
spoken.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr., AIKEN. I do not see how we
could expect Latin American eapital to
remain in Latin America and be rein-
vested in Latin America when adminis-
tration spokesmen have frankly admitted
that we accept the inevitability of 20
percent inflation each year.

I do not accept that thesis. I think
the administration is mistaken if it is
promoting that idea. We have already
shown that in some areas interest rates
can be checked or reduced, and that
money values can be held.

For example, in Peru some housing
developments finally got underway. The
people in those developments are paying
12 percent, 8 percent of which is interest,
and 4 percent is service charges. Bufb
that is a great reduction in the rate
which the people had previously been
paying.

If there is anything under heaven
that would spur the flight of capital
from Latin American countries, it would
be to have American spokesmen say that
we must accept the inevitability of a 20-
percent inflation each year.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Infilation is
plaguing the Latin American countries.
Offhand I cannot think of one that is
not suffering from it to some extent.

Mr. AIKEN. We, too, are going to
suffer.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Our money going
into those countries will not stop infla-
tion. The inflationary forces at work
in the Latin countries are to a large ex-
tent the same inflationary forces that
are at work in this country.

For example, consider Venezuela,
which is one of the most prosperous of
the Latin countries. The inflationary
forces there can be blamed largely upon
a Government deficit. There was no
trouble with inflation until they started
to go into debt. The United States has
had the same experience, and we are
going to have more of it before we get
through if we do not stop spending money
that we do not have to spend. We are
not going to aid the problem of Latin
American inflation by putting more
money into Latin America. That is not
the answer to infiation.

The answer is to get their shop in
order, to stop spending money they do
not have, to eliminate some of the prac-
tices which are in existence in their gov-
ernments. I agree with the Senator
from Vermont that for our spokesmen
to expect inflation as being inevitable
in Latin American countries indicates
to me that they must expect inflation
to be inevitable in this country.
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Mr. AIKEN. What that means is that
the program has failed before it even
gets underway.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr., GRUENING. The administra-
tion is trying to present a strong case
for reform in Latin America, predicated
on the idea that unless there is this
reform our whole effort will fail. I be-
lieve we agree on that. If we pour
money into the foreign countries so that
the few rich can get richer and the
poor poorer, it will not only not help
the program, but, instead, will positively
help communism., Furthermore, it will
emphasize the impression, which al-
ready exists, that we are in favor of the
oligarchical and feudal setup which
exists down there. If we countenance
by our action the charging of any inter-
est rate lenders wish to charge, we will
aggravate the situation. We will be be-
traying purposes on which we should
stand firm.

The Senator’'s amendment is an ex-
cellent amendment. It is a great pity
that it was rejected on the promptings
of the State Department. However, I
prefer the flexible amendment which I
have offered, which provides that the
money we lend to these countries shall
not be reloaned at more than 5 percent
higher than the rate we are charging.
If we do not charge any interest rate,
then the charge which the recipients
will be able to charge will be not more
than 5 percent.

The people in the southern countries
are supposed to be patriotically inter-
ested in rehabilitating their countries.
Why are they not willing to make some
sacrifices, in view of the sacrifices the
American people are making? If they
do not respond, our program is bound
to fail at the very beginning, as the
Senator from Vermont has stated. If
we start in this way, as the Fulbright
amendment provides, there is no way in
which the program can succeed. It is
difficult to explain to the American peo-
ple that the money which we are bor-
rowing at about 4 percent from them
for the foreign aid program is being re-
loaned at 15 percent or 20 percent or
even 36 percent. In some countries the
prevailing rate is 3 percent a month,
or 36 percent a year. Permitting that
will wreck our foreign aid program. I
do not believe the American people will
stand for it indefinitely. Therefore I
hope some limitation on the interest rate
will prevail.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Ihave said this before,
but again I would like to associate myself
with what the Senator from Vermont
has said and with what the Senator from
Arizona and the Senator from Alaska
have said. Ibelieve that in voting on the
amendment we are making a very im-
portant decision. It is true that there is
inflation in many countries of Latin
America, perhaps in all of them. Cer-
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tainly one way of the ways in which to
attack inflation is by encouraging the in-
stitution of fiscal reforms. The amend-
ment we have offered is one of the ways
to do that. If we do not make some ef-
fort toward it, it will be assumed, as the
Senator from Arizona has said, that we
expect inflation in those countries and
that we are saying to them to go ahead
and indulge in practices which promote
inflation.

I would not like to see a man who is
borrowing money from a savings and
loan institution or a similar institution
in a foreign country, whose pur-
pose is to encourage private enterprise,
or an institution which is supposed to
promote housing, to fasten on that man
a 20-percent interest rate. He is not go-
ing to get richer; he will get poorer. He
will resent the practice of his own coun-
try, and I believe he will resent the
United States having made available the
money which makes that institution pos-
sible.

I agree wholly with what the Senator
from Alaska has said, that the foreign
aid program, which I have supported
ever since I have been in Congress, is
getting on very thin ground. Our peo-
ple have poured out money in great
sums. Congress has done this against
opposition from many sources. If we
finally get to the point where our people
believe it is not having maximum effect
and in addition is against the things in
which we believe, I do not believe they
are going to support it much longer.

I am thinking of a program like the
alliance for progress. At best it is a
slow program. It demands very coura-
geous action on the part of the govern-
ments of Latin America, and under-
standing on the part of the people of
Latin America. I do not believe they
understand it very much.

I would say it demands sacrifice. It
demands a strong position on the part
of the administration that we are going
to take measures to promote these re-
forms. I have great respect for the Sen-
ator from Arkansas, but I believe that
the amendment he has offered merely
makes it easy for these countries. It
makes the lending of the money a great
deal easier, and it makes easy to merely
turn the money over to them without
any argument. The program in Latin
America, at best, is a slow, long process,
requiring great strength on the part of
the administration. After we finish with
the bill, it is in their hands, not ours.
Castro and his representatives go into
the Latin American countries and say,
“Why wait for this kind of program,

‘when you can nationalize foreign in-

vestments and make them available right
now? We can nationalize private in-
vestment in our own country. We will
give you now these resources.”

That kind of argument has tremen-
dous appeal to people who have had no
training or understanding of our kind
of democratic processes, which are slow
processes.

If the administration is not willing to
accept some kind of program to achieve
the things they say they want fto
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achieve—and that is true of Congress
also—then I believe we are already put-
ting on this program the badge of fail-
ure.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
yield in a moment.

In line with what the Senator from
Eentucky has said, we should give some
consideration to the fact that approxi-
mately $8 billion, which is proposed un-
der the development loan program, will
be loaned either to the government di-
rect or to the banking institutions in
those countries at little or no interest.
The administration’s argument is that
we should allow these governments or
the bankers who borrow the money to
relend it at an interest charge of 15
percent or 20 percent or, as the Senator
from Alaska has pointed out, in some
cases as high as 3 percent a month or
36 percent, in order to guarantee them
protection against the inflationary spiral
for which they are themselves respon-
sible.

I believe it is time that we in Con-
gress begin to think of the unfortu-
nate individual who is borrowing the
money at the end of the line at these
usurious rates. He may be a small busi-
nessman, a farmer, or he may be a man
who is buying a home. He must find a
way to repay the loan but also to pay
these high interest rates. How can he re-
pay it? How is he going to repay the
money that we are putting down there at
very low interest rates but upon which he
must repay at rates of 20 or 25 or 30
percent? What is he going to think of
the U.8. Government when it condones
these “Shylock” rates?

As the Senator from Vermont has
pointed out, we might as well recognize
the fact that if the only way this money
can be loaned is at rates of 20 or 25 or
30 percent we had better let the money
stay at home because any individual who
has to pay such rates is going to go broke
anyway.

There is no country—I care not
whether it is in Latin America, Europe,
or elsewhere—which can survive a rate
of inflation of 10 to 20 percent a year.
No country can survive it. I certainly
hope the countries of Latin America will
survive, but they will do so only by tak-
ing a firm hold of their financial struc-
ture and putting their national budgets
and interest rates on a realistic basis.
If the United States is to be a party to
helping those countries we should in-
sist that, at least to the extent they are
using our money, the John Does in that
country who will ultimately use our
money will not be charged exorbitant
rates of interest.

It is time that we decide whether we
want to protect the moneylenders in
their monopolistic hold over credit in
those areas or to help the people
themselves.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I
support the amendment of the Senator
from Delaware and join particularly in
the sentiment expressed by him and by
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Coop-

I will
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ER]. Many of us are friends of the pro-
gram of helping our neighbors around
the world to get on their feet, particu-
larly those whose countries are less well
developed. We have been friends of
such a program for years. Many of us
have been criticized for it. One of the
great criticisms which we hear, and
which it is very difficult to answer, is that
the money which we pour out does us
more harm than good, because it goes to
only a few people at the top, and does
not help those whom it is intended to
help in the underdeveloped countries.

I regret exceedingly that the admin-
istration is not prepared to cooperate
with what seems to be an effort to pre-
vent the people whom we are trying to
help from being gouged by bankers or
other persons of wealth. It is true that
some further negotiations with bankers
and others in the foreign countries will
be needed in order to accomplish this,

Mr. President, the Williams amend-
ment is a constructive and desirable
amendment. It is in the interest of the
program and of the eventual success of
the effort we are trying to accomplish.

I sincerely hope that the amendment
of the Senator from Delaware, or per-
haps the modified amendment of the
Senator from Alaska, or some other pro-
posal along this line, will be adopted,
but that the Senate will not accept the
watered-down, largely meaningless
amendment in the nature of a substitute
which has been presented to us in place
of the amendment having teeth in it,
which is supported by the Senator from
Delaware, the Senator from Alaska, and
other Senators.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
the Senator from New York.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is my
intention to vote for the Williams-
Cooper amendment. I wish to speak in
support of the sentiments the Senator
from Delaware, the Senator from Ken-
tucky, and other Senators have expressed
along that line.

The fact is that the Williams-Cooper
amendment will actually back up the de-
clared objectives of the President when
he asked for a revision of the entire for-
eign aid program. I shall read from the
President’s message of March 22, in
which he indulged in criticism of the for-
eign aid program as presently adminis-
tered. His views are shared and ex-
pressed by many persons, In fact, there
is almost a universal criticism of the
program. The statement has been made
repeatedly that the program will be
recasted, however, now that a new ad-
ministration is in the White House. On
March 22, President Kennedy said:

Thus, the first requirement is that each
recip!ent- government serious!y undertake to
the best of its ability on its own those efforts
of resource mobilization, self-help, and in-
ternal reform—including land reform, tax
reform, and improved education and soclal
justice—which its own development requires

and which would increase its capacity to
absorb external capital productivity.

I thank
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Later in his message he said:

The instrument of primary emphasis—
the single most important tool—will be
long-term development loans at low or no
rates of interest.

That is the President's statement of
the basis for effecting reform.

Recently Secretary Dillon went to the
Uruguay Conference, which is now in
progress. The August 10 issue of the
New York Times contained the following
report of Secretary Dillon’s message to
the Conference:

In his major address to the Conference,
Secretary Dillon said the alliance for prog-
ress would require the following: Tax re-
forms so that evaders would know they
faced strict penalties; assessment of taxes
in accordance with ability to pay; land re-
form to put underutilized big lands to full
use and to permit small farmers to own their
plots; and lower interest rates on loans to
small farmers and small business.

Mr, President, all we have to do to
understand the basis for some of the
criticism of the foreign-aid program as
it has been administered for the last 15
years is to recall the abuse, the misuse,
the exploitation, and the misappropria-
tion of the commodities and materials
which have been sent overseas as foreign
aid. Witness the amount of equipment,
supplies, and food sold on the black mar-
ket in spite of the fact that it was sent
abroad for the purpose of enabling the
ultimate consumer to obtain it for little
or nothing. Think of the bags of wheat
and rice, the cartons of food and cloth-
ing, the crates of tools, and the stacks
of building materials which have been
sent overseas for the people in under-
developed nations. In spite of the seals
and labels which were placed on those
articles, the fact is that there was a great
deal of misuse, misappropriation, or
both.

But there is no way of labeling the
money which we send by saying, “This
money is furnished to you for this pur-
pose and no other.” The only way in
which we can control the money which
is sent abroad, to be received in the
original instance by a lending agency
and then loaned to the ultimate bor-
rower, is fo adopt the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Delaware and
others, which says that when it is re-
loaned, the money shall not be reloaned
at more than 8 percent, which is the
rate provided in the amendment. Un-
less that is done, the result will be that
rates of interest of 3 percent a month
or 15 or 20 percent a year, as the case
may be will continue. The effect will
be that the rich will become richer. The
gulf between the haves and have-nots
will widen. There will be fastened more
firmly on the people of the recipient
countries the kind of feudal overlord-
ism against which everyone inveighs, to
which everyone objects, and which every-
one says must be removed if the misery
of the people in those countries is to be
relieved and their inability to improve
their conditions overcome.

The reform which the President, Sec-
retary Rusk, and Secretary Dillon and
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all of us favor cannot be brought about
unless we deal with it directly. The
lending of money at a high rate of in-
terest is not the only problem. We are
also faced with antagonism and hos-
tility that results. Those who must bor-
row money at high rates of interest will
know that the money has come from the
United States. Their attention will be
drawn to the fact that we, presumably,
are the Shylocks; that we are the ones
who are exploiting them,

Will loans at lower rates of interest
disrupt the business of those who are
lending at higher rates of interest?
Yes, of course. These rates of interest
will either put them out of business, or
they will refuse to make any loans. If
the low rates of interest have the effect
of impairing the business of the lenders,
that is something we must face. How can
land reform, which every Senator de-
clares he favors, be effected without in-
terfering with the present system of land-
ownership? I do not know how it can
be done. If anyone does, he should
step forward and say so. To some de-
gree and in a similar fashion the mak-
ing available of money at lower rates is
going to disrupt the present loaning sys-
tem, or else the money will not be loaned
at all. But to use that as an argument
against this measure does not make
sense.

The question is raised whether we are
going to do anything or whether we are
not. Mr. President, after criticizing the
present system and practice of foreign
aid, we must ask, “Are we to continue
the same program or are we not?” And
is not that the same question being asked
by those who inquire, “Are we to con-
tinue to loan this money under the pres-
ent system, or shall we impose such con-
ditions that the lending of the money at
excessive rates of interest will cease?”

We must realize that when the govern-
ments of these Latin American countries
are confronted with the requirements
stated at the Uruguay Conference by
Secretary Dillon, they will undoubtedly
reply that the imposition of them will
interfere with their sovereignty and dis-
rupt their way of doing business. For
such reasons I am sure these require-
ments will not be popular.

In that connection let me refer to an
article, written by Philip Geyelin, and
published in the August 4 issue of the
Wall Street Journal:

Already, diplomats report rumblings from
such Latin leaders—in Peru, in Chile, In
Central Amerlca, and elsewhere—that the
U.S. contribution is too niggardly, or that
Yankee terms are too stiff. In Venezuela,
where the government is menaced chroni-
cally by both the far-left and rightwing
politiclans, private reservations in high gov-
ernment circles about the Eennedy *“alll-
ance” run particularly deep.

Mr. President, are we to yield to those
arguments and objections? If we do,
will we not perpetuate existing practices
which have been under such severe erit-
icism? It seems to me that this is the
choice we must make.

I am somewhat alarmed by reports
from Uruguay. Originally there were to
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be committees composed of men who
would scrutinize the applications for
loans and determine whether the re-
quirements outlined by Secretary Dillon
had been met before the loans would be
granted.

A substitute was proposed and, as I
understand, it was at least tentatively
agreed upon. I read this passage from
an article written by Edward Burks and
published on August 9 in the New York
Times:

Some sources were describing the change
in the draft as a defeat for the United
States. On the other hand, top U.S. dele-
gates were making it clear that their main
interest was in getting the alliance-for-
progress program off the ground.

If an attitude of appeasement is to
prevail, and if opposition is what we are
going to face right down the line, then
I say there is all the more reason why
we need to include some restrictions or
conditions in the substantive foreign aid
law.

The Williams-Cooper amendment lays
down just such a sorely needed condi-
tion. With this amendment it will not
be possible to appease the recipient
countries who say, “We want your
money, but we want it on our terms, not
on yours.”

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ne-
braska yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Proxmire in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Nebraska yield to the Senator
from North Dakota?

Mr, HRUSKA. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I have
listened with great interest to the very
effective argument the Senafor from
Nebraska is making in favor of doing
something about controlling the interest
rates in the countries to which we lend
or give our money. Is it not true that
in Latin American countries and in
many others where this foreign aid will
be provided there are only two classes—
the very rich and the very poor—and
that the poor constitute about 80 percent,
or in some cases more than 90 percent, of
the total population?

Mr. HRUSKA. There is no question
about that; that situation is well known.

Mr., YOUNG of North Dakota. If we
lend or give our money to these coun-
tries, but if it does not reach the poor
people, certainly we do more harm than
good. In fact, we would be better off
not to have such dealings with countries
of this sort unless somehow, in some
way, our aid can reach the poor people
there.

Mr. HRUSEKA. That is the point
which has been made here repeatedly.
The Senator from North Dakota is en-
tirely correct. After all, if we are going
to extend foreign aid in the form of
loans or in any other form and if we
are bound and determined to extend it
regardless of the resulfs, that is one
thing. But if, on the other hand, the
extension will increase hostility toward
our country and cause even greater dis-
parity between the rich and the poor, we
had better think again.
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Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Until
about 10 years ago I voted for foreign
aid programs. But I have come to feel
that under such conditions as these
programs are administered we do more
harm than good, and that it would be
better for us not to deal with these
countries at all unless we can do so on
a definitely better basis, Unless our
foreign aid can get to the poorer people
in these recipient countries all over the
world we do more harm than good.

Mr. HRUSKA. Of course, the more
expedient procedure would be to ap-
prove the proposed substitute of the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Fur-
ericET]. Butb I do not believe the ques-
tion is one of expediency or ease. If we
are to render more than lipservice to
the demand that something be done in
the way of social reform, economic re-
form, tax reform, and interest reform,
there will have to be a studied effort to
secure new methods and perhaps more
stringent methods.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Nebraska yield to
me?

Mr. HRUSKA. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1 wish to point
out that so far as concerns the Senator’s
argument in favor of the need of certain
reforms in these Latin American coun-
tries, it is virtually certain that it will
be impossible for us to accomplish any-
thing on that respect. I have talked to
people in these countries. They realize
that reforms are necessary, but at the
same time they recognize the difficulties
of accomplishing them.

At this point I wish to read one para-
graph from a translation I had made
from the newspaper El Universal, pub-
lished in Venezuela on June 10. The
article was written by Fransicso Pereira,
an economist, and he was writing about
agrarian reform. I may say they have
already started to undertake such re-
form. I now read from the article:

Agrarian reform: Although the law, as it
has been conceived, seems a good thing for
the country, yet its practical application—in
the matter of expropriation of estates—by
inverting the priority of expropriations, be-
ginning with those that are in full produc-
tion and not touching those that are not
being cultivated—is turning into a serlous
threat to the future agriculture and live-
stock of the country, not only for the agri-
cultural debt, which is being increased, but
mainly because of interference with rural
properties (invasion de fundas) for the sole
purpose of reaping the next harvest, and
then abandoning these to interfere with
others for the same purpose. Thus reduc-
tlon In Investment is also being fostered in
agriculture and livestock, which will have 111
eﬂecgs on the food supply of the Venezuelan
people.

I may state that it does require such
expropriation, and in that event we
would have to tell these countries some-
thing that is certainly foreign to us—
in other words, “Take property away
from some, and give it to others.” Yet
that is what we shall have to do if the
administration’s philosophy in connee-
tion with this program is adopted.
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So one of the reforms we talk most
about is already being undertaken to
some extent. Yet it is meeting with
failure, for the reason of lack of invest-
ments. If funds are available, but are
not being put into livestock or agricul-
ture, how can we expect by some magic
that if we dump $500 million or $1 bil-
lion into South America, we shall be
able to cause that money to be invested
at any rate we may wish to consider—
whether 5 percent, 8 percent, 10 percent,
or 16 percent?

In short, I think we are engaged in
a very poor investment; and I think the
people of these Latin American coun-
tries are laughing their heads off at the
efforts of the United States to lend
money to those countries, from which
the money already available there is
being taken out very rapidly because
the people there are frightened at the
investment possibilities or are frightened
of communism.

Mr. HRUSKA. When the Senator
says it is a poor investment, does he
mean that it is poor only in the sense
that there is a risk that the loans will
not be repaid?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I include also in
that statement the fact that in the
Latin countries, generally, there has been
no lack of investment capital. Great
sums of money have been invested in
Latin America by investors from Amer-
ica, Germany, and other countries all
over the world. A lot of money had
been made in those countries. Up until
the last 3 years the money was remain-
ing in those Latin countries. Investors
were not concerned particularly about
communism or expropriation. But now
we are talking in a way that can only
result in expropriation if we are going
to accomplish the agrarian reform which
the President and his advisers recognize
as one of the reforms that must come
about in those countries. But we are
not the ones to promote it.

I think our actions in this field, state-
ments made by Secretary Dillon and
some of the presidential advisers, are
bound to deprive Latin countries of in-
vestment money that they can well use.
In fact, as I have stated previously,
studies I have made so far indicate that
about twice as much investment capital
is flowing out of Latin America as we
will put into those countries in the form
of gifts.

If it is unsound for the money to stay
in Latin America, in the opinion of
those who have earned it there, what
right have we to put our taxpayers’
money into a bad proposition? And I
do not think it is going to help the peo-
ple we want to help, who are the peons,
the people who live on the land, who
own no property. This money will
flow, as it always has flowed—and I
have seen no evidence to the contrary—
into the hands of the rich, into the
hands of the rulers of the country; and
the people we are trying to help will
never see any of it.

Mr. HRUSKA. I should like to refer
to the article in the Wall Street Jour-
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nal which refers to Mr. Dillon’s brief-
case as he enplaned for the 6,000-mile
flight to Uruguay. In the briefcase was
a bulky draft charter that would call
upon the signatories to do certain
things.

I read one particular paragraph
which bears on the very point to which
the Senator from Arizona referred:

Subscribe to strenuous efforts to overhaul
outmoded tax structures, redistribute land
by breaking up big holdings—

The Senator from Arizona is right.
That means nothing more or less than
expropriation and confiscation—
step up emphasis on building more schools,
houses and hnsp!mls. and udopt sound fiscal

and monetary policies to keep inflation in
check.

Where an interest rate of 20 percent
a year, or 3 percent a month, is to be
continued, it is not calculated to reduce
inflation. It is calculated to do the very
opposite. We know this as a matter of
basic economics. I continue to read:

The amount of U.S. aid, the OAS mem-
bers will be told, is to be conditioned on
such internal measures by beneficiary lands.

We reach the position of proposing an
amendment which is sound and is right
in line with the purposes referred to in
this article and spoken about as require-
ments, and we encounter the argument
that it should not be adopted. I say
this is paying only lipservice to the de-
sirability and need for reforms. With
this thinking, no reforms encouraged by
the program can be effected.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I recall, with a
great deal of interest at this particular
time, the first amendment which I of-
fered on the floor of the Senate. It was
to knock $400 million out of foreign aid
funds to France until she abandoned col-
onization. I will never forget Senator
George's debating the question with me,
because he was probably the worst choice
I could have selected as my first oppo-
nent. He emphasized—and the Senate
voted against my amendment—that we
had no right intervening in the ma-
chinery of foreign governments to the
extent that Secretary Dillon is suggest-
ing here. While we decry colonialism,
while we do not like to see all the land in
a country owned by a few, while we rec-
ognize that there are fiscal policies in
those countries to which we object, we
can merely talk about those subjects.
We cannot make any threats or any
suggestions.

I would suggest that Secretary Dillon
is in a very poor position to be talking
about fiscal irresponsibility in some
other countries when we are probably
the most fiscally irresponsible people on
the face of the earth. I think he should
have left that particular part of the
memorandum in Washington before he
went to those countries.

Mr, HRUSKA. I subscribe to that
statement. I have reached the same
conclusion as the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, ear-
lier in his speech the Senator made refer-
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ence to Secretary Dillon’s urging that,
as a part of our reform program, we get
lower interest rates in those countries
which will receive loans and grants. I
wonder if the Senator will be kind enough
to repeat the quotation.

Mr. HRUSKA., Surely. It is found
in the August 9 issue of the New York
Times. It can also be found on page
15567 of the ConGREssiONAL REcorp for
Friday, August 11, 1961:

In his major address to the conference,
Secretary Dillon said the alliance for prog-
ress would require the following: Tax re-
forms so that evaders would know they faced
strict penalties; assessment of taxes in ac-
cordance with ability to pay; land reform to
put underutilized big lands to full use and
to permlt small farmers to own their plClt-E:
and lower interest rates on loans to small
farmers and small business.

Mr. GRUENING. I thank the Sena-
tor. I am sorry the chairman of the
committee is not here, because I was go-
ing to ask him a question. Perhaps the
junior Senator from Alabama [Mr,
SPARKMAN |, ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, will answer
the question.

How are we possibly going to get lower
interest rates if, in the amendment pro-
posed by the chairman of the commit-
tee, we subscribe to the existing interest
rates in those counfries, which run as
high as 3 percent a month in some coun-
tries, and 36 percent a year?

Unless we try to put some limitation
on it, which is required in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware, or
my amendment, which limits the n-
crease to 5 percent beyond our interest
rates, how are we going to get lower
interest rates if we, at the very begin-
ning, subscribe to interest rates which
are absolutely destructive of progress?
How can we get the lower interest rates
which Secretary Dillon proposed as a
part of our program? Is there any an-
swer to that question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will
yield to me——

Mr. GRUENING. Iam happy to yield,
because I would like to get an explana-
tion of how we are going to get the lower
interest rates in the countries to which
we lend.

Mr. SPARKMAN. They are not to be
obtained by legislative fiat of this coun-
try. We cannot legislate what the pre-
vailing interest rate of some country will
be. I think we have demonstrated in
the past that there is a way, by using
persuasion and influence, as best we can,
to bring about economic reforms that we
would like to see prevail in certain coun-
tries. I think the substitute that has
been proposed by the chairman of the
committee, the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBriGHT], seeks
to do that very thing.

I wonder if I may impose upon the
Senators’ time only to relate an experi-
ence we had right here in the Congress,
back in the days of the Marshall plan.
We were confronted with a similar situ-
ation in European countries, not neces-
sarily runaway interest rates, but various
economic factors that we felt should be
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improved. There was some question
about money—often money that we gave
under the Marshall plan, because it was
under the form of grants, whereas here
we are dealing with loans.

I remember that the Senator from
Arkansas was very much concerned
about the tariff walls built around the
individual countries of West Europe, I
remember the Senator tried in the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and on the
floor of the Senate to find some language
to put into the Marshall plan to bring
about closer economic unity among the
countries of Western Europe. It soon
became apparent it would be virtually
impossible to write something into the
act to require those countries to do away
with their tariff walls. However, by
writing language somewhat akin to the
proposal before the Senate, year by year
we did make progress in obtaining those
reforms. Today we see the barriers vir-
tually broken down as among the coun-
tries of Western Europe. I think a lot of
that has resulted from the year-by-year
work and effort on the part of our Gov-
ernment in handling the Marshall plan
and later the mutual security program.

1 think the same will be true in this
instance.

The same was true with reference to
the pay scale of workers in Europe and
the question of profits going into the
hands of the owners of factories, rather
than being passed on to the workers.
From time to time we wrote into the
Marshall plan legislation, and succeed-
ing acts, language stating our desire for
those reforms to be made.

With reference to Latin America, we
have gone much further than we ever
went with regard to the European coun-
tries. In the Bogota Agreement of last
year we got all of the Latin American
countries, with the exception of Cuba and
the Dominican Republic, to sign the
Bogota Agreement, in which they agreed
that in any aid program put on as a re-
sult of the mutual efforts of the nations
of the Western Hemisphere these re-
forms would be worked out. A few days
ago I brought to the attention of the
Senator from Alaska the Bogota Agree-
ment. I hope he got a copy of that
agreement and read it.

Mr. GRUENING. I have read it.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I hope the Senator
will agree with me that the specifica-
tions are what we are working toward.
I do not believe we can legislate them.
In fact, I know we cannot legislate them.

I feel that some of the arguments made
about the interest rate are rather un-
realistic. They go beyond what is done
in our country.

I have heard arguments this morning
about interest rates which might be
charged, and what we are asking these
countries to do, though these countries
have historically had higher interest
rates than we have. As a matter of fact,
not many countries in the world enjoy
as low interest rates as we do in the
United States.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?
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Mr. SPAREKMAN. I yield if I have
the floor. I believe the Senator yielded
to me.

Mr. GRUENING, This is a very im-
portant discussion. I should like to
see the program succeed. I think we
all would. We shall have a foreign aid
program. Some of us have had doubts
about the administration of the program
in the past, and some other reservations
concerning it. Some of us have had
doubts about the ultimate effectiveness
of the program. In any event, we shall
have a program, and that being so, we
wish to have it succeed.

One of the reasons why the Latin
American countries are in trouble and
need our aid is their terrific inflation
with the high interest rates. Halting
these are among the reforms we hope
to achieve if our program will suec-
ceed. If, as has happened in the past,
the money merely goes to the few who
are at the top, whether they be in gov-
ernment or simply wealthy landowners,
part of the small ruling and owning
clique, and if these rich become richer
and the poor become poorer, it not only
will nullify and destroy our program but
also it will actually help communism and
Castroism. In the present foreign aid
program we have pointed our efforts
toward reducing the dangers which exist
there.

The Senator has indicated his belief
that one cannot establish the reform by
legislation. We are not seeking to com-
pel these countries to adopt an interest
rate, but we are merely saying that if
they wish to borrow our money and re-
lend it, under those circumstances the
rate of interest which they charge, on
our reloaned money, shall not be more
than 5 percent more than the interest
rate we charge.

Secretary Dillon has pointed out that
we are going to make loans under the
most generous terms ever heard of. No
loans ever existed before which had been
offered at no interest for 50 years, with
possibly no repayment of principal for
10 or 15 years.

Is it unreasonable to try to write into
the bill some condition to try to limit
the terrible usurious abuses which has
existed? The money which we lend at
no interest will be gladly accepted. We
may be certain that if we lend that
money to one country at no interest, all
countries will demand the same terms.
That will be the prevailing rate. We
cannot give one country better terms
than we give another. If we say, as
Secretary Dillon has said, “Some of
these loans will be without interest, and
there will be no repayment of principal
for 10 years,” we may be sure that will
be the prevailing rate for all.

Shall we then go to our own people,
from whom we are borrowing the
money at 4 percent, tell them that we
are accumulating a burden of interest
for 50 years which will run into billions
of dollars and then admit that that
money can be reloaned at 15 percent,
20 percent, 256 percent, or 30 percent
interest?
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Unless we put some restriction like
the one I propose into the bill, the faith
of the American people in foreign aid,
already widely shaken, will be destroyed
and the program itself will fail. The
American people will not stand for this
kind of a giveaway. There must be
some protection of our own "American
interests. Something of this kind
should be in the bill.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I believe we are
proposing to put something of this kind
in the bill.

Mr. GRUENING. No.

Mr. SPARKMAN. What we seek to
do is to make it an administrative pro-
posal, rather than to set a ceiling.

It is appropriate to say at this time
that if we set a ceiling it almost cer-
tainly will become the floor, based on
the argument which the Senator has
made.

So far as no-interest-rate loans are
concerned, I am not familiar with what
is planned in connection with the loans,
but I presume a program could be con-
ducted with differences in interest rates
from country to country, exactly as in
the past we have given grants to some
countries and have made repayable
loans to other countries.

I should like to remind the Senator
again of the Bogotd agreement, as I did
a few days ago. I refer the Senator
from Alaska to section 618 of the bill, to
be found on page 56, to refresh the Sen-
ator’s recollection. I ask the Senator to
look at section 618, which I read:

EconoMIC ASSISTANCE TO LATIN AMERICA.—
Economic assistance to Latin America pur-
suant to chapter 2 of part I of this Act shall
be furnished in accordance with the princi-
ples of the Act of Bogotd signed on Sep-
tember 13, 1960.

There are no “ifs,” “ands,” or “buts”
about that. It ssys it “shall be” so ad~
ministered. That is a directive to the
administrator of the program to use his
best efforts to put into effect as fast as
he can and as well as he can the prinei-
ples of the Bogotd agreement.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. My
question relates to the earlier remarks of
the Senator from Alabama, If it is the
full intention of the administration that
lower interest rates shall be put into ef-
fect, what is the objection to the amend-
ment offered? The amendment only
proposes to make sure that the adminis-
tration does what it says it intends to
do.

Mr, SPARKMAN. There are certain
objections, First, it is an effort to tell
a country what the people in that coun-
try shall be able to charge in interest
rates.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; but
this amendment does not.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is true that the
Senator’'s amendment provides for money
loaned by the United States, or reloaned.
It seems to me that is a rather com-
plicated thing. Those people are not go-
ing to be lending the dollars which the
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United States loans to the country.
They will be lending the local currencies.
The Senator from Louisiana discussed
that a while ago. These people will be
making loans in local currencies, upon
which the interest will be paid, and the
repayment of the principal will be in
local currencies.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. May I go on with
that? The payment, so far as the United
States Is concerned, is to be made in
dollars.

We all know that inflation is one of
the things that most of the Latin Amer-
ican countries must fight. If there is
inflation, the person who makes loans
in the loecal currency, and who would
have to repay in dollars, may actually
lose money in making the loan. A
lender would be confronted with that
difficulty.

I think it is one of the difficulties of
the program that calls for administra-
tive effort.

I think the Senator from Delaware
will bear out my statement that in the
course of the committee hearing we did
our best to impress upon those in the
administration who will administer the
law that we expected the law to be ad-
ministered in such a way as to protect
the interests of the United States. We
have tried to write in safeguards. We
have insisted that all the influence that
we can bring to bear in a reasonable,
orderly, and proper manner to develop
the specifications of the Bogotd Agree-
ment be used in handling the loans.
I believe the best way to do so would
be to do our best to have an administra-
tion that will carry out that intent.

When President Kennedy made his
talk to representatives of the Latin
American governments at the White
House in the early part of this year—
along in February, I believe, though I
am not sure—I was present. I listened
to what the President said. His address
was published in the newspapers and
people read what he said. Representa-
tives of Latin American countries heard
what he said. The world heard what he
said. The President brought out the
essence of the Bogotd Agreement. He
said that the Latin American countries
would be expected to come up with their
part in order to justify U.S. participa-
tion in the program to the extent that
we would anticipate doing so.

Many of those in charge of the pro-
gram—for example, Mr. Labouisse, and
those associated with him—have been
impressed with the earnestness of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and I
am sure they will be so impressed with
the earnestness of the Senate and the
House of Representatives that the pro-
gram will be properly administered. I
believe we ought to give them an oppor-
tunity to execute the program. I think
that is what the proposal seeks.

The program is designed to follow in
the steps of the Marshall plan. We saw
the results obtained by following the
safe and sane policy that the late Sen-

Mr,
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ator George advocated. The Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] a mo-
ment ago referred to the statement of
Senator George. Senator George took
the same attitude; namely, that we
should not write into the law a provision
telling a country what it must do, be-
cause we cannot enforce it.

A few moments ago I said that some
of the arguments made in the Senate do
not seem to me to be very realistic, even
as applied to our own local conditions.
To illustrate, we have an interest rate
on housing. Congress set the ceiling on
the interest rate at 6 percent. I am
sure that some of those who have been
advocating imposing a ceiling on loans
in Latin America have in the past
argued that we ought to lift the ceiling
on the housing interest rate, that there
should be no ceiling, and that the rate
ought to be left in a free market to take
care of itself according to the supply of
and demand for money. I have heard
the argument made many times on the
floor of the Senate that we ought to per-
mit a free operation of interest rates.
I have never taken that attitude. I have
always taken the attitude that we ought
to be concerned with what the ceiling
should be.

Let us go into the field of savings and
loan associations. I am sorry that the
distinguished Senator from Colorado
[Mr. ArrorT]l, who knows a great deal
about savings and loan associations, is
not present., A few moments ago he ar-
gued that loans to Latin American
countries would be somewhat analogous
to what takes place with reference to
savings and loan associations.

The Home Loan Bank Board and the
various banks throughout the country
comprise a rather complex system.
Then there are the individual Federal
savings and loan associations. Through
such a system inctitutions are able to
obtain, through Government assistance,
funds which they in turn lend to people
for homes. They are not bound to
charge merely the interest rate that the
Government charges with a certain
override, whatever it may be. I do not
know what interest rate the savings and
loan associations average throughout the
country, but I am sure it would rise
above 6 percent when all the charges
are counted.

I am also thinking about the bill
sponsored by the distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Dovucras]l, the so-
called fruth-in-lending bill, on which
hearings are either being held or have
been held, with respect to the lenders
showing the true interest rates.

A great outery against high interest
rates has arisen cver the country. I wish
to hear what those who have spoken
about interest rates with respect to
countries that are in poverty and misery
have to say when the bill of the Senator
from TIllinois is considered by the Sen-
ate. As the Senator from Illinois has
pointed out with respect to loans which
would be covered by his bill, when all
the charges have been added and the
amortization is worked out, sometimes
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the interest rate will run to 10, 12, 15,
and 20 percent in this country.

Let us watch the opposition to the bill
of the Senator from Illinois when it
comes up and see what kind of an out-
cry is made about regulating interest
rates in this country.

I believe the administration will carry
out the law. The proposal which the
committee chairman has offered is prac-
tically the language that Congress wrote
into the act appropriating money to
make loans through the Latin American
Development Loan Fund. As I under-
stand, he has merely lifted that language
out. The amendment that I believe was
proposed to that bill was voted down
after a motion of the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, the Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. HavbpEn], to
write the language into the law. The
vote was 41 to 26. The amendment was
rejected, and the language that is pro-
posed in the bill was adopted by that
vote, It was written into the law and is
in the law today. What we seek to do
is to incorporate in the pending bill the
same language that is already in the law
governing Latin American loans,

(At this point Mr. MeTcaLF took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

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

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. 1 sincerely hope
that if the debate on interest rates has
no other purpose, it will at least empha-
size to the administrators of the pro-
gram that they must be tough in try-
ing to exact the conditions stated,

I am fearful that they will not. On
the contrary, I believe we are almost
guaranteeing, by the language, that
there will be no change. We would, in
effect, say that whatever we may seek
to achieve, the customs of the country
will not be disturbed. There are large
land holdings. We hope they will be
broken up. But if we had another
amendment similar to the one before
the Senate, we would provide that the
customs of the country with regard to
land holdings must not be breached.
We would say, “We hope you will be
agreeable and change, but we do not
expect you to do so.”

I am fearful that unless we insert
stronger language into the bill our for-
eign aid administrators will not be per-
suasive. They will have supporting
them the history of this debate on this
provision in the bill, which states in
effect, “What is now will continue to
be.” We are going down into the Latin
American countries for the very purpose
of trying to change what is there into
something better.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I do not agree
that we would suggest that what is will
continue to be. We are saying to the
Latin American countries, “Try to do
your best to hold down the interest rates
and make certain that the interest rates
are not excessive. You are charged
with the responsibility of seeing effec-
tuated, as expeditiously as it can prop-
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erly be done, the specifications of the
Bogota Agreement.”

I believe that what we ought to do is
insist upon the administration of the
act with that in mind, and that we
ought to do all we can to get them to
press on these things, not unduly, be-
cause I do believe in the sovereign rights
of the countries concerned. I would not
favor an amendment, as much as I be-
lieve in land reform in these countries,
which would say that no country could
get any of this money unless it takes the
great land holdings of the aristocracy
and breaks them up into little chunks.
That is a matter for these countries to
work out themselves, as to how the land
reforms should be made. We should
press for land reform. We should press
for tax reform. We should press for
low interest rates.

I make this suggestion: If we are
able to do what we hope we will be able
to do in these programs, these things
will come about just as the reforms
came about in Western Europe. They
came about because of what we advo-
cated and because of what we charged
the administration to do with reference
to those reforms.

It is presently anticipated that up to
5 percent of development loan funds
may be used to make seed capital avail-
able to development banks, savings and
loan associations, and the like, which
will, in turn, make loans repayable in
local currencies, with the Government
guaranteeing their conversion into dol-
lars for repayment to the United States.
The support of such institutions is very
worth while since they mobilize local
savings to be used for the economic and
social development of the community.
In order to operate and expand, however,
these institutions must attract savings
from local citizens by paying competi-
tive interest rates of from 5 percent to
10 percent, or even more, depending
upon the local conditions. The rate of
interest paid the depositors determines
the interest rates to the borrowers, be-
cause these institutions need at least 3
percent to cover their expenses. There-
fore, the interest rate to borrowers on
locally invested money must range from
8 percent to 13 percent or more. By
combining U.S. loan funds obtainable on
lower rates with these resources, the rate
charged is normally lower although it
will often need to exceed 8 percent. It
should be noted, however, that these
are generally relatively low rates where
these institutions now exist or are con-
templated.

Furthermore, reloans of development
loan funds will have to be protected
against the incursions of inflation in
those countries where inflation is oc-
curring. Typically, a development bank
or savings and loan association relend-
ing funds would protect itself by includ-
ing an inflation allowance in the interest
rate. While it is theoretically pos-
sible to allow for inflation through use
of some kind of maintenance-of-value
clause in the reloaning terms to the ul-
timate borrowers, in many countries
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such clauses are not permitted by law;
and, even where they might be lawful,
their administration is a multitude of
loan contracts with small borrowers
would be inordinately difficult. Accord-
ingly, in those countries where inflation
is serious, some provision for devalua-
tion of currency must be made. To wait
until inflation is checked, on the other
hand, would be to refuse encouragement
to make the hard decisions to help the
ordinary people and make the neces-
sary financial reforms.

For these reasons, the executive branch
considers the amendment a harmful re-
strietion on the use of development loan
funds.

If we can get them to start savings
and loan associations and savings banks,
and institutions of that kind, that will
help these little people, and all of this
will have a tremendous effect in bringing
about what the Senator from Alaska and
I and all of us want to bring about.

Mr. GRUENING. I only hope the
optimism of the Senator from Alabama
is justified and that the program will
succeed as he visualizes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is what we
are working for.

TUNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO LIMIT
DEBATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
allotted for debate on this amendment
be limited to 20 minutes, 10 minutes to
be under the control of the Senator from
Delaware and 10 minutes under the con-
trol of the Senator from Alabama. That
is with reference to the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware.
just this amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And on all amend-
ments thereto.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There
can be no amendments to the pending
amendment, because such an amend-
ment would be in the third degree.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct;
on this amendment only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
not need 10 minutes. I yield myself 3
minutes. I merely wish to point out
that what we propose to do under the
amendment is not to tell the countries
what they should or should not do with
their interest rates in the lending of
their own money. We do say that when
we furnish American taxpayers’ money,
it shall not be reloaned in those coun-
tries at an interest rate in excess of 8
percent per annum.

thrta.inIy there is nothing wrong with
that.

The substitute offered by the Senator
from Arkansas represents an extension
of existing law which is ineffective. I
previously offered an identical amend-
ment to the Latin American aid appro-
priations bill, and the Senate unani-
mously adopted that amendment. It
was supported by the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations and I

On
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believe also by the Senator from Ala-
bama. That was the first time. Later,
it is true, when it got into conference,
after the State Department and the
Treasury Department had offered an- -
other version, the Senate adopted the

form of the amendment which is now
before us in the Fulbright amendment.

That amendment, in my opinion, does
nothing.

There is a precedent for what I pro-
pose. In our own country, the U.S. Gov-
ernment guarantees mortgages on VA
and FHA loans, and the interest cate on
those loans cannot exceed a certain fig-
ure. Certainly if we can put a restric-
tion on the American people we can put
similar restrictions on the people of
other countries when it involves our own
money.

We must make sure that the money

we lend to those countries goes to help
the masses of the people in those coun-
tries. I call attention to an example of
what could happen under the Fulbright
proposal.
Under the Development Loan Fund a
loan was negotiated recently by the
International Products Corp., of Para-
guay. The loan amounts to $2,600,000,
and the interest rate is 51 percent.
This company owns 2.4 million acres
of land with forests and a ranch of
568,000 fenced acres supporting a herd
of 65,000 head of cattle, oxen, and horses.
Here is a company which owns 2.4 million
acres of land, 568,000 acres of which are
fenced. They were able to borrow
money direct from the Development Loan
Fund at 5% percent, which agency in
turn was financed by the U.S. Govern-
ment. They were big enough to come to
us direct.

Under the Fulbright amendment a
small farmer in the same country who is
trying to buy a farm in that country
would have to go through a bank of that
country. Under that setup we would
furnish money to the banks at little or
no interest, and they in turn could charge
this farmer 12 percent. In some cases
these charges would be 15 or 18 percent.
Or it may be, as the Senator from Alaska
has pointed out, as high as 3 percent a
month. How can that be justified?

If we want to make sure that the
money which we put up for this program
goes to the benefit of the people of those
countries we should adopt the amend-
ment which I have offered today. What
we must decide is whether we are more
interested in protecting the loan prac-
tices of the moneylenders in those coun-
tries than we are in protecting the bor-
rowers. I believe the borrowers need the
protection. Simply stated, that is the
question before us.

Mr, President, I am ready to vote. I
am willing to yield back the remainder
of my time, if the Senator from Alabama
is ready to yield back the remainder of
his time.

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield back the
remainder of the time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Al
time for debate on the amendment has
been yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment in the nature
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of a substitute offered by the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. ForeriGHT]. The
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
pEN] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Caavez] is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTEE] would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] is paired with the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Maryland would vote
“nay—”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DirgsEN] is
necessarily absent, and his pair has been
previously announced.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] is detained on official business.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT-
LER] is absent because of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. ButLER] is paired with the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from New Mexico would vote
“yea."”

Mr. MANSFIELD. On this vote I
have a pair with the senior Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirkseEN]. If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote “nay”; if
I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 45, as follows:

[No. 142]
YEAS—48
Anderson Humphrey Moss
Bartlett Jackson Muskie
Bible Jordan Neuberger
Burdick Eefauver Pastore
Byrd, W. Va. Kerr Pell
Church Long, Mo. Randolph
Dodd Long, Hawall Saltonstall
Ellender Long, La. Smathers
Engle Magnuson Bmith, Mass
MeCarthy Sparkman
Fulbright McClellan Stennis
Gore McGee Symington
Hart McNamara Tal
Hickey Metealfl Wiley
Monroney Willlams, N.J.
Holland Young, Ohio
NAYS—45
Alken Cooper Miller
Allott Cotton Morton
Beall Curtis Mundt
Bennett Douglas Prouty
Boggs Dworshak Proxmire
Bridges Eastland Robertson
Bush Fong Russell
Byrd, Va. Goldwater Schoeppel
Cannon Gruening Scott
Capehart Hickenlooper Smith, Maine
Carlson Hruska Thurmond
Carroll Johnston Tower
Case, N.J. Eeating Williams, Del,
Case, S. Dak Euchel Yarborough
Lausche Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—T
Butler Hartke Mansfleld
Chavez Hayden
Dirksen Javits

So Mr. FuLeriGHT’Ss amendment (in the
nature of a substitute for the amend-
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ment of Mr. WinLiams of Delaware and
Mr. CooPER) was agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which my amend-
ment to the Williams amendment was
agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table the motion to reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the adoption of the Fulbright
amendment to my amendment has, to
all effects and purposes, destroyed any
possibility of affecting or determining
the interest rate to be charged by those
who borrow money from our country.
Therefore, I think my amendment, as
now amended, might just as well be
omitted from the bill; I do not think it
is now worth putting it in. Therefore,
Mr. President, I wish to withdraw my
amendment as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani-
mous consent will be required for that
purpose.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
my amendment as amended may now be
withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.
Without objection, the amendment as
amended is withdrawn.

Mr. BRIDGES obtained the floor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from New
Hampshire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wish
to inquire whether I correctly under-
stand that now that my amendment as
amended has been withdrawn, and has
not been voted on, it can be offered at a
later time, either in the same form or
in some other form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator can reoffer the amendment if,
as reoffered, there is a substantial
change in it. The identical amendment
could not be reoffered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
my understanding.

Mr. President, if I may have the per-
mission of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, I wish to yield now to the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Coorer], who has
an amendment to submit.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire has the
floor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield, so
that the Senator from Kentucky may
propose a substitute amendment, and
have it read for the information of the
Senate?

Mr. BRIDGES. T am willing to yield
in order to have the amendment sub-
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mitted, but with the understanding that
a speech will not be made on it.

Mr, COOPER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Delaware and I wish to sub-
mit an amendment which goes to this
subject; and I wish to have the amend-
ment read at this time, so that Mem-
bers of the Senate will know what we
have offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
for that purpose?

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I do
not wish to lose the floor. Inasmuch as
I now have the floor, I call up my amend-
ment identified as “8-11-61-A,” and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from New Hampshire will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 8,
line 24, after the word “REeports” it is
proposed to add: “anp AupriTs”.

On page 9, line 9, after the sentence, it

is proposed to insert the following:
The reports and underlylng transactions
shall be subject to audit as provided in sec-
tions 105 and 106 of the Government Corpo-
ration Control Act, as amended (31 U.S.C.
850-851).

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield, so
that I may send my amendment to the
desk?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire,

Mr. President, the Senator from Dela-
ware and I are going to pursue the issue
we have raised today. For that reason,
we have another amendment; and I now
ask that the amendment be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be re-
ceived and will be printed.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I wish
to modify my amendment by substitut-
ing a comma for the colon in line 7,
striking out the quotation marks, and
adding the following:
except that the General Accounting Office
may modify the January 15 reporting date
required by section 106 and submit the an-

nual audit reports to the Congress as soon as
practicable.

And on page 83, in line 18, substitute
a period for the comma, and strike out
the remainder of the sentence.

As thus modified, Mr. President, this
amendment provides, under the statutes,
for what other legislation of this type
provides—namely, for an annual audit.
ngh a provision was omitted from the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from New
Hampshire, as modified, will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 8,
line 24, after the word “Reports” it is
proposed to add: “and audits”.

On page 9, line 9, after the sentence
insert the following: “The reports and
underlying transactions shall be subject
to audit as provided in sections 105 and
106 of the Government Corporation Con-
trol Act, as amended (31 U.S.C. 850-851),
except that the General Accounting Of-
fice may modify the January 15 report-
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ing date required by section 106 and sub-

mit the annual audit reports to the

Congress as soon as practicable.”

Also, on page 83, line 18, substitute a
period for the comma and strike out the
balance of the sentence.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I
move the adoption of my amendment,
as modified.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, let
me ask whether the Senator from New
Hampshire wishes to speak on his
amendment. I am prepared to accept
it.

Mr. BRIDGES. Very well. In that
case, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp, as a part of my remarks, a
statement I had prepared in connection
with my amendment.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRIDGES, REPUBLICAN,
oFf NEw HAMPSHIRE, IN EXPLANATION OF
AMENDMENT oN PAGE 8, LINE 24, AND ON
Pace 9, Line 9, PROVIDING FOR AUDITS IN
AccorpANCE WIrH SecTroNs 105 anp 106
OF THE GOVERNMENT CORPORATION CoN-
TROL ACT
Mr. President, I am appalled at the ex-

tent to which the provisions of this bill

strip away the prerogatives of the Congress—
particularly the appropriations functions of
the Congress. I have always supported the
idea of foreign aid. But I have always
voted for amendments and provisions in the
various bills to try and insure sensible man-
agement. That the efforts of the Congress
to insure proper management have so often
failed is evidenced by the frequent “foreign
aild scandals.” These have become so nu-
merous that many people around the coun-
try have reached the conclusion that it may
be necessary to burn down the barn to be
rid of the rodents. I predict that many

Members who will seek reelection next year

will encounter this attitude on the part of

the electorate.

Mr. President, I wish to explain this move-
ment. It is aimed at making the auditing
provisions of the Government Corporation
Control Act applicable to the entire
spectrum of development loan activities.
I simply cannot comprehend why those
who drafted this legislation would provide,
as they have in section 203(b) that sections
102, 103, and 104 of this act are to be ap-
plied to foreign ald under the development
loans—the sections which require that a
budget be submitted—but have practically
ignored sections 1056 and 108 of the act,
which relate to auditing the programs.

I note that subsection 635(f) (5) requires
an Integral set of accounts to be maintained
and audited in accordance with the prinei-
ples of the Government Corporation Control
Act, but this does not, in my opinion, re-
quire the annual audit specified In sections
105 and 106 of the Control Act. My amend-
ment will require such audits to be made
annually. I prefer to believe that this omis-
slon was a misadvertence. Consequently, I
regard this amendment as a technical
amendment, it merely assures the Congress
and the American people that the develop-
ment loan programs—where the Congress
has relinquished its appropriation controls—
will be subject to the annual scrutiny and
review of the auditing procedures of the
GAO.

This amendment makes the intent of the
Congress clear and specific by making ap-
plicable sections 1056 and 106 of the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act; that is,
that all of the information, papers, records,
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reports, files, etc., that the Comptroller Gen-
eral deems to be necessary in the effective
performance of his responsibilities be fur-
nished at the request of the Comptroller
General or his duly accredited employees.
This should prevent the difficulties that the
Comptroller General has experienced in the
past in getting all of the data necessary for
effectively reviewing foreign operations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, as modified. Without objection,
the amendment as modified is agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President, I
now call up my amendment identified
as “8-11-61-E,” and ask to have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEeuBERGER in the chair). The amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro-
posed, on page 37, line 10, after “(b)"”
to strike out the entire first sentence of
the section.

On page 37, line 16, after the word
“order’ to insert ‘““‘under subsection (a)
of this section.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator wish the amendments to be
considered en bloc?

Mr. BRIDGES, Yes.

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, the
amendments will be considered en bloc.

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President,
this section of the bill, 510(b), gives the
Department of Defense a blank check
in the amount of $200 million on the
Treasury of the United States. With ap-
propriations totaling nearly $50 billion,
it simply is not necessary to have an ad-
ditional blank check for $200 million.
Section 510 authorizes the President to
furnish from the untold billions in De-
fense stocks up to the amount of $200
million in any fiscal year to foreign
countries and, in effect, commits the
Congress in advance to reimburse the
Defense Department for such trans-
actions.

I can see no necessity for such loose
fiscal practices. What if the Congress
refuses to reimburse the Defense Depart-
ment by appropriation? The answer is
that the Treasury simply makes good.
Why are we requested to follow such
procedures? Are there indications that
the Congress is growing cool toward this
program?

There are ample stocks in the Defense
Establishment to permit the President
to commit $200 million in goods or serv-
ices in cases of dire necessity. There
are ample opportunities to reimburse De-
fense in the numerous supplemental re-
quests for appropriations, This is only
another device to preclude congressional
review of this program. It is not neces-
sary. My amendment simply restores to
the Congress the right to review the nec-
essity of replenishing Defense stocks on
which the President may have drawn in
an emergency. It would have no effect
whatever on the freedom of the Presi-
dent to react to an emergency situation.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President,
I have no objection to the amendments,
They are perfectly agreeable.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing, en bloe, to the
amendments of the Senator from New
Hampshire.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President, I
now call up my amendment, which I of-
fer for myself and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Muwprl, identified
as “8-14-61—E,” and ask to have it
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Hampshire for himself and the
Senator from South Dakota will be
stated.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed,
on page 24, line 2, to delete the period,
substitute in lieu thereof a semicolon,
and add the following language:

Provided, That no part of any of the funds
authorized herein shall be available to make
voluntary contributions to any organization

of which the People’s Republic of China is a
member,

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President,
this is a very simple and forthright
amendment. It is intended to support
and give additional meaning—practical
meaning—to the announced policy of our
Government, reiterated time and again
by votes of the Congress, and fully sup-
ported by President Kennedy, as it was
by President Eisenhower. This amend-
ment would serve to strengthen the hand
of our Ambassador to the United Nations
when he and his cohorts endeavor once
again this autumn to fight off those who
favor seating Red China in the U.N.

This is a practical ammendment. It
provides that funds authorized in this
act shall not be used to pay voluntary
contributions to specialized U.N. activi-
ties if Red China is a member. I would
hope the administration would withhold
such voluntary contributions in any case,
but this amendment would strengthen
its position.

This amendment has nothing to do
with our “dues” as a member of any
international organization. The funds
for our annual, regular, or special as-
sessments are furnished in the State-
Justice appropriation bill. The funds for
voluntary contributions to the U.N. and
to other international activities are au-
thorized in the pending measure.

I believe this amendment puts mem-
bers of the U.N. on notice that, if they
persist in efforts to seat Red China in
opposition to the policy of the United
States, they can no longer expect the
American taxpayer to finance the activi-
ties of the UN.—in amounts ranging
anywhere from 40 to 100 percent of the
cost of such activities by voluntary con-
tributions—no matter how desirable
they may be.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that a statement and an at-
tached table of contributions be inserted
at this point in the REcorb.

Madam President, my amendment per-
tains only to voluntary contributions as
set forth in the attached table.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
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U.S. contributions to internalional organizations and programs, fiscal year 1961

Total assess- | U.S. | U.8. contrl- Total assess- | U.8. | U.8. contri-
ment per- bution ment per- bution
cent cent
A. United Nations and specialized agencles: F, Other international organizations—Con,
United Nat i 2 32.51 | 1§19,269,331 International Council of Scientific
Food and Agriculture Organization 32,51 12,000,210 Unions and its associated unions___ .. $167,803 | 15,52 §20, 043
Intergovernmental Maritime Co International Criminal Police Com-
tative Organization... ... 17.20 ¥ 40,813 issi e ala 2 185,233 504 11, 000
Iniemaﬁnnal Civil Aviation International Hydrographic Bureau. ___ 124, 669 8.02 9,997
........................... 32. 95 41, 395, 000 Int\’mational Lead and Zine Study
Iul.ermatlonn! Labor Organization. __._. 9,008,900 | 25 00 1,975, 364 e R A SR LB RS 50,000 | 11.65 5, 825
International Telecommunication Union. 2,868, 657 | 10.39 0 326, 456 Inu:mational North Pacific Fisheries
United Nations Educational, Scientific Commission .. . -c.oomaoooronnanaae 48,600 | 33.33 16, 762
and Cultural Orgnmzutmn. R 30, 74 73,832,952 International Rubber Study Group..._ 42,840 | 12.91 5, 530
Universal Postal Union__.__ 4,29 26,145 International Seed Testing Association_ 13, 000 6.92
World Health Organization. . . 3L.71 5, 355, 110 International Bugar Coumeil. .. ________ 62,400 | 12.25 20, 000
World Met logical Or jzation. ... 19.03 £117,897 International Union of Official Travel
rganizations. ______ Sk 43,608 | 4.58 2, 000
Bubtotal:.....ceeiaeccainciaianaaaa] (114,799, 428°| 30,81 35, 338, 278 International Union for the Protection
of Industrial Property_ ... ... 130, 744 4.98 017, 500
B. United Nations Emergency Force..........| 20,000,000 | 48.48 9 3, 200, 000 International Whaling Commission.._.. 8,873 6. 70 561
C. United Nations operations in the Congo__..| 60,000,000 | 49.94 | 10 2, 962, 833 I ntematmnnl Wheat Couneil. . [ 134,400 | 16.95 22, 863
1 rgm'!lumemary Union 2L 136,198 | 15.42 21, 000
D. lnter American organizations: \Tort Pacific Fur Seal Commission. 7,600 | 25.00 1,900
Pan Amerfean Unfon. . _.__........_.. 8,323,382 | 66.00 5, 403, 432 Permanent International Association
Exchange of Frequency Notifications._. 19, 33.78 6, 419 of Navigation Congresses____________ 9,200 | 16.30 1, 500
Inter-American Children’s Institute_.__ 80,000 | 40,00 a2, 000
Inter-American Indian Institute. ... .. 27,600 | 17.39 4, 800 BItOtaIMIL L . i 7,860,406 | 27.07 2,140, 503
Inter-American Institute of Agricul-
tural Sclences. _._...... X 337,135 | 66.79 225, 177 Total assessed budgets. ..-....c.._. 224,207,191 17 39. 20 80,984, 412
Inl.er-Ameriean Tropiml Tuna Com- : G. Special prog'mms financed by voluntary
O N N e 373,821 | 99.70 372, 700 contributions; 18
Pa.n American Health Organization____ 4, 000, 000 | 66,00 2, 640, 000 Central 'Treuw Orgmiz.atian multilat-
Pan Amerfcan Institute of Geography eral t 150,000 | 33.33 50, 000
and History. . 125,000 | 39.02 48,780 In uargovemmcmaf Committee for
Pan American R European Migration... ... ... 22,628,830 | 40.00 9,051, 532
ciation 11,914 | 41.97 5, 000 Internationnl Momic E
Postal Uninn of the Americas and Spain_ 14,778 8.16 1, 206 rating 1,280,000 | 50.00 G40, 000
) Ban| on T Inttiema!ti{;lﬁal CiviltAwm,lon Orgfmim- S - 2
SBabtotal . e . , 820, jon, joint support program._._________ 125, 545 . 66 1
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, % 5
E. Other re organizations: selence Program..... ... cooeooeooan 3,100,000 | 42.99 181, 327, 600
Caribbean Commission____._...... 275,243 | 38,40 1 112,200 Organization of Amcricnn States, tech-
Central Treaty Organization.__. afl 650, 357 | 20,00 12 88, 441 nical cooperation program. ... _____ 2,000,000 | 70,00 1, 400, 000
Coloml il Technical Pan American He&lth Organization,
Cooperation in South and Southeast water supply program._ 125,000 | 100. 00 125, 000
Asia 122,777 5. 56 6, 830 Pan American Health Organlmtion,
I\sorth ‘Atlantic Tm\ty Orgmiiz.aticn. malaria eradication program_.__._____ 1, 500,000 | 100. 00 1, 500, 000
civilian headquarters..._._.._ 5,500,000 | 24.20 13 1, 006, 000 United Nations Children’s Fund_______ 26, 086,956 | 46.00 12, 000, 0600
North Atlantic Treaty Organimtion United Nations economic aid to the
Parliamentary Conference____________ 112,000 | 24.20 27,219 IR i L U R Y S e 24,000,000 | 62,50 15, 000, 000
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization. . __ 1,006,980 | 25 00 1 202, 608 United Nations Educational, Scientific,
South Pacific Commission.____________ 558, 370 12, 50 69, 797 and Cultaral Orgnn.lmtian, aid to
Gungn -------------------------------- 1,000,000 | 100.00 1, 000, 000
BORbaRAl i T 8,815,727 | 23.39 1, 513, 284 Uni Nations expanded technical
assistance program. ................| 44,532,041 | 40.00 17,812,817
F. Other international organizations: United Nations ngh Commiissioner
Central Commission for Navigation for Refugees program.__._ 3,000,000 | 33.33 1, 300, 000
00, 000 14. 20 13, 200 United ations Rellef and. Works
v 70,000 | 20.25 14,176 Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
International Atomic Energy Agency___ 5,843,000 | 32.51 1, 899, 560 Dleamamaptesc-. == =i o 33,571,429 | 70.00 | % 23, 500,000
International B of E ion 102, 041 2.45 2, 500 United Nations Special Fund_ ___ a 47,020,673 40,00 18, 811, 869
International Bureau for the Perma- World Health Organization, comm
nent Court of Arbitration_____..__.__ 28,170 4.14 1,167 ity water supply program. ............ 175,000 | 100.00 175, 000
International Burean for th World Health Organization, malaria
tion of Customs Tarifls_.._____.______ 162, 648 5. 32 8, 658 eradication 4,379,242 (2 01,34 4,000, 000
International Burean of Weights and World llea]t.
T TSRS SRR SRS S 134,971 | 10.89 514,211 research project 500,000 | 100.00 500, 000
International Commission for North-
west Atlantic Fisheries. ... _.... 51,404 | 10.40 5, 650 Total special programs. ___._____._._ 218,083,716 | 50.00 109, 036, 809
International Cotton Advisory Com-
P L R AR SR SR 116,354 | 15.47 18, 000 dan el S SFE S GR el 442,380,007 | 44.53 190, 021, 221
1 The United States paid an advance to the working capital fund of $316,001, 11 Of the amount shown, $33 was contributed toward the fiseal period 1960

2 Of this amount, $1,399,210 was contributed toward the 1960 budget and $1,600,000 budget and §78,368 toward e flacal period 1961 budget.

was contributed toward the 1961 budget.
3 The United States received a credit of $3,279,

2 The United States received credits totaling $41,630.
1 The United States received a credit of 3325,000 from miseellancous income and

of prior year adjustments of $6,096 and a working capital fund advance V.8, nationals loaned to NATO.
of 884.93“. the U.8. contribution amounted to $1,354,621 for calendar year 1860, Of 1 The United States received a credit of $71,547 from prior year surplusesand U8,
the amount shown, $679,000 was contributed toward the 1960 budget and $716,000 was naﬁtmn!s loaned to SEATO,

contributed wwnrd the 1961 budget.
& The United States received a erel.lil of $275,613.

¢ The United States will contribute an estimated $26,456 for extraordinary expenses,

i.e., cost of meetings, ete.
1 The United States received a eredit of $150,264.
8 The United States received a credit of $8,854,

The United States received adjustments of $401.
1‘ The United States was assessed $7,000 and also contributed $10,500 of prior years

arrearages.
1 The percentage shown includes the U.8. voluntary contributions to UNEF and
ONUC. Excluding these contributions, the U.8, percent of assessed budgets is 31.44.

15 U.8, contributions to l.imm élrogrnms represent contributions made to the cor-
¥ The 1.8, eont.rihatmn to the calendar year 1960 cost of UNEF totaled $9,607,064 responding calendar year, i.e., fiscal year 1961 contributions are made to the
ingluding an assessment of $6,497,064, which was paid from fiscal year 1060 nmds. ‘and calendar year 1961 programs. Consequently total contributions and U8, contribu-
a volmta‘;y oontributlon of $3,200,000, which was paid from fiscal year 1961 funds, tions are estimates at this time.
tes was assessed $15,745,211 for expenses incurred by the Secretary 1% The U8, share is $1,332,600, but was reduced by $5,000 because of credits.

‘General for the Umted Nations Opemtions in the Congo from July 14 to Dec. 81, . * Includes $6,500,000 contributed in kind, principally Public Law 480 commodi-

lﬂeo The United States also made a voluntary contribution of $3,900,000 and waived

the cost of the initial airlift totaling $10,317,622.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President,
may I ask a question of the sponsor of
the amendment? I am not clear that
there is any organization to which Red
China belongs.

- Mr. BRIDGES. This is a preventive
measure, in case Red China should nuz-
zle her nose under the tent in some way.

ies
n Pemantage shown is the percentage of total U.8, contributions to total govern-
ment contributions since the beginning of the program.

It is preventive action, rather than The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
something to take effect at the present amendment offered by the Senator from
tlmgi and I think it is a wholesome pre- 71guisiana will be stated.

ventive.

The PRESIDING' OFFICERI The' ' oo Seisuiin GLERs. 1¢ Ie proposed,
question is on agreeing to the amend- page 6, line 12, to strike out “$1,900,-
ment 000,000”, and insert in lieu thereof

The amendment was agreed to. “$1,700,000,000".

Mr, ELLENDER. Madam President, I The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
offer an amendment, which I send to duestion is on agreeing to the amend-
the desk and ask to have it stated. ment of the Senator from Louisiana.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President,
may I ask the Senator from Louisiana
if this is a new amendment?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; Ihave justsent
it to the desk.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to see
the amendment. I have a list of several
amendments. I thought it was one of
those.

Mr. ELLENDER. No, it is not in-
cluded in that list. The amendment is
a very simple one. It reduces by $200
million the amount to be made avail-
able to the Development Loan Fund, for
the fiscal years 1963 through 1966. It
will be recalled that on yesterday the
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr,
LavuscrE] offered an amendment which
would have reduced the amount avail-
able to the DLF for each of the next 4
fiscal years from $1.9 hillion to $1.6 bil-
lion. As I stated during the debate at
that time, I had considered offering a
similar amendment. Since the amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio lost by
a vote of 46 to 46, I am now offering
this amendment in the hope that we can
reduce the borrowing authority of the
DLF during each of the next 4 fiscal years
from $1.9 billion to $1.7 billion.

It is not my purpose at this time to
repeat the many arguments made by
Senators who favored the amendment
on yesterday. I do wish to point out,
however, that the DLF program now on
the statute books was inaugurated in
1957. As the record shows, over $2 bil-
lion was made available to the DLF since
that time. Yet, during this period of 3
years, only $1.675 billion was obligated.
This leaves $325 million unobligated and
available for commitment. This clearly
shows the justification of my amend-
ment. Since the administrators of the
DLF were only able to obligate over a
3-year period less than $1.7 billion, the
amount of $1.7 billion for each fiscal
year 1963 through 1966, which would
be available if my amendment was
adopted, should be more than ample.

In substance, this is the burden of my
argument. I am very hopeful that the
amendment will be accepted by the
chairman of the committee. As I said,
the vote on yesterday was 46 to 46. I
have simply decreased by $100 million
the amount sought to be taken away
annually from the DLF's borrowing au-
thority by the amendment which was
offered by the Senator from Ohio yes-
terday.

On this amendment I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Madam President, I
shall support the amendment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana.

Fifteen years ago the Congress en-
acted aid for foreign nations, wartime
allies, to rebuild their wartorn home-
lands. America, typically generous,
launched into a 5-year program to ac-
complish this great humanitarian en-
deavor. From the outset, I was opposed
to foreign economic aid. One of my deep
concerns was that there is little likeli-
hood of ever living up to the ideal of a
temporary Federal program. I then
stated that it would never come to an
end. It just does not work, and foreign
aid is one of the many examples where
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proponents have sold a majority of the
Congress on an alleged temporary pro-
gram which now, by all reckoning, ap-
pears to be permanent,

We have undergone a transition
whereby foreign aid has assumed the
character of a permanent and indis-
pensable part of U.S. foreign policy.

A recently prepared summary states
we have spent $84.1 billion on foreign
aid in the past 15 years. Many of the
nations whom we have assisted hand-
somely are today rated in better eco-
nomic posture than is the United States.
I am told that the combined national
debts of all the nations we aid is now
less than half the amount of the na-
tional debt of the United States.

Some months ago I saw a summary of
India’s current budget. In it, as a part
of the budget, is included that amount
which will be received under foreign aid.
This raises the question whether aid
stultifies maximum local effort.

More recently I received a copy of the
sixth annual report of the Australian
commonwealth entitled “The Australian
Economy, 1961,” and I would like to read
a portion of it, under the heading of
“Trends abroad’:

In the United EKingdom the rapid expan-
sion of demand and output that character-
ized 1959 extended into the early months
of 1060; but after the first quarter of the
year there was a marked change of trend.
Fixed Investment continued to rise and Gov-
ernment purchases apparently also increased
by a small amount; but exports fell and
consumer spending leveled off. Investment
in stocks continued at a high rate through-
out the year; but there was no net rise in
industrial production in the last three-quar-
ters of the year. The small increase in total
demand after the first quarter was met by
imports, which continued to rise throughout
the year.

In the other principal Western European
countries economic expansion continued
over 1860, as a whole, at a faster rate than
in 1958. Most of the Western European
economies were very fully employed and in
Western Germany, in particular, the shortage
of labor became acute. This increased pres-
sure on available resources no doubt played
a part in the slackening of the rate of growth
that occurred in the second half of 1960.
But 1960 was for Western Europe, generally,
a highly prosperous year.

Japan, whose economy is now of great and
growing importance to Australia, continued
in 1960 to achleve a higher rate of growth
than any other industrialized country. Over
the year, industrial production was esti-
mated to have increased by no less than 25
percent. Imports also rose by 25 percent,
but this was more than matched by the
growth In exports and Japan's balance-of-
payments position was further strengthened.

With the notable exception of the United
Btates, all the major industrial countries
added to theilr monetary reserves in 1960.

With an increase in exports and a slight
fall in imports, the U.S. surplus on cur-
rent account rose substantially; but T.S.
Government expenditures abroad, foreign
ald and the net outflow of private invest-
ment more than offset the current sur-
plus. The overall U.S. balance-of-payments
deficit for the year was $3.8 billion. Never-
theless, the United States at the end of 1960,
with gold holdings amounting to £17.8 bil-
lion, remained in a strong position.

Let me repeat the phrase—

With the notable exception of the United
States, all the major Iindustrial countries
added to their monetary reserves in 1960.
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Let me also repeat—
but U.B. Government expenditures abroad,
foreign ald and the net outflow of private
investment more than offset the current
surplus,

Now, who are those “major industrial
countries” whose economic stature at
the close of 1960 are stated to be better
than that of the United States? They
are:

First. France, who has received $9.4
billion in foreign aid.

Second. United Kingdom, who has re-
ceived $7.8 billion in foreign aid.

Third. Italy, who has received $5.5 bil-
lion in foreign aid.

Fourth. Germany, who has received
$4.9 billion in foreign aid.

Fifth. Japan, who has received $3.4
billion in foreign aid.

We have been wonderfully generous
with these nations; we have supported
their burgeoning economies. But, there
is never a point of satiety beyond which
we turn attention to the liquidation of
our own debt.

This report states an imbalance in
the 1960 account of the United States
from foreign aid and the net outflow of
private investment. Has this admin-
istration proposed a curtailment of aid?
Absolutely not. Has this administration
proposed a curtailment of private ex-
penditure abroad by revenue reforms
and collateral policies? Absolutely yes.
We are, therefore, willing to trade an
asset for a liability.

This is advocated, even though many
of the stanchest proponents of foreign
aid readily agree that private invest-
ment abroad brings to a foreign nation
a more durable and elevating economic
and social benefit than does foreign aid.

The alteration of economic law in
this great Nation, during the past 25
years, completely defies the absolutes of
arithmetic which I learned in a rural
Nebraska school almost a half century
ago, I learned that if you had a dollar
to spend, when it was gone you were
broke. If you borrowed more and spent
it, you would have to pay it back. True,
I come from a State where we are al-
leged to have inferior public instrue-
tion, and I may lack enlightenment into
a fourth economic dimension which
would make possible a permanent al-
teration of the old prineciple that 2 plus
2 makes 4—2 minus 2 is nothing.

I submit that Congress could today
vote a hundred billion dollars for for-
eign aid. That is an zect fully within
the possibility of our capabilities.

I also submit that with our lawful
authority, as Members of this great
body, goes a parallel responsibility.
When I look at a $290 billion national
debt, a history of years of deficit financ-
ing, and a service charge on that debt
with its fixed and third biggest item in
our annual budget—I am humbled by
the knowledge that we have no divine
direction to give away what we have not
got.

I hope this may have some impact on
my colleagues who regard opposition to
foreign aid as only a shibboleth of the
conservatives.

As we look back upon this relatively
new element of foreign policy—for 15
years is a short time in which to evoke
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a major change of such magnitude—I
am each year more distressed by what I
hear and read about it. Despite the 15-
year outlay of $84 billion, despite the
economic and military support of all the
free world—an act never before at-
tempted by any nation in the world’s
history—we seem not to be getting our
case sold to those many nations who seek
our help to stabilize the freedom we de-
sire for all mankind or to emerge into
that degree of freedom.

American travelers come home from
all corners of the globe with the routine
report, “They don’t like us.”

To the south we hear, repeatedly,
“Yankee go home.”

The “Ugly American,” whether valid
or invalid, is accepted as fact in many
areas of the free world.

The President himself, less than a
year ago, said flatly that our prestige
abroad is at low ebb.

So, 15 years of buying good will, of
molding an alliance of freemen, seems
not to have achieved its hoped-for
objective.

I realize that a wealthy and powerful
nation can reflect among less fortunate
nations the same reaction of a wealthy
relative’s regard among his poor rela-
tions. Also, I realize that we have been
generous, and I personally think profli-
gate, in an effort to erase this reaction.
Yet, an anti-United States posture now
seems to be the rallying point for the
politicans of most nations who want our
help.

Many factors undoubtedly contribute
to this strange state of affairs. Each
yvear committees of the Congress hear a
new bateh of “horror stories”—of aid
money frittered away on useless and
ludicrous projects.

The irrigation project which would not
irrigate because there is not enough
water.

The dam in the desert to catch rain-
fall where it does not rain.

The three factories built but never
operated.

The drought relief sent to a country
but much of it undistributed at the end
of the drought.

The highway built into the side of the
mountain.

More than a million dollars of high-
way equipment shipped but never
operated.

The record is so full of multimillion-
dollar mistakes that debate on this bill
allows not time for full entry.

If any Senators doubt these excesses,
I suggest they spend time with appro-
priate personnel of the Comptroller
General's staff. These excesses repre-
sent not only gross waste—they create
a shocking spectacle for less fortunate
people who are hoped to hold in esteem
this great and powerful Nation.

Another aspect of foreign aid opera-
tions which diminishes our stature is
that aid personnel is cast in a completely
neutral role in whatever country aided.
Thus, we accept a government which
may be corrupt—its corruption is fully
obvious fo its citizens. In aiding that
government our personnel and our dol-
lars become a part of that government.
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If the government is despised, we too, as
its adjunct, are equally despised.

Recently a book reached my office
written by a former employee of this
Government under our foreign aid pro-
gram. The government of his assigned
country was, he states, very corrupt.
Its annual budget was, during his
service, $90 million. Two-thirds of it was
supplied by our aid dollars—60 million
U.S. dollars. We supported a corrupt
few who got richer from our aid.
We built their political machine by
hiring, far in excess of workload, their
relatives and favored supporters. We
perpetuated an evil despised by the
populace—a populace which, this former
employee states, also despises the United
States.

This same situation is said to exist in
many other aided countries. If this be
true, are we purchasing alliance and
good will, or are we buying disrepute
and eventual opposition from a succeed-
ing government in such nations?

After these 15 years of foreign aid—
the newest and most expensive arm of
our foreign policy, we had better take
a look, here in the Congress, at its cur-
rent status.

As we measure its 15-year course, its
$84 billion expenditure, as the ma-
jority is ready to underwrite larger an-
nuval expenditure on a long-term basis,
let us pause to reflect, “How has it
fared?”

Does it measure up to the expecta-
tions of its most devout supporters?

Is it efficient? Are we getting any-
where near the degree of efficiency we
demand from Federal expenditure for
domestic projects and programs?

Does the possibility exist that support
of corrupt governments completely ne-
gates our aectivities in certain aided
countries?

Is there an effective way to help a na-
tion corrupted by its leaders without in-
terfering in the internal affairs of a
friendly nation?

Can our support be misused to create
more Castros, more pro-Communist lead-
ers?

Are the American people gaining that
degree of alliance which proponents of
this aid seek in the free world?

No nation in the history of the world
has a record to equal the humanitarian
endeavors of these United States. To a
degree, our aid has been motivated by
this noble part of America’s nature. Al-
so, it is perfectly honorable that, as we
endeavor to enlighten and uplift the less-
fortunate nations, we deserve friend-
ship and support, we deserve a bond
with them to resist together Communist
imperialism. In the Congress, we are
obligated to the American people to
achieve a real measure of success. We
cannot risk the day when our efforts will
be found wanting.

If the Congress fails this responsibil-
ity weighing heavily upon us all, we will
be as callous as the fellow who feels his
spiritual obligations are met when he
throws $10 into the collection plate every
Sunday.

Madam President, the evils of the
world are greater than those which can
be solved by Unecle Sam continually writ-
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ing checks. He is in danger of gaining
the reputation of being “Uncle Sap.”

I shall support the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Madam Presi-
dent, the colloquy as it appears in the
Recorp seems to include a number of
misunderstandings.

The statements by the able Senator
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] on page
15926, in the left column, appear to con-
vey the understanding that the $300 mil-
lion under discussion was to be from re-
payments from loans to be made out of
new development lending money,

Madam President, I bring this up be-
cause apparently we are now discussing
in principle the same item under consid-
eration at the time the amendment in
question was considered.

There seemed to be some further con-
fusion as to what the executive branch
asked for. The Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Wirriams] says, for example, at
page 15926 in the middle column that the
committee added to the bill approxi-
mately $1!'% billion over the 5-year
period—for which the President did not
ask—by increasing the borrowing au-
thority.

This confusion may have been in-
creased when the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Sparkman] said “the facts have
been pretty well stated” and when he
then spoke of the revolving fund in terms
which imply that the $300 million per
year was to be from repayments from
new loans.

The facts are:

First. The President in his letter of
May 26, 1961, transmitting the aid pro-
gram specifically asked for borrowing
authority in the amount of $900 million
in fiscal year 1962 and $1.6 billion in
each of the following 4 years. He then
said:

Additionally, repayments of previous for-
eign loans of about $300 million annually

would be made available for development
lending.

Secretary Rusk, in his statement to
the Foreign Relations Committee begin-
ning the hearings on this bill, made pre-
cisely the same statement to be found
at the bottom of page 34 in the hearings.

The full total of borrowing authority
and of repayments from past loans has
been specifically justified by the admin-
istration as more than needed, for fiscal
year 1962 and in future years.

Mr. Frank Coffin, Director of the De-
velopment Loan Fund stated this need
directly in his statement to the Foreign
Relations Committee during the hear-
ings (hearings, p. 208).

He said as to fiscal year 1962:

First, the bulk of the lending will be con-
centrated in a few countries. Second, the
total likely potential for the effective use of

funds is substantially greater than the
$1,187 million in estimated avallability.

He cited the already tentative com-
mitments to India, Pakistan, and Brazil.

Mr. Coffin added that there are at least
10 other countries, some in each of the
four major geographic areas, where need,
planning, and overall importance to our
foreign policy will result in significant
loan requests. He said further that we
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can expect proposals from some 30
other countries, many of which will un-
doubtedly meet the loan criteria.

Mr. Coffin also explained at length the
basis for the computation of need for
future years. He pointed ouf, for ex-
ample, that the whole lending program
for Latin America contemplated at the
Bogota Conference—and an even more
specific center of discussion at the cur-
rent Montevideo Conference—must be
funded out of this loan program. His
statement will be found at pages 208 and
209 in the hearings.

The comments by the able Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Aixen] that the De-
velopment Loan Fund over the past 2
years has had about $2% billion of which
only one-third has been paid out, does
not sustain his conclusion that the funds
requested by the President for the new
program will not be needed.

The important thing is that the De-
velopment Loan Fund has committed all
of the funds available to it. Everyone
knows that in development programs of
the kind for which these loans are being
made it will be some time before expen-
ditures for construction of dams, steel
mills, fertilizer plants, and many other
kinds of capital equipment will be made.

What actually happened in the com-
mittee was that the amendment strik-
ing out the availability of the $300 mil-
lion from repayments from past loans
appeared to be directed at the principle
involved—that is, the wisdom of using
repayments from old loans directly for
new loans, rather than having the re-
payments go into the Treasury from
which all funds, whatever they might
be, for new loans would be drawn. The
committee agreed to this.

At a later time the borrowing au-
thority was raised by $300 million a year
in order that the President should have
the full amount of funds he had re-
quested. The principle espoused was
therefore retained—and so were the
funds requested by the President. It was
these funds that the suggested amend-
ment of yesterday would have reduced,
by $1.5 billion.

Madam President, I thought this ought
to be clarified, because the amendment
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana has offered relates in principle to
the same situation. It involves $200
million a year instead of $300 million.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished chairman of the
committee.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am glad the
Senator has made clear this apparent
confusion about the fund. The Sena-
tor has stated the situation exactly as
I understood it to be.

One of the members of the commit-
tee believed the utilization of the repay-
ments in the nature of a revolving fund
was not a good thing in principle, and
that the money from that source should
be covered back into the Treasury in the
regular order. Therefore, the equiva-
lent amount was simply added to the
direct borrowing authority involved. I
commend the Senator from Missouri for
clarifying that point.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

If the Senator will permit, I should
like to say further, there is nothing mys-
terious about the amendment. It is a
simple amendment to cut the amount
the committee recommended we author-
ize to be borrowed from the Treasury
by $800 million over the course of the
period involved.

In my opinion, we voted on this ques-
tion the other day when the so-called
Byrd amendment was before the Sen-
ate, because involved in that amend-
ment was the borrowing authority for
a certain amount. I do not suggest that
it would not be in order to reduce the
amount, but it would be a step back-
ward and would reduce by $800 million
the amount that would be available. I
certainly hope that the Senate will not
agree to the amendment.

The amendment is an effort to mini-
mize the importance of the step that we
took the other day. To that extent it
would destroy the long-range aspect of
the program to the extent of $800 mil-
lion. The committee believes that this
is a reasonable amount to be made avail-
able. There is an upper limit. The
President does not have to use all the
money. This is the limit of the author-
jzation. If the need does not arise
within this period, the President need
not borrow the money.

I hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Louisiana will not be
agreed to.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas. I
will discuss, today or later, the effort
that is being made to reduce what the
President believes is necessary in this
field as we face up to the growing inter-
national crisis. I express my apprecia-
tion for the comments of the Senator
from Arkansas, and understand the sit-
uation exactly as he has stated it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
I merely wish to add to what I have pre-
viously stated that when the DLF was
originally created in 1957, one of the
main reasons advanced for its creation
was that it was to be used in lieu of
grant aid programs. However, the rec-
ord shows it did not work that way, for
the simple reason that grant aid has
been continued and in some cases has in-
creased.

In the bill under consideration the eco-
nomic grant aid is almost as high as it
was last year. The committee has au-
thorized $450 million for supporting as-
sistance, $380 million for development
grants, and $300 million for the Presi-
dent's contingency fund for economic
aid. These amounts aggregate $1,130
million for economic giveaway aid, and
I will have more to say about these cate-
gories of aid later on during this de-
bate.

The report by the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee in 1957 when the for-
eign aid bill was to be considered by the
Senate, states—

The main purpose of the bill Is to give
vigor, purpose, and new direction to the for-
eign aid program. Thus, the stress of the
program is shifted to development loans
repayable on manageable terms and condi-
tions but in dollars. Long-term financing
becomes avallable to the new aid agency,
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a similar structure which will include the
Development Loan Fund and the Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration. Less
emphasis is placed on and fewer funds are
granted to direct support programs.

This is the language used when the
DLF was created in 1957. The language
i%mpc-secl in the pending bill is very sim-

ar.

Since 1957 the amount appropriated
for grant aid has been reduced very lit-
tle, and I would like to point out to the
Senate that only a few weeks ago we
approved a program of which provided
for the sale of $4'2 billion of surplus
agricultural commodities. It is my
hope that this huge amount will be used,
not to supplement our aid program, but
to supplant it.

I was glad to see that the money au-
thorized in the pending bill to continue
development grants and supporting as-
sistance have been somewhat reduced,
and this is a step in the right direction.
However it is my considered judgment
that this amount can be further reduced
through the judicious use of the enor-
mous amount of surplus food which we
have on hand, and the huge amount we
are making available to the Development
Loan Fund.

In other words, we could make great
use of these surplus agricultural com-
modities which are today stored, at great
cost to the American taxpayer, all over
the country. I think this is an avenue
which should be pursued more vigorously
in the future.

I return to the proposition that my
amendment would not in any manner
interfere with the long-term program
proposed in this bill for the Development
Loan Fund. If anyone studies the man-
ner in which the present DLF program
is handled, it will be found that up to
the present time there has not been a
rapid commitment of funds. The rea-
son? Much of the available time has
been used to study the proposal before a
loan is actually made, and I believe this
procedure should be encouraged.

The interest rates charged borrowers
under the present program fluctuate
from 3'% percent to as much as 55 per-
cent. But under the proposed DLF
loan program there is no limitation of
interest rates and, in some cases, no in-
terest can be charged. But let me also
point out that under the proposed pro-
gram, repayments must be made in dol-
lars. It is my judgment that this stipu-
lation will cause quite a slowdown in the
committing of DLF funds. The admin-
istrators of the program are going to
have to look very carefully at every appli-
cation to make sure that they are able
to meet this stipulation of repayment
in dollars. This, in my judgment, will
result in a great deal less money being
committed. Therefore there is no need
for us to make this $1.9 billion available
over each of the next 4 fiscal years
to the Development Loan Fund. This
full amount will simply not be needed.

I hope the Senate will agree to my
amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER].
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Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 143]
Alken Fulbright Monroney
Allott Goldwater Morse
Anderson Gore Morton
Bartlett Gruening Moss
Beall Hart Mundt
Bennett Hartke Muskie
Bible Hayden Neuberger
Boggs Hickenlooper Pastore
Bridges Hickey Pell
Burdick Hill Prouty
Bush Holland Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Hruska Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Humphrey Robertson
Cannon Jackson Russell
Capehart Javits Saltonstall
Carlson Johnston Schoeppel
Carroll Jordan Scott
Case, N.J. Keating Smathers
Case, S. Dak EKefauver Smith, Mass.
Church Kerr Smith, Maine
Clark Kuchel Sparkman
Cooper Lausche Stennis
Cotton Long, Mo. Symington
Curtis Long, Hawail Talmadge
Dodd Long, La. Thurmond
Douglas Magnuson Tower
Dworshak Mansfield Wiley
Eastland McCarthy Williams, N.J.
Ellender McGee Williams, Del.
Engle McNamara Yarborough
Ervin Metcalf Young, N. Dak,
Fong Miller Young, Ohio

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL
in the chair). A quorum is present.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, a
number of Senators have come into the
Chamber since the close of debate on
my amendment as a result of the
quorum call, and for this reason I would
like to briefly explain it. The pending
amendment is similar to the one offered
yesterday by the distinguished Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LausceE] but which was
rejected. His amendment would have
reduced the borrowing authority of the
Development Loan Fund from $1.9 bil-
lion a year to $1.6 billion a year for the
fiscal years 1963 through 1966. It
leaves undisturbed the present amount
for the current fiscal year. The net
effect of my amendment is that the bor-
rowing authority of the Development
Loan Fund will be reduced $800 million
over the next 4 years.

I hope the Senate will agree to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana.
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. On this vote
I have a pair with the senior Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Cravez]. If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“nay"; if I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. On this vote I
have a pair with the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Dirgsen], If he were present
and voting, he would vote “yea”; if I
were permitted to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I therefore withhold my vote.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
Lan] is absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. CrAvVEZ] is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCLELLAN] would vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is
necessarily absent, and his pair has been
previously announced.

The Senate from Maryland [Mr. BuT-
LER] is absent because of illness, and, if
present and voting, would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 43, as follows:

[No. 144]

YEAS—51
Alken Eastland Mundt
Allott Ellender Prouty
Beall Ervin Proxmire
Bennett Fong Robertson
Bible Goldwater Russell
Boggs Gruening Saltonstall
Bridges Hickenlooper Schoeppel
Bush Holland Scott
Byrd, Va. Hruska Smathers
Cannon Johnston Smith, Maine
Capehart Jordan Stennis
Carlson Eeating Talmadge
Carroll Kuchel Thurmond
Case, S.Dak. Lausche Tower
Cotton Magnuson Willlams, Del.
Curtis Miller Yarborough
Dworshak Morton Young, N. Dak.

NAYS—43
Anderson Hayden Morse
Bartlett Hickey Moss
Burdick Hill Muskie
Byrd, W. Va. Humphrey Neuberger
Casze, N.J. Jackson Pastore
Church Javits Pell
Clark Eefauver Randolph
Cooper Kerr Smith, Mass.
Dodd Long, Mo. Bparkman
Douglas Long, Hawaii Symington
Engle MceCarthy Wiley
Fulbright McGee Williams, N.J.
Gore McNamara Young, Ohio
Hart Metealf
Hartke Monroney

NOT VOTING—6

Butler Dirksen Mansfield
Chavez Long, La. McClellan

So Mr. ELLENDER's amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
of the Senator from Louisiana was
agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
to lay on the table the motion to re-
consider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table the motion to reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed fo.

Mr. CAPEHART obtained the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say that I
expect to offer an amendment, after I
make a brief statement. Does the able
Senator from Louisiana intend to offer
an amendment, also?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes,Idesireto offer
an amendment. While so many Sena-
tors are present, it will not take long to
have my amendment considered.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
vield for that purpose, although I expect
to make a statement for about 4 minutes
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and then submit an amendment. But
at this time I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I de-
sire to submit an amendment reducing
the amount authorized for military as-
sistance in the pending bill from $1.8
hillion to $1.55 billion.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
for this purpose, with the understanding
that after the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is acted on, I shall
have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
submit my amendment, and request its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 31, in
line 20, it is proposed to strike out
“$1,800,000,000”, and to insert in lieu
thereof “$1,550,000,000".

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this
amendment is identical to one I sub-
mitted yesterday, except that instead
of reducing the amount authorized for
military assistance by $500 million, this
amendment would cut it back $250 mil-
lion. I will not attempt to take the time
of the Senate to advance my reasons for
this reduction. This was dealt with at
length yesterday. The same arguments
I advanced then are applicable to this
amendment today. I hope the amend-
ment will be agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

SUPPORT FOR FREEDOM

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President,
several days ago I presented in some de-
tail to the Senate why it appeared im-
portant to me for us to give to the
President the economie, psychologieal,
and spiritual weapons he is now request-
ing in this mutual security bill, in order
that he can use them in negotiations for
peace, along with the physical weapons
we voted him last week. That vote was
unanimous.

In recent days there has been a steady
chipping away at the basic aspects of
this legislation—to the point where
yesterday a single vote would have made
the difference between cutting heavily
the money requested in the bill—an ac-
tion which would have jeopardized the
entire program,

With the world as it is today, with
growing unrest and tension in many
quarters—including probably the most
dangerous spot—Berlin—why should we
tie the hands of the administration by
refusing to grant these cold war weap-
ons, as we increase the notifications to
our youth that they may be needed for
a hot war.

It reminds me of the famous vote a
few months before Pearl Harbor, when
the Government’s right to draft citizens
was saved by a single vote.

There are those who voted with sin-
cerity yesterday to cripple this program,
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because they honestly believed that eco-
nomic troubles would be just as serious
as slavery. I respect their opinion; but,
I cannot agree. I would rather be broke
but free—especially in view of the fact
that under communism the individual
can own little or nothing, anyway.

Let us realize that the income of this
country is now approaching $1.5 hillion
a day; also, that much, if not most, of the
money asked for in this bill would be
plowed back into our own economy.

Let us also realize that the total
amount of this request, including all
loans over the 5-year period, is less than
1 week of America’s annual income.

Why do some of those who warn so
continuously of the danger of internal
Communist subversion, nevertheless, as
the international skies continue to
darken, refuse to give the President these
additional weapons with which, in turn,
to handle probably the most serious
crisis, created by communism, that free
people have ever faced.

Consider what major defeats in con-
nection with this bill would mean, not
only in the Far East, Central America,
and South America, and Europe, but also
to the plans of those in Moscow and Pei-
ping, who are manipulating against us
the puppet nations they now control, at
the same time that they utilize every
weapon comparable to those provided for
us by this bill to increase the number of
those nations.

This legislation adds cold-war weap-
ons, for the struggle we are now in, to
the hot-war weapons we voted last week,
but which we all pray will never have to
be used.

At this time many outstanding mem-
bers of the Republican Party—Mr, Me-
Cloy, Ambassadors Lodge and Wads-
worth, Secretaries Herter, Lovett, and
Gates, backed up by a letter from Presi-
dent Eisenhower—and along with many
prominent members of the Democratic
Party, are appearing before the Senate
committee to urge improvement in our
disarmament capacity. That is good.
But surely all these experienced people
are also anxious to see the Senate im-
prove our own economic, psychological,
and spiritual defenses, as well as the
physical defenses of our friends.

Only with such improvements can our
President, when the time comes for him
to sit down with the Communists to
parley for peace, negotiate from a posi-
tion of adequate strength.

Any other course reminds me of some
lines from a poem which closes one of
the world’s most famous books:

In a wonderland they lie
Dreaming as the days go by—
Dreaming as the summers die
Ever drifting down the stream.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Louisiana.
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from California [Mr.
EncLE] and the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr., McCrLELLAN] are absent on official
business.
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I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Cravez] is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from California
[Mr. ENGLE] would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CuaveEz] is paired with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
1AN]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from New Mexico would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Arkansas would
vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Illinois [Mr, DIRKSEN], is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr,
BurtLEr] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr,
Arvrorr] is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. BuriLer] is paired with the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArvorT].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Colorado would vote
"nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 37, as follows:

[No. 145]

YEAS—57
Alken Dworshak Monroney
Anderson Eastland Morse
Bartlett Ellender Morton
Beall Ervin Mundt
Bennett Fong Pell
Bible Gruening Prouty
Bridges Hickenlooper Proxmire
Burdick Hill Robertson
Bush Holland Russell
Byrd, Va. Hruska Saltonstall
cannon Javits Schoeppel
Capehart Johnston Smathers
Carlson Jordan Stennis
Case, 8. Dak. Keating Talmadge
Church Kerr Thurmond
Clark Lausche Williams, Del
Cooper Long, La. Yarborough
Cotton Magnuson Young, N. Dak.
Curtis Miller Young, Ohio

NAYS—37
Boggs Humphrey Neuberger
Byrd, W. Va. Jackson Pastore
Carroll Kefauver Randolph
Case, N.J. Kuchel Scott
Dodd Long, Mo Smith, Mass.
Douglas Long, Hawaii Smith, Maine
Fulbright Mansfield Sparkman
Goldwater McCarthy Symington
Gore McGee Tower
Hart McNamara ey
Hartke Metcalf Williams, N.J.
Hayden Moss
Hickey Muskie

NOT VOTING—6
Allott Chavez Engle
Butler Dirksen McClellan
So Mr. ELLENDER'S amendment was
agreed to.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table.

The mction to lay on the table was
agreed fo.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the
new administration was not satisfied
with the foreign aid bill which has been
carefully developed over the past 8 years.
It felt called upon to redraft the bill from
beginning to end.

15995

No Member of the Senate should be
under any illusion that the administra-
tion was merely attempting to codify
existing law. In writing the new bill,
every effort was made to give the Presi-
dent broader authority in the field of
foreign aid than ever before.

In the past, Congress has exercised
some policy control. It has specified
membership of boards, limited amounts
which could be expended for specific pro-
posals, designated conditions to be com-
plied with in providing aid, spelled out
the general role of the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense, and, in
general, has established the guidelines
for our aid programs.

This year, however, the administration
has sought for the President almost un-
restricted authority to run the programs
any way he, or the Bureau of the Budget,
might think appropriate.

The Committee on Foreign Relations
during more than 65 hours of executive
session spent much of its time trying to
tighten up the administration’s bill. It
made many changes that substantially
improved the bill. But as far as I was
concerned, the bill was such a hodge-
podge of broad delegation that I have
found it impossible to support it.

Lest Senators think I am talking in
general terms and am unwilling to men-
tion specifics, let them examine the rec-
ord on the following items:

First. In the first place, the President
requested the Senate to authorize the
appropriation of such sums as might be
necessary for military assistance. There
was no limitation in the amount of au-
thorization requested. There was no
limitation on the number of years such
authority was to exist. And whatever
funds might have been appropriated un-
der this broad provision were “to remain
available until expended.”

Fortunately, the committee tight-
ened this provision up to insert a figure
of $1.8 billion and to limit the authoriza-
tion for 2 years.

Second. Another attempt on the part
of the administration to capture the
military program lock, stock, and barrel
is found in section 510. The authority
was requested to draw up to $400 million
from the defense stocks of the Depart-
ment of Defense to use in military as-
sistance. The administration was only
half successful because the committee
reduced the amount to $200 million.

Third. The administration in its re-
draft availed itself of every opportunity
to eliminate what it construed as restric-
tions on its activities. For example, it
abolished the ceiling on Latin American
assistance—a ceiling reinserted by the
committee; it omitted reference to con-
gressional opposition to the seating of
Communist China in the United Nations
—an “oversight” remedied by the in-
itiative of the minority leader, the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksenl; it
omitted limitations on aid to Yugoslavia
—another defect which was remedied by
the Committee on Foreign Relations; it
dropped completely several sections
establishing a semi-independent office of
Inspector General—another provision
reinserted by the committee; and finally,
the administration even went so far as
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to propose the elimination of penal pro-
visions applicable to employees guilty of
involvement in conflict-of-interest cases.
Fortunately, the committee would have
none of this.

Fourth. The classic example of the ad-
ministration’s efforts to obtain unin-
hibited authority is found in the pro-
vision authorizing back-door financing
for a period of 5 years in the amount of
$8.8 billion. By a vote of 10 to 7 the
Foreign Relations Committee agreed
with the administration’s proposal to
take this vast sum away from effective
control of the Congress.

I could proceed with the listing of ex-
amples of this type. It is not necessary,
however, because all any Senator needs
to do is examine the bill, section by sec-
tion, and I am sure he will be appalled to
see the number of times that the Pres-
ident is given authority to act virtually
without congressional restraint.

To further tighten the foreign aid bill,
I am offering four amendments. I do
this with the definite urgency that the
program must be placed on a sound, busi-
nesslike basis.

First, I deem it imperative that we re-
duce the authorization by $1!%2 billion.
While we agree that the increase in de-
fense expenditures is necessitated by
the Berlin crisis, we must begin fo
economize in other areas. The fact that
97 of the 110 countries of the world
are receiving foreign aid from us now is
a sign that some cuts can and must be
made in this area.

Secondly, the borrowing authorization
should be reduced from 5 to 2 years.
Since there are no provisions guarantee-
ing adequate annual accounting and re-
porting in the overall bill, I deem it es-
sential that the authorization be reduced
to 2 years.

Third, this amendment would require
that the funds made available under this
act for procurement be spent in the
country receiving the money or in the
United States. We should never be in
the position of loaning money to
& country who in turn may purchase
capital equipment or property from a
third country. It surely is not the func-
tion of the foreign aid bill to put us in
the financing business.

Fourth, and finally, one-half of all the
loans shall be made to borrowers engaged
in the free and private enterprise system.
Each year the Congress is asked to en-
large and extend the foreign aid pro-
gram. We are told that the purpose of
these programs is not only to fight com-
munism alone, but to ficht poverty, dis-
ease, and lack of opportunity as well.

If this is truly so, I can think of no
better way to stimulate economic de-
velopment than to encourage private
capital and free enterprise in the emerg-
ing nations.

We have long cherished political de-
mocracy in this country. But we must
not forget that it has been the economic
system of free enterprise which has made
our political freedom meaningful.

Somewhere in this maze of complex
economic planning provision should be
made to recognize the values of capi-
talism and free enterprise in the highest,
most responsible sense of these terms.
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In view of America’s success with a
responsible free enterprise system, it is
not asking too much to insist that 50
percent of all loans to foreign countries
be used to extend and develop the free
enterprise system in the finest sense of
that term.

In closing, once again I caution the
administration not to spend wildly and
not to spend at all without weighing the
fundamental considerations and respon-
sibilities common to any business
venture.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. 1yield.

Mr. MUNDT. First, I congratulate
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
on a thought-provoking, informative
and challenging speech. As a member
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, I know that he has devoted many
long hours to studying the problem in-
volved in foreign aid. He has put his
finger on some of the problems in that
area of activity which in my opinion we
must correct if foreign aid is to continue
to be helpful in the cold war in which
we are involved.

Not long ago the Senator from South
Dakota, in his weekly newsletter to the
home folks, discussed some of these same
problems. An editorial published in the
Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, the larg-
est daily newspaper in a five State area
in our region, supported the general the-
sis. I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MuwnpT's CONCEPT OF FOREIGN AID

Most South Dakotans will agree with U.B.
Senator EKarrL MunbT in his analysis of Pres-
ident John F. Eennedy's proposal for a 5-
year extension of forelgn aid.

Senator MuNDT says the extension falls to
answer fundamental problems of the aid
program. He sald the proposal appears to
be merely a long-term projection of a formu-
la which is outmoded, expensive and failing.

He has offered a six-point approach to
bring new concepts into an activity which
has been a vital part of foreign policy. His
approach would place a responsibility on re-
cipient countries to cooperate with the
United States.

His six points include:

“Recipients of foreign aild should be will-
ing to utilize a partnership approach by join-
ing our money with local funds to attain
desirable goals,

“Recipients should be willing to stand up
and be counted in support of free world
positions in the United Nations and in other
conferences.

“Loans instead of grants should be given
top priority and recipient countries should
make regular interest payments and at least
fractional amortization payments annually.

“Private ownership opportunities for
growth and employment should be developed
instead of using American ald to establish
socinlized activities in foreign countries.

“Methods should be worked out for get-
ting ald down to the people, rather than
having so much of it short-circuited by re-
maining in the hands of the politically pow-
erml or the economically privileged.

“Programs should be developed for reen-
forcing the help our dollars provide abroad
through encouraging social, political and
economic reforms so that recipient countries
no longer provide tax havens for their very
rich and caste systems for their very poor.”

August 16

The South Dakota Senator is likely to find
a receptive climate on both sides of the po-
litical aisle in Washington for the points he
makes In his new concept for foreign aid.
The temper of Congress on this subject is
a critical one—and it reflects the growing
concern of the public over foreign aid.

Foreign ald is an extension of our foreign
policy. We should use it to advance our
cause and the cause of freedom. It should
go to our Iriends. And it should have
strings on it that place responsibility on the
recipient. The idea of loans Iinstead of
grants would correct a very grave fault in
the present setup.

The Government should also enlist Amer-
ican business in army strength in the eco-
nomic cold war. American business, by
creating plants and jobs tailored to the needs
of underdeveloped countries, could be a
trump card in our economic battle with the
Reds.

Mr. CAPEHART. I thank the able
Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. President, I offer the amendment
which I send to the desk and ask to have
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Indiana
will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42,
between lines 20 and 21, it is proposed
to insert the following:

(d) Funds made available under this Act
which are used for the procurement outside
the United States of capital equipment or
property, or of engineering services, for any
project, shall be used for such procurement
only within the country in which the project
is located,

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the
amendment is very simple. First, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp at this point an article pub-
lished in the Washington Post this morn-
ing entitled “Business Outlook,” by J. A.
Livingston, in which Mr. Livingston has
written about the private enterprise
system in relation to our foreign aid
bill.

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

MILLIONS OF Go-To-HELL OPPORTUNITIES

(By J. A. Livingston)

Before me is a dry statistical report of the
Internal Revenue Service of the U.S. Treas-
ury Department which seems to have no con-
nection with the sealing-off of West Berlin
from East Berlin and East Germany. Super-
ficially it’s as remote from the cold war and
Soviet Premier Nikita EKhrushchev as, say,
the New York Stock Exchange is from the
controlled economy of Moscow.

And yet, here in this report, entitled
“Statistics of Income—1958-69—U.8. Busi-
ness Tax Returns,” is the complete and clear-
est statement of what America stands for
and Khrushchev's totalitarlanism stands
against.

The report deals directly with the most
hated—from the Soviet standpoint—of all
human benefactions: A high standard of
liberty.

The opening sentence tells almost all
there is to know about U.S. freedom:

“Highlighted in this report are * * * data
covering some 10,744,000 business
tions. Represented are about 8,800,000 sole
proprietorships, 954,000 partnerships, and
900,000 corporation returns.”
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That sticks in Khrushchev’s craw.

A man's freedom is his right to move—to
change jobs—to tell the boss to go hell. And
here in the United States are millions of
go-to-hell opportunities, small and large.

An American doesn't carry around with
him a work card, on which a government bu-
reaucrat can write politically unreliable or
opposed to the party.

A man with a work card so marked might
as well wear an armband saying "Finlshed.”
He's economically dead—disfranchised by
the system.

That's the relationship of encircled Berlin
and this matter-of-fact report.

If a mechanic can't find a job at Chrysler,
then he can try General Motors or a local
garage. A cook can quit the Waldorf-Astoria
and try the Chambord, the San Marino, Sar-
di’s or any of a thousand New York res-
taurants.

If a clerk wants out from Woolworth's or
J. C. Penney or the A. & P., there are hun-
dreds of other retail outlets. There's no one
to put a “permanant disability” mark on his
dossler.

In this country, even the poiltically fallen
have a chance. No man is an economic
outcast, a serf. It Is a badge of America’s
freedom that Alger Hiss, after his conviction
for disposing of U.S. secrets to the Commu-
nists, was able to find work.

Nor is private employment the only outlet
for an American, a Briton, a Frenchman, a
West German, an Itallan, or anyone else who
lives in a country outside the totalitarian
orbit.

In the United States, there are hundreds
of Federal agencies which offer employment
opportunities for lawyers, economists, clerks,
Jjanitors, accountants, administrators and so
on,

The 50 States offer jobs of all sorts. And
within the States are subdivisions—counties,
cities, towns, school boards, water and sewer
commissions, police, fire and highway de-
partments.

Where economic power is dispersed, so is
political power. That is the glory, the gran-
deur and the decency that inheres in pri-
vate ownership. No one man or group of
men is economically and politically all-
powerful.

No man has to work for someone else. He
can aspire to his own grocery store, res-
taurant, publishing house or corporation.
It doesn’t matter whether he's white, black,
Protestant, Jew, Catholic, Swede, German,
Italian or French—Iif he has ability and will.

Consequently, Khrushchev can’t tolerate
at his border an island of opportunity.

John Donne’s off-used quotation is appro-
priate: “No man is an island, entire of it-
self; every man is a plece of the continent,
a part of the main; if a clod be washed away
by the sea, Europe is the less.”

Nor is Berlin an island, entire of itself.
The bell tolls for it—and liberty. And we
may have to fight for it.

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment
which I have offered is very simple. I
do not believe that any Senator should
oppose it. All it provides is that any
money we lend to a foreign country
which is spent outside the recipient
country must be spent in this country.
They can spend all the money they wish
within their own country, but any money
they spend ouiside their own counfry
for physical properties or engineering
services must be spent in the United
States. How could anyone oppose such
an amendment?

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

Mr, CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it true that without
the amendment of the Senator from In-

CVII—1011

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

diana, a recipient country could spend
funds received from us in Russia or some
other Communist country ?

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no ques-
tion that it could do so. It could spend
the money wherever it saw fit, unless we
should agree to this amendment or a
similar amendment. The recipient could
spend the money in another counftry.

Mr. CURTIS. There would be no re-
striction with respect to the country in
which the money could be spent?

Mr. CAPEHART. No restriction at all
would be provided.

Mr. CURTIS. The amendment of the
Senator from Indiana would provide, in
effect, “You can spend the money at
home, strietly in your own economy, but
if you must go outside your own coun-
try, the money must be spent in the
United States.”

Mr. CAPEHART. Every dollar re-
ceived might be spent in the recipient
country, but if physical goods and engi-
neering services were purchased outside
the recipient country, the money for
such goods and services must be spent
in the United States.

It seems to me that is the least we
should ask of a country which we are
willing to help with loans and grants.
In the United States are 5% million un-
employed workers. But if we did not
have a single unemployed person, it
would seem to me that suech a provision
as I have suggested would be equitable.
I think the time has arrived when we
must begin to look primarily after the
interest of the United States in respect
to proposed loans to foreign nations, and
secondarily, to the interest of other
countries. I want to see the program
handled on such a basis that the money
will help both countries. We would not
do so unless we placed some restrictions
on the use of the funds. If we did not
do so, we would really not make loans,
but would finance the purchase of goods
in other countries with American tax-
payers’ money.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. In view of the colloquy
of the Senator with the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Curtis]l does it follow
that unless the Senate should agree to
the amendment of the Senator from
Indiana we would not only shoulder off
on the American taxpayer the cost of
helping to finance economic development,
in from 97 to 101 different so-called
friendly foreign countries, but also in
reality we would probably shoulder off
on the taxpayers of America the cost
of financing the economic development
of Communist countries? Without such
reservation, some of the countries in the
Communist area might very well find
that they could buy more economically
from a socialistic enterprise with an
American dollar than they could buy in
the United States.

Consequently, recipient nations might
make purchases in Czechoslovakia, East
Germany, Russia, or Hungary. We
would then find the idiotic paradox of
the United States, in the interest of
preserving freedom, indirectly subsidizing
industries in Communist countries.
Would that follow?
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Mr. CAPEHART. The able Senator
is correct.

Mr. MUNDT. If that is correct, I join
the Senator from Indiana in the con-
viction that on the yea-and-nay vote
the amendment should be adopted by an
overwhelmingly favorable vote.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose a dealer
in a recipient country were to purchase
machinery, for example, from Germany.
Would the Senator’s amendment be ap-
plicable?

Mr. CAPEHART. If the dealer used
the money that we loaned the country
for that purpose, the money would be
loaned either to governments over there
or to some private company, and in
either event, whether to a government
or a private company, the restriction
that the dealer must buy the goods in the
United States would be applicable.

Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose a private
company in the recipient country would
purchase machinery which had been
imported from some other country.
Would the Senator’s amendment pre-
clude such action?

Mr. CAPEHART. That money would
be considered as being spent within the
country.

The Senator has in mind the case of
a dealer who buys machine tools in one
country and ships them to his place of
business and there they are placed in
stock.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. They would be in
his stock, and therefore the amendment
would not apply.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does not the Sen-
ator believe that his amendment should
also cover such a situation?

Mr. CAPEHART. Perhaps so. As it
is now written the amendment does not
cover such a situation.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not believe
the Senator's amendment will reach the
objective he seeks to reach.

Mr. CAPEHART. It will go a long
way toward it. The question is whether
we should eliminate the kind of situa-
tion the Senator refers to. Perhaps we
should. Personally I would be willing
to go that far.

Mr. ELLENDER. It strikes me that
the Senator’s amendment bypasses such
a situation.

Mr. CAPEHART. It may in some re-
spects. It cannot be true in the big
picture, though.

Some people have stated that as much
as 80 percent of the loans we make are
spent in the United States. I have no
way of knowing whether that is true, and
I do not know whether the people who
say it know the exact percentage, al-
though we know that some of the goods
are purchased in the United States, or
perhaps even a large percentage, even
if it is not 80 percent. But if that is
true, what is wrong with making it
100 percent? What is wrong with Con-
gress establishing that principle? What
is wrong with Congress establishing the
principle and saying to these countries,
“We will lend you the money, but we
want you to spend it in the United
States”?
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Let us establish the principle in Con-
gress. Why would it not be easier for
the administration to handle this mat-
ter if it were covered in the basic law?

I believe the able chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee has said
that we have grown up. I suppose he
means that we as a nation have grown
up. I believe he made that statement
that we have come of age, I believe he
said that we would support 97 of the 110
countries in the world. I suppose the
13 countries he did not mention are the
communistic countries.

I have heard Senators say on the floor
that this program will be a continuing
activity. I have heard the chairman
say that foreign aid must be continuing,
that it must go on and on. There is
no question about the fact that we are
a part of the world, and we ought to
cooperate with the world. However, if
this is to be a continuing program, and
is to go on and on, for years and years,
that fact is the best reason in the world
why we ought to get it down to a basis
where it is practical, where it will help
the United States, where it will do us
the most good.

We have problems in this country, Mr.
President. We have a $300 billion debt.
We are going to put about $12 billion
or more in this bill, to give to some 97
countries throughout the world. Can
we afford it? How long can we go on
and on? How long can we continue to
run a deficit? How big a national debt
can we afford?

All T am saying is that if we must go
on with these loans, which will help us,
let us put them on a practical basis.
As the bill is written, it does not neces-
sarily do this. We have a responsibility
in Congress to write this sort of provi-
sion into the law. What argument can
be raised against it? Is there any Sen-
ator who is willing to stand on the floor
of the Senate and say he is willing to
take taxpayers’ money and lend it to X
country and not write into the lending
act a direction that that country must
spend the money in the United States
but, instead, can spend it any place
around the world?

What country can object to that? If
a nation does not want a loan on that
basis, we will save that much money.
We will have less of a deficit, and we
will have a lower national debt. Some
day we must put foreign aid on a sound,
businesslike basis. That will help the
United States, Mr. President. If it were
just a 1l-year program, perhaps that
would not be necessary. We are a part
of the world, and if this is to go on for
years and years, the quicker we make it
a sound proposal the better.

If Senators believe that what I am
offering is not sound, that is one thing.
I believe first of all we must think about
the United States and second about other
countries. I believe we must add this
amendment to the bill, and that we
must put the United States first in our
considerations. This money in the for-
eign aid bill, or the great bulk of it, is
going to countries that will not be able
to help us if we get into a shooting war
with Russia, not because they might not
want to, but because they have no army
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or navy or the necessary production.
They have nothing with which to help
us. They could not help us even if they
wanted to. Many of them wanted to
help us in World War I and World War
II and in the Korean war. A few sent
some troops—but most of them could not
help us.

Therefore it is as much to their advan-
tage as to ours that we remain strong
economically and militarily, and that
they cooperate with us by giving us their
business. It is just as much to their ad-
vantage as it is to the advantage of the
United States. Therefore I cannot un-
derstand why the administration is op-
posed to the amendment. I offered the
amendment before the committee and
we lost it. Every time we discussed the
amendment the philosophy or argument
brought against it was that we dare not
dictate to the foreign countries as to
what they should do; that we dare not
interfere with their internal affairs; that
it is none of our business what kind of
government a country has, or how it con-
ducts its internal affairs; that if we
tried to interfere they would get angry
with us.

Of course they might. My children
cried at times when I would not give
them candy. If these countries can get
us to take out all of the provisions which
are in the best interest of the United
States, they are going to do it. If I were
one of these countries, I certainly would
rather have a loan, on the basis that I
could do as I pleased with the money and
that I would have it for as long a term
as I wanted it, and without interest. I
might ery a little if I did not get it on
my terms. We expect a little fuss. That
is human nature. We have that experi-
ence every day in business and in our
lives in dealing with our families, and
with our children, and in our business.
When we negotiate, the other fellow says,
“No, no; you are taking advantage of
me. Iwon'tdoit.” However, he ends up
doing business with us. We must do
the same thing in conection with foreign
aid.

We cannot go on with a bill that is
as loosely drawn as this one and covers
the amount of money it embraces over
the period of years. We are giving these
countries a blank check for up to 5 years.
If the bill had been in force a couple of
years ago we might have made an ar-
rangement with Cuba for a 5-year period
and today we would be obligated to go
on supporting Castro.

That illustrates one of the big reasons
why we eannot put this bill on a 5-year
basis; the world is too unsettled. There
is not a project in the world that cannot
be negotiated within 2 years. If it can-
not be negotiated within 2 years, with
a foreign nation alone, on a sound basis,
it cannot be negotiated in 5 years.

Is the “5-year” idea taken from the
Communists, who frequently talk about
a “b-year program” or a “5-year plan”?
Why not a 4-year plan or a 6-year plan?
At least, we would not now be talking
about a 5-year plan, such as the Com-
munists have frequently advocated.
Why must we imitate the Communists?

I have no objection to providing a long
enough time in which to negotiate a good
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loan. I have spoken in favor of a longer
term, to give the administration more
time in which to negotiate loans. How-
ever, 2 years is long enough., Under a
5-year program, at the end of every
vear, it will be necessary to add another
year in order to keep 5 years ahead. If
5 years are needed to negotiate, it will
be necessary to keep a year ahead all the
time. What is the purpose of a 5-year
program? I think a year, 2 years, at the
most, is certainly ample time in which
to do the job.

Why is there opposition to having the
money spent in the United States? I was
not elected to ruin the private enterprise
system of the United States. I have been
all over the world ; I realize that there are
many countries in which there is very
little private enterprise. Certainly there
is little of it in the African countries;
they have not had an opportunity to es-
tablish it. Some countries do have
private enterprise.

Do we understand what this bill will
do? Generally speaking, it provides that
the United States will lend its money to
foreign governments. Our Government
will lend to foreign governments. If that
is not socialism, I do not know what so-
cialism is. It is planned to let foreign
governments take our money and relend
it or grant it or spend it. They may do
whatever they wish to do with it. In my
opinion, that is socialism.

Mr., SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to say a few words in regard to the
amendment of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CareHART]; and then I hope the
Senate will proceed to vote on the
amendment, and to dispose of it one way
or the other.

As the Senator has said, the amend-
ment was offered in the committee, and
the committee decisively voted down the
amendment, because the committee felt
it was impractical and unworkable.

I wish to call attention to the section
of the bill to which the amendment per-
tains; it is section 604, on pages 41 and
42. Asa matter of fact, we amended that
section, so as to tighten up this provision
on procurement.

As the bill came to us, it provided at
this point:

Funds made available under this Act may
be used for procurement outside the United
States unless the President determines that

such procurement will result in adverse ef-
fects—

And so forth. We changed that pro-
vision very simply, so as fto have it
provide:

Funds made available under this Act may
be used for procurement outside the United
States only if the President determines—

And so forth. In other words, we
shifted the burden to the President, so
as to have him determine that it would
not result in adverse effects to the United
States. He must make that determina-
tion before the funds can be spent out-
side the United States.

If Senators will read the report at the
top of page 29, they will see our dis-
cussion of this matter. We believe we
tightened this about as much as possible
to safeguard the interests of the United
States. And as the Senator from Indi-
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ana stated a while ago, actually 85 per-
cent—-—

Mr. CAPEHART. Eighty percent.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Well, 85 percent
was the experience in the last year,

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I think that is so
because the Director of the Development
Loan Fund himself put into effect a
policy that was pretty well followed. Of
course, he was greatly criticized by many
persons. The policy applied to the De-
velopment Loan Fund. There are many
other programs besides the Development
Loan Fund in which money is loaned.
But if it is true that 85 percent of the
purchases are made in this country, let
us put it in the legislation, and make it
easy for the administration to insist
upon it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. This proposal puts
a restriction in the bill that would not
be feasible. It is true that the ICA has
a policy, not as stated by the Senator
from Indiana, but in defining certain
areas in which the funds cannot be ex-
pended unless, for some good reason, it
is found necessary to spend the money
there. There is always an escape clause.

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
give me an example of why the pur-
chases should not be made in the United
States?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Why they should
not be?

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator
give me an example of a situation in
which they could not make purchases in
the United States?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I have not said
anything about not making purchases in
the United States. I have said that 85
percent of the purchases are made in the
United States at the present time. What
I said was that the ICA had set up &
policy under which certain countries
would be called ineligible. In other
words, purchases are barred from certain
countries that are well developed. In
other words, an effort is made to en-
courage the expenditure of funds, if they
are not to be spent in the United States,
in underdeveloped countries that need
trade. In other words, our purpose is to
spend the money in the United States,
but if for some good reason it must be
spent elsewhere, then to spend it in
areas that are less developed, because
their economy will be bolstered.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. SPAREMAN. 1Iyield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I cannot follow
that argument, because it seems to me it
is our money we are lending and our
jobs that we want to create. Why should
we not establish a policy which provides
that we will lend money fo those coun-
tries under those conditions? If they
prefer to buy merchandise and goods in
other countries, then let those countries
lend the money with which to buy those
goods.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Let me argue with
the Senator a little when he says the
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purpose of the bill is to create jobs in
this country. That is not the purpose
of foreign aid. The primary purpose of
foreign aid is to fight communism, and
at the same time to help the economy
of underdeveloped countries. An im-
portant byproduet is to make jobs in
this country, but it does not mean we
want to create jobs in this country to
the absolute exclusion of everybody else.
For example, if we lend money to Coun-
try A, it would be for the betterment of
the economy of that country to use in it
all the funds that could be wisely used.
As it happens, capital equipment and en-
gineering services and technical skills
will often have to be imported from the
United States, and that is why 85 per-
cent of the expenditure are made in the
United States.

Suppose we made a loan to Country
A today for a certain project, and sup-
pose the couniry needs certain equip-
ment that is not there, but a country
right across the border perhaps can sup-
ply the equipment. Is it not better for
the economy of that country, for our
economy, and for the economy of the
third country for Country A to buy the
equipment in the third country? Even
there, we have provided in section 604
that it can be done only if the President
finds it will not adversely affect our
country's economy.

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

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. And only if it is also
found by the President that the cost of
the procurement in a different country
will be lower than the cost of the pro-
curement in the United States.

Mr, SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. I believe the Senator from Ohio
added that amendment to the bill, if I
remember correctly.

Mr. CAPEHART. If the cost is lower,
the goods can be purchased in another
country.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is not what
it says.

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes, it does.

Mr.SPAREMAN. It provides the pur-
chases can be that way only on two con-
ditions. I ask the Senator from Ohio
to state them.

Mr., LAUSCHE. If the President
determines it is not adverse to our econ-
omy, and also if the President deter-
mines that the price for which the equip-
ment can be purchased in a foreign
country is lower than the price at which
it can be purchased here.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct.
The way we have it written into the bill
is better for the economy of our coun-
try, the economy of the country to
which we are making the loan, and the
economy of the third country in which
the purchase would be made.

Mr. CAPEHART. I am not willing to
buy in those countries because prices
are lower. The prices are lower because
lower wages are paid, and we would be
taking jobs away from American wage
earners. We must make up our minds
some day to protect and defend the high
wages and high standard of living in this
country, or we as a country will get into
trouble.
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Mr., SPAREMAN. I submit the
amendment of the Senator from Indiana
is not the way to protect our interests.
I believe what we have done in writing
these two safeguards or guidelines into
the bill protects the interests of our
country.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator has
made the record clear that this opera-
tion does not stop after the first pur-
chase in any case; if American dollars
are used to help the economy of Chile,
for example, that is not the end of the
process; these loans are made and some-
one, in turn, buys something, and even-
tually the dollars are brought back to
the United States. It all comes back
to the American producers, either in-
dustrial or farm. If we do not redeem
the dollars, we could give four or five
times as much for foreign aid and say,
“Buy it all in Russia.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. It must be
remembered that these are not grants.
These are loans, repayable with interest
in American dollars.

Mr. McCARTHY. Whether they were
loans or grants, the economic process
would be the same.

Mr. SPARKMAN. In this case we are
lending the money.

Mr. McCARTHY. It was only 2 years
ago, when the balance-of-payments
problem became serious, that we needed
to be concerned about this, because all of
those dollars came back fo America im-
mediately.

Mr. SPAREMAN. That iscorrect.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. KEATING. I wanted to ask the
Senator from Alabama another gues-
tion. Is it the law or the practice of our
Government not to purchase such capi-
tal equipment or property or engineer-
ing services from any Communist-domi-
nated country?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. Iam gladthe
Senator from New York asked the ques-
tion, because a while ago the discussion
indicated the countries could trade with
Russia or any other Communist country.
The Battle Act prevents such trading,
and that is the law of the land. A
country fo whom we give aid cannot
trade with one of the Communist coun-
tries, under the Battle Act.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senator cer-
tain of that?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Battle Act does
not apply to another country that is not
receiving American dollars.

Mr. SPAREMAN. It applies to trade,
buying or selling.

Mr. KEATING.
tries?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Between a bene-
ficiary of our aid and any Communist
country.

Mr. EEATING. So even without this
amendment, funds made available un-
der the bill cannot be used for procure-
ment of capital equipment or property

Between what coun-



16000

or engineering services in a Communist-
dominated country. Is that correct?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. EEATING. I am in accord with
the general principle of the Senator’s
amendment.

I wonder if it would be satisfactory to
the committee, and I wonder whether
the Senator from Indiana would feel it
would unduly weaken his amendment, if
the amendment were modified in such a
way as to give more flexibility? I can
understand that when one is giving aid
to India the goods, if not bought in the
United States, would normally be bought
in India and not in some other country.
I wonder if some words such as “unless it
is found to be impractical” or “wherever
it is practicable” might be inserted in
the language.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think there is
stronger language than that in the bill.

Mr. EEATING. Does the Senator re-
fer to the section on page 41?

Mr. SPAREKMAN. On pages 41 and
42. There is an amendment on page 42,
pointed out by the Senator from Ohio a
few minutes ago. I think the two to-
gether make the language of the bill
stronger than what the Senator from
New York proposes.

Mr. EEATING. Except that the lan-
guage relates to procurement in the
United States as opposed to procurement
in any foreign country.

I wonder if that same principle could
be applied to the principle which the
Senator from Indiana is enunciating, so
as to put the same restrictions on pur-
chasing outside of the country which is
being benefited? Does the Senator un-
derstand my point?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I think I under-
stand the Senator’s point, but I cannot
go along with him.

Mr. EEATING. I do not know
whether the Senator from Indiana
would go along or not. I withdraw the
proposal.

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to
write into the law and establish as a
principle of the Congress of the United
States that the money must be spent in
the United States.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The language
which is written into the bill provides
that no funds can be spent by a bene-
ficiary country outside of the United
States unless two things prevail. The
Senator from Ohio pointed those out
a while ago. First, there must be a posi-
tive determination by the President that
the economy of the United States will
not be adversely affected. Second, there
must also be a finding that the price to
be paid in the other country is lower
than the price which would be paid for
purchase in the United States.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? It will always be
found that the price is lower in the other
country, because of our high standard of
living and high wages.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That has to be
coupled with the other provision, that it
does not adversely affect the economy of
the United States.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Iyield to the Sena-
tor from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I merely point out
that when we make the loan repayable
in dollars there is a question of whether
it is fair to say to the borrower, “You
have to spend this money in the United
States, even though in the United States
vou will have to pay more for the goods
than if you bought them in a different
country and even though the President
states affirmatively that buying the goods
in a foreign country will not adversely
affect the economy of the United States.”

Mr. SP I think the Sena-
tor’s question answers itself.

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

Mr. SPAREMAN. Certainly it would
not be fair. Furthermore, it would de-
feat the purpose of the aid program,
which is to aid the underdeveloped coun-
tries,

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, the
very fact that the country uses dollars
to buy goods in some other country in-
stead of buying goods in the United
States will always mean an adverse ef-
fect on some man’s job. Somewhere in
the United States a man is making the
goods which ought to be sold to that
country.

Mr. SPAREMAN. If that is so, the
President can determine it. I think we
have tightened the language up suffi-
ciently in the bill.

Mr. CAPEHART. Why should we pass
all the responsibility over to the Presi-
dent? Why should we not establish the
principle that when we loan money the
country must spend the money in the
United States unless it is going to spend
the money in its own country?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I cannot speak for
the Senator from Indiana, but I cannot
help but feel that he would share the
feeling with me that the President of the
United States is interested in the econ-
omy of the United States.

Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure he is.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I think he will
make findings with that in mind.

Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure the
President of the United States, with his
1,001 duties, will not run all these things.
They will be run by other people.

Furthermore, why should we in the
Congress all of the time give up our re-
sponsibility and our authority? Why
should we not make these things clear
cut? TUnder the bill there will be thou-
sands and thousands of loans—at least
hundreds and hundreds of loans—and a
determination must be made on each of
them, according to the language.

Why should we not simply say, “We
will loan you the money, if you will spend
it in the United States. If you want to
spend money some place else, let the
country in which you will spend the
money loan it to you or finance your
purchases”?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I would not agree
with the statement made.

Mr. CAPEHART. If the country does
not wish to do business on that basis, it
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would be a good thing for our taxpayers,
and would help decrease our deficits.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I would not agree
with the statement that there would be
hundreds and hundreds of loans and
that there would have to be a determina-
tion on every case. 1 imagine the de-
terminations which will have to be made
will be few in number.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator from Alabama a
question with regard to the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana. If I cor-
rectly understand the amendment, when
there was a loan of money the goods
would have to be purchased either in the
United States or in the indigenous coun-
try. Suppose there were an item like
cement under consideration? Suppose
the country did not have any cement,
but that the next door country had ce-
ment available?

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is a very good
example.

Mr. BUSH. Under the amendment it
would be necessary to ship cement, which
is not only a very heavy item but also
a very bulky one, from this country, be-
cause it would have to be purchased in
the United States under the terms of the
amendment, That would require a lot
of money, simply for shipping.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Yes.

Mr. BUSH. The country might be
able to purchase the cement from a next
door neighbor, a country a few miles
away; is that not so?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I think it is.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
agree on that. Let the country buy the
cement from a neighbor, and let the
country from whom the cement will be
bought finance it. They could sell it on
terms, If that situation exists, let the
country which sells the cement finance
the sale.

Mr. BUSH. Could the country use the
loan money for that purpose, under the
terms of the amendment?

Mr. CAPEHART. It could not. I do
not wish to have them do so. I should
like to have purchases made in the
United States, if we are going to loan
the money.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That would defeat
the stated purpose of the Senator from
Indiana.

The Senator from Connecticut has
brought out a very fine example and a
very realistic example. That is exactly
the way it would work.

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

Mr. SPAREKMAN. 1yield.

Mr. GORE. Whereas an ironclad
prohibition such as the amendment
would provide with respect to expendi-
tures outside the United States would be
unworkable, according to a statement
made by Secretary Dillon, as shown on
page 138 of the hearings, it is expected
that at least 80 percent of the funds
made available under the Act for Inter-
national Development for obligation dur-
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ing the fiscal year 1962 will be spent in
the United States.

Mr. SPAREMAN. That is correct. I
invited attention a few minutes ago to
the fact that during the first 6 months
of 1961 more than 85 percent of the
ICA money was spent in the United
States.

Mr. GORE. If we submitted this to
absolute rigidity, certain products which
the country we desire to benefit needed
simply could not be purchased because
they might not be available for ship-
ment, with all of the problems involved,
from the United States.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD and Mr. CAPEHART
addressed the Chair.
Mr. SPARKMAN.

jority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What would hap-
pen if we could develop, as we all wish
to do, some sort of a multilateral aid
program in which, let us say, Japan in
the Far East and the prosperous nations
of Western Europe and elsewhere were
prepared to participate? If we ac-
cepted the amendment, what would
happen?

As I understand the situation, from
what the distinguished Senator has said
the record indicates that in excess of
85 percent of all expenditures by ICA
for the first 6 months of the present
calendar year were spent in the United
States.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What would hap-
pen if we tried to develop a multilateral
program and everything had fto be
bought in this country?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not see how
this would fit in with a multilateral pro-
gram at all. The Senator knows that
there have been some multilateral pro-
grams. For instance, there was the
plan which recently was worked out for
India, in which $2.2 billion, I believe,
was raised by a consortium.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What about Paki-
stan?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I do not know
what the amount was.

Mr, MANSFIELD. It was pretty close
to $400 million, I believe, on a consor-
tium basis.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. It was something
like that. We are endeavoring to get
Japan, West Germany, Italy, England,
and a number of other countries en-
gaged in this kind of program. Earlier
this year we ratified in the Senate the
OECD treaty for the purpose of effectu-
ating such an arrangement. The pro-
vision of the amendment would not fit
in with that program.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would it be fair
to assume that under the new aid pro-
gram eventually—and by “eventually” I
do not mean too long—we could phase
out some countries under the foreign
aid program and get some of the re-
sponsibility off of our shoulders?

I yield to the ma-
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Mr. SPARKMAN. We have already
done so in the case of Western Europe.

Mr. MANSFIELD, And we could
possibly get some of the other countries
to take a part of the responsibility so
that we could decrease our loans?

Mr. SPAREKEMAN. Yes,

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

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There has been a
great deal of concern in Congress during
the last 2 years under both administra-
tions, about our gold balance and wheth-
er or not the use of dollars in other
countries would further deteriorate the
gold balance. I ask the Senator wheth-
er section 604 does not provide that
the President must affirmatively deter-
mine certain factors. The committee
inserted as one of the factors the net
position of the United States in its bal-
ance of trade with the rest of the world.

Mr, SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Would not that
provision close the door pretty effectively
to the use of dollars in order to pull out
some of the gold from this country?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. It is one of the factors the Presi-
dent will have in mind in determining
whether or not the operation would work
adversely against the interests of the
United States.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not believe that
one can successfully contradict the state-
ment I am about to make. Every coun-
try in the world that lends money to
other countries, or lends money within
those countries, insists that the money
be spent in their own country. That is
true of Germany, England, France, and
all countries.

Russia has lent money, but Russia
gives credits which the recipient country
can use in order to purchase goods in
Russia. Russia gives such countries a
sort of “due bill.” Senators will re-
member that years ago we purchased
“due bills” in restaurants for $5, and
they were good for so many meals. Rus-
sia provides that sort of credit. Every
ruble that Russia lends or agrees to lend
is on the basis that goods purchased
must be purchased in Russia, The loan
is a credit good for so much goods in
Russia. The same is true of all other
countries. Why should we be different?
Why should we not do the same thing?

My point is that we have a bill whose
term is 5 years. This is a 5-year bill.
We ought to tighten its terms. I am
speaking in behalf of the wage earners
of the United States.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is a 5-year bill,
subject to termination at any time by
concurrent resolution of Congress. Do
not forget that. We would have com-
plete control.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator is cor-
rect. Any bill is subject to being re-
pealed by vote of Congress.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not believe my
good friend—and he is my good friend—
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the Senator from Indiana and I can
come to an agreement on the amend-
ment. I have stated the viewpoint of
the majority of the Committee on For-
eign Relations as best I can. I am pre-
pared to vote.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, in
my opinion, the provisions of the amend-
ment are very simple. All goods not pur-
chased within a country receiving a loan
would have to be purchased in the United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Indiana. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr, MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have a
pair with the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirgseEnl. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote ‘nay.”
Therefore I withhold my vote.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JounsToN] is absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from South Car-
olina [Mr. JounsToN] would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] is paired with the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Maryland would vote
“yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER]
is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son] and the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirgsEN] are necessarily absent, and the
pair of the Senator from Illinois has been
previously announced.

On this vote, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. ButrLEr] is paired with the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from New Mexico would vote
unay.u

If present and voting the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CarLson] would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 67, as follows:

[No. 146]

YEAS=27
Allott Capehart Dworshak
Beall Case, 8. Dak Eastland
Bennett Cotton Ellender
Bridges Curtis Goldwater
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Hickenlooper Miller Talmadge
Hruska Mundt Thurmond
Jordan Prouty Tower
Kuchel Russell Williams, Del.
McClellan Schoeppel Young, N. Dak.
NAYS—67
Alken Hart Morton
Anderson Hartke Moss
Bartlett Hayden Muskie
Bible Hickey Neuberger
Boggs Hin Pastore
Burdick Holland Pell
Bush Humphrey Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Jackson Randolph
Byrd, W.Va. Javits bertson
Cannon Keating Saltonstall
Carroll Kefauver Bcott
Case, N.J EKerr Smathers
Church Lausche Smith, Mass
Clark Long, Mo, Smith, Malne
Cooper Long, Hawalli Sparkman
Dodd ong, La. Stennis
Douglas Magnuson Symington
Engle McCarthy Wiley
Ervin McGee Williams, N.J.
Fong McNamara Yarborough
Fulbright Metcall Young, Ohlo
Gore Monroney
Gruening orse
NOT VOTING—6
Butler Chavez Johnston
Carlson Dirksen Mansfield
So Mr, CAPEHART'S amendment was
rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate reconsider the vote
by which the amendment was rejected.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I move fo lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, I
call up my amendment which is at the
desk and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 14,
line 13, after the word “citizens,” it is
proposed to insert:

Including any wholly owned foreign sub-
sidlary of any such corporation.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
amendment corrects, T believe, an inad-
vertence in the committee bill.

As the bill now stands, the President
is authorized to make guarantees of
U.S. investments in underdeveloped
countries. The risks permitted to be
covered are spelled out in the bill and
the guarantees may be issued to:

U.B. citizens or corporations, partnerships,
or assoclations created under the law of the
United States or of any State or territory
an?ze substantially beneficially owned by U.S.
C ns.

The executive branch had requested
that the President be permitted to issue
guarantees to U.S. corporations, and so
forth, in which the majority beneficial
interest is owned by U.S. citizens. The
committee was concerned about some
possibilities of abuse under the formula
requested by the executive branch. If,
for example, a guarantee were made on
.an investment in country X by a corpo-
ration which was 51 percent owned by
U.S. citizens and 49 percent by citizens
of country X, and then country X ex-
propriated the property, the U.S. Gov-
ernment would be obliged to pay off the
local stockholders of the country which
expropriated the property. This possi-
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bility is too full of risks; hence the com-
mittee cut back the authority so that
the President may issue guarantees to
corporations created in the United States
and substantially beneficially owned by
U.S. citizens.

It has been brought to my attention
that the reasons which I have just cited
for the committee’s action in reducing
the scope of those who may receive guar-
antees do not apply to wholly owned sub-
sidiaries of U.S. corporations substan-
tially beneficially owned by U.S. citizens.
The committee overlooked this fact, and
it is the purpose of my amendment to
remedy this oversight.

It is my belief that the amendment
would assist U.S. private investors to go
out to underdeveloped countries and
speed the process of economic progress
in accordance with the policies set forth
in the bill.

Mr. DWORSHAEK., Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Currently we are
receiving reports that bills introduced in
the Legislature of Chile provide for the
expropriation of all the copper mines in
that country, 90 percent of which are
owned by Americans. If the expropria-
tion of the mines is consummated, how
would that action be affected by the
Senator’s amendment?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It would not be
affected by this amendment. The
amendment applies only to corporations
which will come under the program in
the future by paying a fee. It would
have no relation to any existing condi-
tions, such as that the Senator from
Idaho mentions.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator
understand that the amendment which
was offered by me yesterday, and which
was accepted, prohibits the guarantee-
ing of the success of a husiness in a for-
eign country?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
The amendment in no way alters that
provision. It merely means that a
wholly owned subsidiary of an Ameri-
can corporation would be entitled to the
same privileges as the parent corpora-
tion. Itin no way changes the substan-
tive provision.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Presidenf, I call
up my amendment designated “8-9-61—
B” and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 38,
after line 5, it is proposed to insert the
following new section:

Sec. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY AID TO
WesTERN EUrROPE.—No further military assist-
ance shall be furnished on a grant basis to a
country of Western Europe, except to fulfill
firm commitments made prior to July 1, 1961,
unless the President shall have determined
that it would be an undue economic burden
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upon such country to purchase the supplies,
equipment, or services proposed to be fur-
nished.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, one of
the salutary developments in these
otherwise bleak post-World War II years
has been the economic recovery and sub-
sequent economic boom in Western
Europe. The emergence of economic
vigor combined with freedom and politi-
cal stability in this area has been, among
other things, a strong deterrent to the
spread of communism. It is also a trib-
ute to American foreign policy. Funds
provided under the Marshall plan seeded
and nourished Western Europe’s prodi-
gious economic growth.

No one could contend that the role of
the United States in Western Europe has
been other than generous. In addition
to the billions of dollars we have spent
there since the end of World War II to
promote full economiec recovery, the
United States has formally committed
itself to the defense of Western Europe.
We have joined the NATO alliance.
Large contingenis of American troops
have been kept in Western Europe at
our own expense. Today we maintain
five divisions in West Germany in readi-
ness to defend that country or, if need
be, Berlin.

But in addition to all this, Mr. Presi-
dent, we have long subsidized the mili-
tary forces of our NATO partners in
Western Europe. There was a time, per-
haps, when this was justified, in the
years immeciately following the war.
However, during the past 10 years, since
1950, it has become increasingly appar-
ent that these countries can easily af-
ford to maintain their own military
establishments without further help
from the United Staies. Indeed, some
of these countries have now become so
prosperous that their per capita income
rivals that of some of our American
States.

Yet, throughout the whole 10-year
period, our military assistance program
to these countries has continued un-
abated. Between 1950 and 1960, we have
given nearly $13 billion worth of military
aid to our NATO allies in Western
Europe alone. Congress stopped fur-
ther substancial economic aid to these
countries 7 years ago, recognizing they
had fully recovered their capacity to be
self-supporting. It is long past time for
us to take a stand on military aid. Un-
less we do, the subsidy will never stop; it
will continue forevermore.

Mr. President, in order to show the
amounts of military aid we have fur-
nished our NATO allies in Western
Europe over the past decade, I ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the REcoOrD
at this point a chart detailing these fig-
ures on a country-by-country basis, and
giving the totals for the 10-year period,
as well as the breakdown for each year
since 1956,

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb.
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NATO-United States M AP deliveries, defense expenditures, and defense expendilures as percent of GNP by calendar year
[Dollars in millions)
Total (iniendnr Years Calendar year 1960 Calendar year 1959 Calendar year 1958 Calendar year 1957 Calendar year 1956
. Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex-
Country penditures penditures penditures penditures penditures penditures
MAP MAP MAP MAP MAP MAP
deliv- deliv- deliv- deliv- deliv- deliv-
eries 1 Per- | erles! Per- | eries ! Per- | eries! Per- | eries ! Per- | eries! Per-
Amount 2| cent Amount?| cent Amount ?| cent Amount?| cent Amount ?| cent Amount 3| cent
of of of of of of
GNP GNP GNP GNP GNP GNP
Belgium-Luxem-

bourg. 004 3.5 $13 $400 | 8.2 $22 $386 | 3.2 $50 75| 3.2 32 $376 3.2 $349 3.2
Denmark 827 | 2.8 22 150 | 2.6 45 143 2.6 24 143 | 2.9 20 146 3.1 47 136 3.1
France..._. Bl5| 7.4 89 8, 831 6.8 147 3,630 | 7.0 130 3, 355 7.0 159 3,158 | 7.5 2,975 7.9
Germany 3 714 4.3 58 2, 886 4.3 86 2,640 | 4.4 78 1,631 a.0 480 2,134 4.1 205 1,717 3.7
Greece. . 316 5.6 L] 159 | 5.0 70 154 5.1 139 149 5.1 0 149 5.4 81 135 5.3
Ttaly.._.__ 708 | 4.0 140 1,136 | 3.7 12 1,067 | 3.8 72 1,085 | 3.9 144 977 | 4.9 257 934 4.0
Netherlands_..._ . 321 5.0 53 456 4.1 26 396 | 3.9 41 436 | 4.6 84 486 5.2 152 488 5.7
Norway... 413 | 3.8 10 145 | 3.3 51 156 | 3.7 47 143 | 3.6 a8 147 | 3.7 60 135 3.6

: 832 | 4.1 4 100 | 4.5 12 98 | 4.5 24 86| 4.2 25 83 4.1 20 80 4.1
Turke L 1,618 1,480 | 5.0 85 270 | 5 124 241 5.4 251 163 | 4.2 208 141 4.1 171 129 4.8
United Kingdom _ 989 48,285 | Bl 26 4, 856 7.0 194 4,679 | 7.1 43 4, 684 7.3 a7 4,707 7.7 75 4,788 8.3
NATO area pro- -

e R D) Ty b T LR e ] PR, B R e e o [ b7 (Al e e T | o L B
Total, NATO_____ 15,803 123,205 | 5.9 757 14,388 | 5.4 1,087 13,680 | 5.6 1,045 12,200 | 62| 1,393 12, 505 5.7 1, 746 11, 866 59
Cannda. ool 17, 90 B | eeen 1,064 | 47 [—-aac 1,042 | 47 |aacicaas 1,740 | 5.3 |--aaas 1,820/| 6.8 | ... 1, 888 6.3
United States. ... |-—-2-—-- 53, 3 1 4 [ 46,552 | 0.3 e Es 56,6814 | 9.7 |o-o-as 45,508 | 10.2 |________ 44, 548 | 10.1 | ... 41,773 10. 0

1 U.8. military assistance furnished to countries includes deliveries of equipmerit
and supplies, expenditures for repair and rehabilitation of exeess stocks, training
packing, erating, handling and transportation, nutrition surveys, construetion an

credit assistance under see. 103(e) MBSA.
2 Based on NATO definition of defense expenditures,

includes expenditures for military funetions of the Department of Defense, the mili-

gmgmm, the Atomic Energy Commission, Coast Guard, National
Acronautics and Space Administration, veterans' insurance and indemnities and
Program.

tary assistance
residual expenditures by ICA for the direet forees support

For the United States it European countries than

eaused by devaluation.

# German defense expenditures data for all years are ICA estimates, Germany’s

expenditures through 1955 were largely occupation/support costs.
; ]‘%d(‘.ﬂﬁ Republic of Germany.

ance expenditures represent physical deliveries to the

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I wish
to refer in some detail to the table which
has just been ordered printed in the
Recorp. I shall now refer to the first
three columns of the table, country by
country.

To begin with, the chart shows that
during the 10-year period 1950 to
1960, Belgium-Luxembourg appropriated
$3,904 million for their own defense
forces, and received from the United
States $1,175 million in grant-aid, or
approximately 30 percent of the amount
they appropriated for the maintenance
of their own military forces.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Idaho please
repeat that statement.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, I am glad to do
so, I stated that during the 10-year pe-
riod from 1950 to 1960, Belgium-Luxem-
bourg appropriated $3,904 million for
their own defense forces, and received
from the United States $1,175 million in
grant-aid, or approximately 30 percent
of the amount which they, themselves,
appropriated for the maintenance of
their own armed forces.

During the same 10-year period Den-
mark appropriated $1,327 million for the
maintenance of her own armed forces,
and the United States provided Denmark
with $467 million in grant-aid, or ap-
proximately 36 percent of the amount
which Denmark spent to maintain her
own armed forces.

During the same decade, France ap-
propriated $29,815 million for the main-
tenance of her own forces, and the Unit-
ed States donated to France $4,117
million in grant-aid, or approximately 14

Military assist-

percent of the amount France appro-
priated for her own armed forces.

During the same decade, Germany,
whose program is newer, appropriated
$20,714 million for the maintenance of
her armed forces, and during that period
the United States provided Germany
with $897 million, or approximately 4
percent of the amount which Germany
spent for her armed forces.

During the same decade Italy appro-
priated $9,798 million for her armed
forces, and the United States provided
Italy, for the same purpose, with $1,944
million in grant-aid, or approximately
20 percent of what Italy herself spent to
maintain her own armed forces.

During the decade the Netherlands
appropriated $4,321 million for the same
purpose, and the United States donated
$1,104 million, or approximately 25 per-
cent of what the Netherlands appro-
priated to maintain its armed forces.

During the same decade the United
Kingdom appropriated $48,285 million
for the same purpose, and the United
States donated $989 million, or approxi-
mately 2 percent of what the United
Kingdom appropriated for her own de-
fense.

Mr. President, if we examine the de-
tails shown on the chart, we find that
over the decade since 1950, when the ma-
jority of the countries here involved
clearly had economic capabilities suffi-
cient to sustain their own military forces
without external aid, the United States
has donated $15,303 million in grant-aid
to her NATO allies, most of which are
located in Western Europe.

For those located exclusively in West-
ern Europe which would come within

data into dollars have generally been made on the basis of official forei
rates, and the purchasing &ower of dollar equivalents is appreciably hig
at of the dollar in LP

comparisons of the converted dollar fizures are subject to similar limitations,
uniform exchange rate has been applied for all years in order to preserve the trend of
the national eurrency data and eliminate distorting fluctuations in the dollar figures

Note.—Precise comparisons of levels of defense expenditures between European
countries and the United States are not

possible, Conversions of national currency
exchange

in most
Inr.ra-EuropeanA

the United Btates.

the ambit of the amendment I have of-
fered, the United States donated nearly
$13 billion during the decade.

Mr. President, why have we been con-
tributing so much in grant-aid to these
prosperous countries? It is not because
these countries have been doing their
part in fully contributing their share to
our collective security.

It is to be noted from this chart, Mr.
President, that none of the prosperous
countries in Western Europe are making
as much of an effort, in proportion to
their own resources, to maintain their
armed forces, as we have been making
in proportion to ours. During the dec-
ade, we spent 10.4 percent of our gross
national product on our military forces,
compared to an average of 5.9 percent
on the part of our NATO allies.

Moreover, it cannot be argued that the
continuing American subsidy is furnish-
ing these countries with an inducement
to make a greater effort on their own,
since it is clear from the chart that the
average yearly military expenditure of
our NATO allies has fallen off from 5.9
percent in 1956 to 5.4 percent in 1960,

Mr. President, to make plain beyond
argument the level of wealth that now
has been achieved by most of our NATO
partners in Western Europe, their re-
sultant capacity to maintain their own
armed forces without American subsidy,
and the lesser effort they are actually
making, compared to our own, I ask
unanimous consent to insert at this point
in the REcorp, an appropriate chart con-
taining these figures for last year, 1960.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
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Selected economic and defense expenditures data on European NATO couniries and United
States, calendar 1960

Population | Total Private |Defense ex- | Percent ol
(in thou- GNP GNP per | consump- | penditures | defense ex-
sands) (millions) capita tion per (millions) | penditures
capita ! to GNP
Belgi L 4 9, 4590 $12,275 $1, 293 $896 2 $400 3.2
I k = 4, 640 5, 600 1,226 827 161 2.8
1y s, e o 45, 500 4, 400 1,106 T28 3,831 6.8
Germany (West)....... 52,321 63, 740 1,218 706 2,886 4.3
G e 8, 601 3,120 350 270 150 5.0
Teeland. . 176 156 881 500 1. Eoiaie Dttt it boa ik
taly 49,315 80, 360 616 300 1,136 3.7
Netherlands. 11,480 10, 990 857 540 4556 41
Norway. ... o 3, 590 4, 465 1,244 724 2145 3.3
i ] A R S P s 9,124 2,220 243 187 1100 4.5
I‘urke‘i( iy e = S TR ETY 27, 518 4, 680 170 134 2270 5.6
United Kingdom ..o ooooo_oon 52, 376 68, 950 1,317 863 4,856 7.0
Total European NATO (exclud-
iy gy e e . 274, 220 261, 045 952 604 14,3080 6.4
Onltet Biates ¥ = L. il 179, 894 404, 500 2,740 1,730 46, 652 9.3
1 At 1050 market prices,
2 Partly estimated,
3 Alaska and Hawalii excluded,
Bource: Euro Data Book,
o Notes

All data are preliminary and subject to revision.

Precise comparisons of the levels of gross national product and of defense expenditures between the Euro)
counteies sad e ihicial

United States are not

ble. The conversion into dollars has been made on the basis of o

foreign exchange rates, and the purchasing power of the dollar equivalent is appreciably higher in most Eu

countries than in the United States, Intra-European comparisons of the converted dollar

similar limitations,

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield for a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Idaho yield to the Senator
from Rhode Island?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator from
Idaho prepared to state the number of
unemployed persons in those countries,
as compared to the number of unem-
ployed persons in the United States?

Mr. CHURCH. I wish I had those
figures available for the Senate. I think
the Senator’s question is most pertinent,
and I am sorry I do not have the figures
at hand. But I am of the impression
that in these prosperous industrial coun-
tries in Western Europe the level of un-
employment is substantially below the
level of unemployment in the United
States.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield further on
that point?

Mr. CHURCH. I am glad to yield.

Mr, PASTORE. I have no immediate
documentation of the statement I am
about to make, but I am willing to esti-
mate that at this moment there are more
unemployed persons in the United States
than there are in all the combined coun-
tries, that the Senator from Idaho had
mentioned.

Mr. CHURCH. I suspect that the
Senator from Rhode Island is correct in
that surmise. I would be very much
surprised if the figures do not bear out
his statement.

Mr. President, in examining the chart
I have placed in the REcorbp, let us exam-
ine in more detail the three columns
to which I have already referred.

The first column carries the gross na-
tional product per capita of the coun-
tries which would be affected by the
proposed amendment.

The second column I propose to dis-
cuss shows the amount the countries ap-

ropean
figures are subject to

propriated for their own defense during
1960. The last column is the percent
that this amount bears to the gross na-
tional product of each country.

With respect to Belgium-Luxembourg
in 1960 the per capita income as meas-
ured by their gross national product was
$1,293. They appropriated approxi-
mately $400 million for their defense
forces, which was 3.2 percent of their
gross national product.

The second country is Denmark, which
had a per capita gross national product
of $1,226. It appropriated $161 million
for its defense, which was 2.8 percent of
its gross national product.

The next country is France, which had
a gross national product per capita of
$1,196, and which appropriated $3,831
million for its defense, which was 6.8
percent of its gross national product.

I pause long enough to remind the Sen-
ate that France has been engaged in g
war in Algeria which has been going on
for 7 years. It has been one of the
hardest fought and bloodiest wars of
modern times.

The next country is West Germany,
with a per capita income, measured by
its gross national product, of $1,218. It
appropriated $2,886 million for its de-
fense, which was 4.3 percent of its gross
national produect.

The next country is Italy, which had
a per capita income, in terms of gross na-
tional product, of $616. It appropriated
$1,136 million for its defense, which was
3.7 percent of its gross national product.

The next country is the Nefherlands,
which had a gross national product per
capita of $957. It appropriated $455
million for its defense, which is 4.1 per-
cent of its gross national product.

The next country is Norway, which
had a gross national product per capita
of $1,244, It appropriated $145 million
for its defense, which is 3.3 percent of
its gross national product.

The final country which would pos-
sibly be affected by the amendment is
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the United Kingdom, which had a gross
national product per capita of $1,317.
It appropriated $4,856 million for its
national defense in 1960, which was 7
percent of its gross national product.

In the same year the United States
appropriated $46,552 million for its own
defense, which was 9.2 percent of our
gross national product. And that does
not take into account all of the addi-
tional money that we have put out in
foreign aid for purposes of military as-
sistance to other countries.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. I have some informa-
tion that perhaps has not been supplied
to the Senator, which is that for every
dollar that we contribute to the North
Atlantic Treaty nations they put up $7
out of their budgets. It is a 7T-to-1 deal.
I think, in buying national defense, it is
the best bargain we could possibly get,
because for every dollar we put up we
get $7 worth of military aid.

What has been done with the money?
Airports have been built all over Europe,
so that we do not have to keep our
fighter planes or bombers in one place.
They can be continually shifted around,
so that the gentlemen in Moscow with
whom we are dealing would not know
where they were in case it was decided
that they should be bombed. Bases
have been built there for guided mis-
siles, and we have missiles of a range
that can reach from Europe into the
Soviet Union. That is one of the great
deterrents we have. There are two.
The other deterrent, of course, is the
system of bases we have in Okinawa, the
Philippines, southeast Asia, the Middle
East, north Africa, Spain, and England,
where we have our Strategic Air Force
on a 15-minute alert, and with atomic
bombs of greater power than the one
that was dropped at Hiroshima during
our Japanese troubles.

My opinion is that this is the deter-
rent that causes Mr. Khrushchev to
pause, so far as starting any war is con-
cerned. And if we can get the jet
bombers that we hope to have, which
will be able to carry good payloads of
atomic weapons and bombs, we shall be
still more protected. That is the rea-
son why I supported that item.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
very much. I am in complete agreement
that the NATO alliance is the corner-
stone of our Western defense. I believe
in it very strongly. I recognize that, as
compared to the money we are now
granting to some of our NATO allies,
they are spending considerably more
money of their own for the maintenance
of their own armed forces. The figures
I have given bear this out.

Mr. HAYDEN. The ratio is 7 to 1.

Mr. CHURCH. The purpose of my
amendment is not in any way to alter
or reduce in any measure the obligation
or responsibility of the United States
toward the NATO alliance or any mem-
ber of it; but I do feel that, in the long
run, we shall strengthen the alliance;
and, as history is my judge, there is no
other way to strengthen an alliance but
to make clear to each member of it that,
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as we intend to do our part, so we expect
them to do theirs. If we continue un-
warranted subsidies to rich countries that
are fully capable of carrying their own
load in the maintenance of their military
forces, I think we do a disservice to the
alliance, and, in the long run, we shall
see the time when it will be greatly weak-
ened because it will lack the strong in-
ternal respect that comes from each
doing his share.

Therefore, my amendment is not of-
fered in any way to have an adverse
effect on the NATO alliance, but to serve
it in the best possible way.

I should like to read the amendment
so there will be no misinterpretation of
what it is I am seeking to do. The
amendment is, on page 38, at line 5, to
insert the following new section:

Bec. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY AID TO
WEeESTERN EUROPE—No further military as-
sistance shall be furnished on a grant basis
to a country of Western Europe, except to
fulfill firm commitments made prior to July
1, 1961, unless the President shall have deter-
mined that it would be an undue economic
burden upon such country to purchase the
supplies, equipment, or services proposed to
be furnished.

It should be understood that this
amendment would not affect any firm
commitment we have already made, that
is, prior to July 1, 1961, to furnish mili-
tary aid to any country in Western
Europe. It would not prohibit future
cash or credit sales of military equip-
ment, services, or supplies to any of these
countries. It would merely provide that
no further military assistance shall be
furnished on a grant basis to a country
of Western Europe, unless the President
shall have determined that it would be
an undue economic burden upon such
country to purchase the supplies, equip-
ment, or services proposed to be fur-
nished.

It should be noted that Greece and
Turkey would not be affected, since they
are not located in Western Europe.

It should be noted also that Portugal
and Spain, and possibly Italy, are not
likely to be affected, since they are still
relatively poor countries, where a Presi-
dential determination could properly be
made, that purchase of equipment or
supplies proposed to be furnished, would
constitute an undue burden upon their
economies.

The amendment really points toward
those countries which have achieved a
prodigious economic recovery, the rich,
industrial nations capable of self-sup-
port—the countries which this Congress,
in 1953, recognizing the facts of life, elim-
inated from further assistance grants of
economic aid. Unless we do the same in
regard to the military aid program, there
will be no limitation. The subsidies will
continue until the day the Congress takes
a stand.

I ask, Mr. President, what more rea-
sonable limitation, calculated to protect
our national interest, could be imposed
than this? The pending bill would au-
thorize over $1.5 billion a year, for each
of the next 2 fiscal years, to be spent on
continuing military aid abroad. In the
coming year, 22 percent of this amount
is to be given the countries of Western
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Europe. Some of these countries may
still need our help, and this amendment
would not prevent the President, in such
cases, from giving it. But the amend-
ment would put an end to further subsi-
dies, “shelled out” by American tax-
payers, to the prosperous countries of
Western Europe which can well afford
to maintain their own military estab-
lishments.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the
Senator propose, before he concludes his
speech, to say something about the ex-
tent to which these same countries have
been accumulating American dollars and
credits, so that they are in a position to
almost empty Fort Knox today?

Mr. CHURCH. I know the Senator
from Louisiana has those figures well in
mind. I would welcome any contribu-
tion the Senator might care to make to
my argumenft. But let me first point
out this paradox. Both our previous
President, Mr. Eisenhower, and Presi-
dent Kennedy have called upon the
prosperous countries of Western Europe
to do more in assisting us with our pro-
gram of economic aid for the countries
of the underdeveloped world.

Both Presidents have said, “These
countries clearly can do more, and it is in
their interest as well as our for them to
do so.”

Even as we urge these countries to as-
sist us in providing economic aid for the
underdeveloped world, we turn around
and continue to give them hundreds of
millions of dollars in grant aid for mili-
tary forces they can afford to maintain
on their own. Does that make sense?
Is there any consistency in that posi-
tion? Is there any way to explain it to
the American people? I know of none.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. CHURCH. Ihave already yielded
to the distinguished Senator from Loui-
siana. I shall be happy to yield later to
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr, PASTORE. Very well

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me com-
plete the point I had in mind.

The administration has already asked
us to pass a number of measures, each of
which is completely inadequate to do the
job, to try to meet the problem which
arises because we are short on the bal-
ance of payments. Other countries are
accumulating our currency in large
amounts. We are faced with the fact
that we cannot even make good our mini-
mum requirements, to back the amount
of American currency outstanding to-
day with 25 percent of gold. We cannot
make good our legal requirements for
our own citizens, if compelled to make
good the requirements with regard to
foreign nations.

The particular nations the Senator has
in mind are the nations which hold most
of the dollar credits, almost enough to
empty Fort Knox, the way the situation
stands today. If they should call their
dollars into their central banks and call
on us for payment that would be the
situation. Those countries have very
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favorable balances of payments, to the
extent that they are still accumulating
our dollars at a rate exceeding $1 billion
a year.

The point is that if there is anything
which those countries really think is
necessary for their defense, they are well
able to pay for it. We have gone so far
in paying for these things there is now
a serious question as to whether we shall
be able to protect our own currency if
there is a call upon it, under existing in-
ternational obligations, for gold pay-
ment,

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
very much. The Senator makes a very
cogent argument. I have only this to
add: Why is it that the foreign-aid pro-
gram is in such trouble, Mr. President?
I am sure it is because the American
people, in their great commonsense,
know there is too much wrong with it
and too much abuse in it. Unless the
Congress begins to eliminate the abuse
and to impose some reasonable and
prudent restraints upon these expendi-
tures, the day will come when the Ameri-
can people will rise up mightily against
the whole program and fill the Halls of
Congress, and indeed, the White House
itself, with men who are committed to
an end to all foreign aid—to an end to all
of our commitments abroad—and who
would return us to a last isolation.

When that happens, whom will we
blame? If I know human nature, we
shall look around for other people to
blame, but the blame will be on us—on
us, at these desks, if we, through hesi-
tancy and unwillingness to act, fail to
impose reasonable restraints upon this
runaway program.

Mr. President, if we cannot act now to
do the things which our national inter-
est clearly requires, and the things
which history shows us in the long run
will best serve the interests of the alli-
ance itself, we shall deserve the fate
which will come to us, hard as that is for
me to say.

I now yield to the Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I com-
pletely agree with my colleague from
Idaho that this whole problem should
be approached without rancor, without
indignation, and without emotion. It
should be approached in a most calm and
judicious manner. I agree with the tell-
ing argument the Senator has made.

For the past few years we have been
imploring our friends to assist us in our
common effort. We have been asking
our friends to assist us, at the same time
telling them we will help them if they
need help.

We respect and appreciate those
countries for standing shoulder to shoul-
der with us to resist the onslaught of
communism in that part of the world.
No one means to depreciate that in any
manner. But the fact is that over the
years we have been imploring our allies
and friends to help us in helping the un-
derdeveloped countries of the world; at
the same time we have been lavishing
money on our allies. It is a sort of in-
congruous, if not ridiculous situation. If
they need our help, naturally they can-
not help somebody else. But, if from
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their apparent prosperity they can af-
ford to help somebody else, then they do
not need our help.

We must begin to talk over the facts
of life with our friends. We must cease
all this emotion and excitement. We
must sit down and discuss the cold facts
together.

Not long ago a very distinguished rep-
resentative of one of the nations abroad
appeared on the television program—
“Meet the Press.” The nation is within
the shadow of the Kremlin, yet in an-
swer to a question as to why that nation
was not doing everything it was sup-
posed to do in the common effort it was
said, “We are doing everything we are
asked to do.”

Only a short while ago we increased
our defense budget more than $3 billion.
We did that not because anybody asked
us to do it, but because we thought we
were facing a peril.

We did it because we thought the
situation in Berlin was perilous. On our
own initiative we appropriated $3 billion
more than previously had been requested
by the administration.

I am not pinpointing any criticism,
but I feel that the time has come when
our friends should understand that they
must make a greater effort, not because
they are asked to do so, but because the
peril faces them as much as it faces us.

A short time ago I was in Europe. I
know this situation will amaze many
Senators. I brought my experience to
the attention of the Secretary of De-
fense. While I was in Europe I picked
up the newspaper one morning., I think
it was the European edition of the
Herald Tribune. I do not attach any
authoritative significance or endorse-
ment to the polls which may be taken,
but a poll was taken throughout Europe,
on two questions.

The people were asked the question, “If
there were a war between the Kremlin
and the United States tomorrow, do you
think we ought to get into it?"” The peo-
ple of every nation, with the exception
of the Netherlands, answered “No.” The
second question was, ‘“Would you rather
be engaged in a nuclear war with the
Russians, or be occupied by the Rus-
sians?” This will amaze Senators even
more than anything else.

With the exception of the Netherlands,
all countries answered, “We would
rather be occupied by the Russians.”

I do not give too much credence to a
poll, but if that reflects the feeling that
permeates the minds of the people of
Europe—if they think that the struggle
is one exclusively between the Kremlin
and the United States and they have no
part in it; if they feel they do not have
to live up to their commitments to NATO,
as we have fulfilled ours over the years,
then I am afraid that the American peo-
ple will begin to doubt and despair.
Their resentment will rise.

The peril is against the free world.
The situation in Berlin is a danger to
the whole free world, and not against
the United States alone. We are in the
cold war up to our ears, but the people
of Europe are in it up to the tops of their
heads. They are underneath the gun.
All we can say is, “If you can afford to
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do more, you ought to do it. If you can-
not afford it, we will be ready and willing
with our help.”

If we were to add up the national
debts of all the countries of Europe, the
sum would not come anywhere close to
the national debt of the United States
alone. If we were to add up the num-
bers of unemployed in Western Europe,
the total would be only a percentage
of the unemployment in the United
States.

I agree with the Senator from Idaho.
Conditions have changed. Certainly
we are the most abundant land in the
world. Assuredly we are the most re-
sourceful country in the world.
Granted we are the richest nation in
the world. But, after all, there is still
the risk of killing the goose that laid
the golden egg.

The time is here when the nations of
Europe have become superlatively in-
dustrialized. In their prosperity they
are seeking needed workers from outside
their own borders. Workers are being
imported into Western Europe, whereas
in this country workers are looking
around for jobs.

We have met our commitment com-
pletely and fully. The countries of
Europe have not yet met theirs.

All the Senator from Idaho is saying
this afternoon—and I think we ought
to take this action without having to
enact a law—is that no further military
assistance shall be furnished on a grant
basis to any country of Western Europe,
except to fulfill firm commitments made
prior to July 1, 1961.

I ask Senators to listen to the follow-
ing language:

Unless the President of the United States
shall have determined that it would be an
undue economic burden upon such country
to purchase supplies, equipment, or serv-
ices proposed to be furnished.

In other words, all the Senator is say-
ing is that we should not give any
people any money in the way of grants
when they have the money themselves.
That is all the amendment amounts to.
I do not see why the amendment should
not be accepted. I do not see why its
substance should not be the firm policy
of the United States. All we would say
is, “You are our friends. You are our
allies. You are our partners in this
struggle. We will help you if you lack
the means. But if you have the means,
put them up and do not ask us to give
the means to you.” That is how simple
it is. I congratulate my friend, and I
shall vote for his amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
very much. I wish to express my pro-
found thanks to the Senator from
Rhode Island. He has certainly put
the case in a nutshell. I would add
only that it seems to me that if we do
not learn from history, it is because we
never stop long enough to recall it. We
never compare our own situation with
other historical situations because we
have not the time.

In the past there have been other al-
liances of fateful importance. One of
them was the Delos League. All of us
know what happened to it when the
member states began failing to do their
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part and looked to Athens to do its part
and more. In the end, the subsidies
did not work. In the end the league
fell apart. In the end, Athens fell.

We have a historical parallel today
in the NATO alliance. As the Senator
from Rhode Island has so well said,
when countries have a clear capability,
by virtue of their prosperous industrial
economy to maintain their own military
establishments without undue burden
to themselves, then we ought to ask
them to do it.

As long as we continue to give these
countries handouts, they will take them.
If any Senator thinks that the hand-
outs make us worthier in their eyes, if
he does not think these handouts are
degrading to both donor and donee
alike, he ignores the historical prece-
dents that we should look to for guid-
ance; and, indeed, he ignores human
nature itself.

We serve the NATO alliance best by
adopting the amendment I propose. We
serve ourselves and the future of the
NATO alliance with this amendment.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Oregon.
Mr. MORSE. I thoroughly agree

with the Senator from Rhode Island in
the argument he has made in support
of the amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH].

The Senator from Idaho knows that
he and I have shared this point of view
in the Committee on Foreign Relations,
of which we are both members. I sin-
cerely hope that the chairman of the
committee, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FoLeriGHT] will accept the Sen-
ator's amendment. I think it is sound.

I wish to make two points that are
rather redundant in view of the speech
of the Senator from Rhode Island, but
they need to be repeated for emphasis,
I believe.

We need fo face up to the fact that
some of our NATO allies are in a stronger
monetary position today than is the
United States. We need to face up to
the fact that in some instances those
countries have practically no national
debt. The reason they do not have any
national debt is in no small measure due
to the fact that the taxpayers of the
United States have paid their national
debts for them. The great assistance
that such countries have received from
the United States in our rehabilitation
program has resulted in our building for
them the most modern factories, con-
taining the most modern equipment,
which has placed them at a competitive
advantage, as clearly implied by what
the Senator from Rhode Island has said,
as compared with a good many Ameri-
can industries at the present time. They
have the wherewithal to do more for
themselves as NATO allies in this entire
field of mutual security than they have
been doing. The time has come when
they must demonstrate that they recog-
nize that the program is a mutual
security program. They should recog-
nize it as it is recognized in some
aspects of our trade problems. They
recognize that “reciprocal trade” means
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reciprocal trade, and that it is a two-
way street.

In many instances the countries of
Western Europe are in a position to
make a greater contribution to the mu-
tual defense of freedom in Europe than
they are making. As the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] and the
Senator from Idabho ([Mr. CHURCHI]
pouinted out, so long as we are willing
to pay the bill for them, they will not
ask us to stop doing so.

I say to Senators who may not find
themselves in agreement with the
amendment of the Senator from Idaho
that the patience of millions of American
taxpayers is rapidly becoming frayed,
and in the not too distant future the
allies will find themselves with a rising
demand upon the politicians in the
United States to do a more efficient job
than we have been doing in protecting
the economic interests of the taxpayers
of the United States in respect to this
whole matter of foreign aid grants. As
the Senator from Rhode Island has said,
We are talking about grants. We are
talking about giveaway money, not loans.

I believe the Senator from Idaho is
to be congratulated for his courage in
presenting the amendment. At first
glance, there are those who may not
think it is a good amendment. But in
my opinion, if it is studied, the argu-
ments of the Senator from Idaho cannot
be answered.

The next point I wish to make is that
I have made a little study of what some
of our allies in Europe are doing in re-
gard to carrying out their responsibility
under what would amount to a general
welfare clause in the United States.
Take a look at the so-called general
welfare legislation of some of the NATO
countries in the whole field of social
legislation, in the whole field of health
legislation, in connection with housing,
in connection with the development and
protection of natural resources. They
are doing a better job than we are doing.
The argument is that we must postpone
our general welfare legislation in order
to spend our money for defense.

I do not propose to vote billions of
dollars under a foreign-aid bill when
the recipient countries in many instances
are able to do for their people, by way
of needed social welfare legislation, what
we are asked to postpone because we
must appropriate so much money for
foreign aid.

The time has come today for us to
write the record and serve notice on our
allies that we have reached the end of
the road so far as grants are concerned
in every instance in which they have
the economic power to do for them-
selves what they ought to do for them-
selves and not ask the American tax-
payers to do for them.

I am proud to support the amendment
of the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
from Oregon very much for his eloquent
and persuasive statement.

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

Mr. CHURCH, I am pleased to yield
again to the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island.
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Mr. PASTORE. Iamreading the Sen-
ators’ amendment. Let us assume—and
Heaven forbid that such might be the
case—that there might arise a situation
in Europe in which it becomes necessary
to furnish our friends in Europe with
guns and tanks which they do not have
and which they might need in case of
an emergency. Would his amendment
prohibit our doing that?

Mr, CHURCH. It would not, in my
opinion, because in the event such an
emergency were to arise, large amounts
of additional supplies and equipment
would be necessary, and such large
amounts might easily impose an undue
economiec burden on them, and therefore
the amendment would not prohibit our
doing it.

Mr. PASTORE. Would the Senator
consider amending or modifying his
amendment by stating:

Unless the President shall declare an emer-
gency or shall have determined—

And so forth. I would insert the words
“shall declare an emergency.”

We must not leave the impression that
in the case of a contingency—and God
forbid that the contingency shall arise—
which brought about a situation with
which our allies could not cope immedi-
ately, even if they had the money to pay
for the equipment necessary for the com-
mon defense, I repeat that we must not
leave the impression we would be tying
the hands of the United States or tying
the hands of NATO in their need to meet
that emergency.

Mr. CHURCH. I would be willing to
s0 modify my amendment. I have tried
to draft my amendment in such a way
that it could not possibly constitute a
danger to the United States or its allies.
I thank the Senator very much for his
suggestion. I am happy to modify my
amendment accordingly, so as to make it
clear that in the event of an emergency
the provisions in my amendment would
not apply.

I should like now to turn to the argu-
ments offered by the State Department.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays having been ordered, unani-
mous consent is required before the
amendment can be modified by the
Senator.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may modify
my amendment in the way suggested by
the Senator from Rhode Island.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Idid not quite un-
derstand the Senator’s modification. I
wonder if he would restate it.

Mr.CHURCH. The text of the amend-
ment as originally offered reads:

Sec. 512, RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY AID TO
WesTERN EvuroPeE—No further military as-
sistance shall be furnished on a grant basis
to a country of Western Europe, except to
fulfill firm commitments made prior to July
1, 1961, unless the President shall have deter-
mined that it would be an undue economic
burden upon such country to purchase the
supplies, equipment, or services proposed to
be furnished.

The Senator from Rhode Island makes
the point that in the event of a sudden
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emergency, when it might be to the ad-
vantage of the United States as well as
to its allies to have us furnish large
quantities of equipment, the words he
proposes would provide an escape hatch,
so that the provisions of the law in such
an instance would not be applicable.
The modification would be as follows:
In line 5, after the word “President”,
I would insert the words ‘“shall de-
clare an emergency”. The amendment
would then read as follows:

Brze. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY AID
70 WESTERN EUrRoPE—No further military
assistance shall be furnished on a grant
basis to a country of Western Europe, ex-
cept to fulfill firm commitments made prior
to July 1, 1961, unless the President shall
declare an emergency or shall have deter-
mined that it would be an undue economic
burden upon such country to purchase the
supplies, equipment, or services proposed to
be furnished.

I have agreed to modify my amend-
ment accordingly.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was under the
impression that there was an emergency
developing in that area already. This
would be an extremely poor time to give
the impression that we are in any way
weakening our support of our allies in
Western Europe. The Senator knows
that we discussed this subject in com-
mittee, and the military opposed reduec-
tions of even very small amounts of di-
rect aid in the military field. There is no
economic aid involved in the bill. Even
in the military field, outside the NATO
contribution, which I assume he has in
mind, there is no substantial military
aid. We have moved steadily away from
that in the past administration as well
as by what is now proposed. The pro-
gram has been substantially decreased,
from 33 percent in the fiscal year 1961
to 22 percent in 1962. We have steadily
decreased our percentage of the contri-
bution. It was as high as $2.8 billion
in 1953. It is down to $800 million now.

It is the purpose of the administration
to continue that trend. I do not quarrel
with the merits of what the Senator is
trying to do. I violently object to the
psychological effect his amendment
would have at this time if all the news-
papers in the world, encouraged by those
who are not so friendly to us, were to
interpret this action as an indication
that the Congress of the United States
has no more confidence in our Western
European allies, that they are a bunch
of slackers, that they are not doing their
part, and that, therefore, we will not give
them any further aid. I do not believe
this would be a very wise thing to do.

I have some figures in the book I have
in my hand. If the Senator wishes, I
shall read them. They show clearly
that the trend is very much in the di-
rection I have indicated. As I have
said, the contribution of our allies has
steadily gone up. In 1950 it was $5.9
billion. In 1960 it was $14.4 billion.
Our contribution has gone down from
$2.8 billion in 1953 to $800 million in this
Efar. That is the way it has been mov-

.

Perhaps it is not as rapid as it should
be. I agree that one country about
which there is no secret is certainly well
off and could do much more. However,
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it is certainly expected that with the
erisis which confronts that country now
we will see a much greater contribution
being made by it. On the other hand,
Great Britain, for example, is in a very
serious financial condition, and is in no
position to be expected to make any
great financial contribution. She has
just arranged for a loan from the IMF.
That indicates the seriousness of her fi-
nancial situation. This is a joint un-
dertaking. I regret that the Senator is
inclined to belittle the contribution of
these countries.

Mr. CHURCH. I should like to make
it clear that I have not intended to be-
little the contribution being made by any
of our NATO allies. My purpose is not
to do so in any way. I have tried to make
it clear that we should expect them to
do what they are able to do, and that, in
the long run this will strengthen the al-
liance by promoting greater respect for
one another among the members of the
alliance. I ask the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee
if he would object to my modifying my
amendment in the way I have indicated.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course not.
However, I do not want my consent to
be interpreted as favoring the amend-
ment. I do not accept it. I am opposed
to the amendment, as proposed to be
modified, or as not modified.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, if I
may renew my unanimous consent re-
quest, I wish to amend my amendment
in the way suggested by the Senator from
Rhode Island, to insert, after the word
“shall,” the following: “declare a na-
tional emergency or shall determine that
it would be an undue economic burden
upon such country to purchase the sup-
plies, equipment, or services proposed to
be furnished.”

Mr. PASTORE. Omit
“national.”

Mr. CHURCH. The language should
be “a national emergency.” “National
emergency” is a term of art.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the modification of the
amendment? The Chair hears none,
and the amendment is modified.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I
should like to turn to the argument made
by the State Department in opposition
to the amendment that we might ex-
amine the position taken by those who
are administering the program. The
State Department says:

It 15 assumed that the amendment is in-
tended to be applicable to Belgium, Den-
mark, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
and the United Kingdom—all of which, ex-
cept Spain, are members of NATO, Its pur-
pose is to authorize grants of military assist-
ance to the foregoing countries only upon a
Presidential finding that the country con-
cerned Is unable to finance from its own
resources the military effort required of it.

I think that is a fair statement of the
intent of the amendment. The State De-
partment then continues:

First, the principle declared by the amend-
ment has been followed for some time by
the executive branch, The executive branch
has already achleved some measure of suc-

President,

the word
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cess in terminating or reducing grant aid
to the economically developed countries of
Western Europe.

Mr. President, what success has there
been in terminating such aid? In 1960,
every single one of the economically de-
veloped countries in Western Europe
were still receiving substantial grants
from the United States. Not one such
program had been terminated. In the
face of that situation, the assertion of the
Department of State is demonstrably
false. What is the basis of the Depart-
ment’s contention that the program of
grant aid has been substantially reduced?
I simply say, as to this point, that the
latest wunclassified information now
available, which I can use in the course
of the debate in the Senate, shows that
in 1960 $361 million in military grant
aid was given to the prosperous coun-
tries in Western Europe, excluding
Portugal and Spain, all of which, aside,
possibly, from Italy, clearly had the re-
sources to carry their full loan and to
maintain their own military forces with-
out external aid.

If it is desired to say that $361 mil-
lion of grant aid to these countries is
not a significant figure, then I cannot
argue the point. But when it is con-
sidered that in the planning for this
year's program, 22 percent of the total
military aid authorized by the bill is
planned for Western Europe, then I ask,
What is a substantial contribution?
Clearly, we have continued, year after
year, to throw our money into coun-
tries which can afford to maintain their
own forces without our aid. We have
contributed $13 billion in the last decade
to these very countries in Western Eu-
rope. But now the Department of State
says it has had “some measure of suc-
cess in terminating and reducing this
program.”

I simply urge Senators to go to the
classified books in the Committee on
Foreign Relations, as members of the
committee have done, examine the pro-
gram for these very countries for the
coming year, and then measure the facts
against the statement which has now
been made by the State Department in
opposition to the amendment. If Sen-
ators will do that, I think they will agree-
with me that the program is not heing
reduced in any satisfactory way; and
that if we must wait for the adminis-
trators of the program to reduce and
eliminate it, we will wait forever. Only
Congress can do it. If Congress does
not begin to impose reasonable restraints
on a runaway program, who will? Where
can the American taxpayers find pro-
tection, if they cannot find it here? I
submit that, on the evidence, this argu-
ment of the State Department does not
stand.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sen-
ator referred to the classified informa-
tion in the books of the committee which
shows amounts of money which the Sen-
ator is not privileged to reveal. I have
examined the same books. When we
consider a country like Germany, only
a small amount of money is involved—
less than a million dollars. But the
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point is that not even 5 cents can be
justified, because we are now proposing
to go to war, if need be, for the benefit
of West Germany. We are spending an
extra $3 billion to prepare ourselves to
fight and defend our obligations toward
West Berlin. West Germany is better
able to pay than we are, but she is only
making half the effort we are making.
The United States is spending foreign
aid money all over the world, trying to
help other people to help themselves.

The point I am making, and the
point to which I believe the Senator is
addressing himself, is well reflected here.
There is no reason on earth for us to
say that we will spend any money in a
country where, as things are now, they
are holding our dollars. If we do not do
something about gold payments and the
favorable balance of payments for them
as against us, we will be in a position
where we cannot pay them off, no mat-
ter what the situation is.

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator from
Louisiana is correct. The precarious
imbalance in our payments is another
reason for imposing reasonable re-
straints on the program, where that can
be done. I think it can be done in this
instance. In the long run, it will serve
the best interests of the NATO alliance
if we do so.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from
Idaho said the Senator from Louisiana
was correct. Does the Senator from
Idaho wish to leave the impression that
he believes there is no advantage to the
American people regardless of what the
people of Germany do in defending West
Berlin?

Mr. CHURCH. Oh, no; I do not think
I could have left that impression. We
have decided to hold our ground in West
Berlin on the basis of our national in-
terest. With that decision I have no dis-
agreement,

I think the point made by the Senator
from Louisiana was that in a time when
the United States had a serious balance-
of-payments problem, we should be
careful about the amount of money we
spend abroad and should be willing to
impose reasonable restraints on this pro-
gram, where such restraints are clearly
justified.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator further yield?

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It seems to
me that this point should be made clear,
Some persons cannot agree on it. The
point has been made, and I think we
should recognize it, because some day we
may be required to vote on the issue, Are
we willing to go to war to defend those
who will not raise a hand to defend
themselves? One of these days we shall
have that problem to solve.

West Germany, if she is required to
fight, will fight to defend her freedom.
As one who faced Germany in the last
war, I have some respect for her capac-
ity to fight and her courage. But if we
are to take the attitude that a country
is willing to pay its own way, but we are
going to pay it nevertheless, the Sena-
tor from Idaho makes the point that
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such an attitude discourages the country
from doing what it should be doing. We
should be sending the aid somewhere
else, wherever it is more urgently needed.

Mr. CHURCH. If I know anything
about the Germans, they will respect us
more if we say plainly that we are willing
to give grant aid to any country in the
alliance that needs it. But, as we are
willing to contribute our wealth in
standing by the alliance, we expect the
prosperous countries in Europe to do
likewise, including West Germany. If we
do so, they will respect us more, and the
alliance will be stronger, not weaker, for
it.

Mr. President, let us turn to the sec-
ond argument offered by the State De-
partment in opposition to the amend-
ment. They say: “In some countries,
military assistance is required as a quid
pro quo for base rights outside the
NATO infrastructure complex.”

That is departmental language, which,
in an obscure way, means that there are
at least two countries in Europe, Portu-
gal and Spain, where we may be giving
grants of military assistance as rental
for military bases. Mr. President, is it
not better simply to come out in a forth-
right way and say so?

This is not grant assistance. It is
rental. It is assistance given in con-
sideration—the Department’s term is
quid pro quo—for the bases we have ob-
tained. As such, it would not be grant
assistance, and it would not come within
the purview of this amendment. So the
objection raised by the State Department
misses the amendment.

Also it can be said that Spain and
Portugal are still relatively poor coun-
tries, as to which the President could
readily make a finding that it would be
an undue economic burden upon them
for them to purchase the supplies, equip-
ment, or materiel proposed to be pur-
chased, thus bringing them within the
exception set forth in the amendment.

So, Mr. President, in any case the
argument of the State Department is
irrelevant and inapplicable to the sub-
ject at issue, and on that basis I sug-
gest that we should set it aside.

What is the third argument offered
by the State Department—and, inciden-
tally, it is the last substantive argument
offered against the amendment.

Third—

Says the State Department—

from the U.S. viewpoint, the furnishing of
certain follow-on support, modification of
weapons systems, and training is necessary
to assure full effectiveness of previously fur-
nished materiel, irrespective of whether there
is & firm U.S. commitment to furnish such
further assistance.

Mr. President, there we have it—the
State Department’s own admission that
the philosophy which underlies the ad-
ministration of this military aid is that
once it is begun, it can never stop. Let
me read it again:

Third, from the U.S. viewpoint, the fur-
nishing of certain follow-on support, modi-
fication of weapons systems, and training
is necessary to assure full effectiveness of
previously furnished materiel, irrespective of
whether there is a firm U.S. commitment
to furnish such further assistance.
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So if we give a tank, we must continue
to give spare parts, revised training
programs, and perhaps even an up-dated
version of the old tank, as a replacement,
in order—to use the department’s lan-
guage, ‘“to assure full effectiveness of
previously furnished materiel.”

Mr. President, there is no way to stop,
if we accept the philosophy of those who
administer this program. There is no
way out; we can only go in deeper. If
we accept their philosophy, we must con-
tinue this program indefinitely, even
though the recipient countries can afford
to purchase the “follow-on support.”
Obviously, Mr. President, the Senate
cannot accept such an absurd proposi-
tion.

So there go the three arguments—one,
two, three—out the window and onto the
rubbish heap; and that disposes of the
State Department’s arguments against
this amendment, and leaves no argu-
ment at all against the amendment, but
only a scare—a scare which probably
will work. Somehow a scare seems to
hover over us whenever we consider a
mutual security bill.

Just listen to the State Department’s
scare warning:

Of primary importance among these polit-
ical and military considerations is the par-
ticular need at this critical moment of main-
taining the effectiveness of NATO and the
willingness, capability, and flexibility to re-
spond to the growing challenge to Berlin.

Mr. President, I say with all the con-
viction that I possess that this amend-
ment has nothing to do with Berlin. Be-
fore the impact of this amendment could
possibly be felt, the crisis at Berlin will
either have exploded into war, thus
rendering the whole subject moot, or
we shall have found a peaceful resolu-
tion of that crisis and it will have passed
by. But if we must defer until a time
when there is no crisis, in order to do
the things that reason says we ought
to do in this bill, who knows how long
we shall have to wait?

Mr. President, I say it is error—worse
still, it is error compounded with weak-
ness—to believe that any alliance can
be served or strengthened through
needless subsidy. Such a practice is de-
grading to donor and donee alike. His-
tory clearly demonstrates that it is
self-defeating. The record shows that
it has not worked, and it not working,
in the case of NATO today. None of
our NATO allies in Western Europe has
met the military goals set for the alliance
nearly 2 years ago. We are 400,000 men
short of the agreed level of strength;
but neither West Germany, France, nor
the United Kingdom, though peering
into the very teeth of the Berlin erisis,
has undertaken any buildup of its own
defenses, comparable to what the Presi-
dent has asked of the United States.

Congress has already approved the
President’s supplemental requests. Our
country will go on carrying more than
its share of the load in the NATO part-
nership. Even now it is our own Stra-
tegic Air Command, built and main-
tained at a fantastic cost to the
American taxpayers exclusively, that
constitutes NATO’s main deterrent
power. But we are foolish indeed if we
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think that continued handouts of mili-
tary aid to our prosperous allies in West-
ern Europe will ever cause them to do
their share. It has not in the past; it is
not now; it will not in the future. It is
just the kind of extravagance that brings
the whole foreign aid program into
disrepute.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Idaho knows, does he not, that the
Senate has already voted to reduce mili-
tary assistance by $250 million? Hence,
it will be for the Senate to indicate
where it thinks that cut of $250 million
should be made. In other words, we
have voted for military assistance, $250
million less than the amount the com-
mittee reported to the floor of the Sen-
ate. Now that we have done that, a re-
sponsible Senate might well approach
the task of showing where that cut
should be made—whether in Vietnam or
in the limited amount of aid that is
available for the countries of South
America, or just where the cut should
be made. The Senator from Idaho is
providing the Senate with the logical an-
swer—namely, that it should be made in
the case of the countries which are
better able to pay for their part of the
program than we are able to pay it for
them.

Mr. CHURCH. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s point, and it is very well taken.
Here we have an opportunity to say that
it is the judgment of the Congress that
when the President administers this re-
duced program of military assistance, he
should take into account the countries
which are able to pay their own way. It
is here that we should effect the cuts.
We can give the President that guidance,
and it will be in line with the best fiscal
interests of the taxpayers of the United
States if we do.

Mr. President, I have supported the
foreign-aid program as indispensable to
our national survival in this precarious
world. But the American people are
fed up with the waste that is in it. As
I have said, their resentment today can
lead to reaction tomorrow so widespread
as to fill these halls, and the White
House as well, with men who would sever
our world commitments and would with-
draw the United States into a lingering,
lethal, and last isolation.

Mr. President, if that happens, then
I think the responsibility will fall heavily
upon us in these Halls who fail to take
the necessary action to make this pro-
gram reasonable, and thus to give to it
the assurance of continuing public sup-
port.

It is to correct one such unreasonable
abuse in the program that I offer my
amendment. Our prosperous allies in
Western Europe do not need further
subsidies of military aid from the United
States. If Congress will adopt this
amendment, we shall be saying to our
NATO allies, “We expect you to do your
part for the alliance, even as we intend
to do ours.”

Mr, President, as history is my judge,
in that spirit only can we serve our
mutual interests best.
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For those reasons, I urge the Senate
to adopt the amendment.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CaurcrH], as modified. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Jorwston], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LavuscHe], and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusserrL] are absent on official
business.

1 also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. CHavEZ] is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL] would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cravezl is paired with the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Jounsronl. If present and voting, the
Senator from New Mexico would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from South
Carolina would vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland {Mr. BuTLER] is
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CaArL-
soN] and the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirxseEN] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Case] is detained because of illness in his
family.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. BuTLEr], the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. Carrson], and
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]
would each vote “nay."”

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 70, as follows:

[No. 147]
YEAS—22

Bartlett Goldwater Neuberger
Burdick Gruening Pastore
Church Jordan Pell
Clark Long, La. Proxmire
Dworshak Magnuson Talmad
Eastland McClellan Thurmond
Ellender Morse

Moss

NAYS—T0

Alken Hart Morton
Allott Hartke Mundt
Anderson den Muskie
Beall Hickenlooper Prouty
Bennett Hickey Randolph
Bible Hin Robertson
Boggs Holland Saltonstall
Bridges Schoeppel
Bush Humphrey Scott
Byrd, Va. Jackson Smathers
Byrd, W.Va. Javits Smith, Mass
Cannon Eeating Bmith, Maine

Kefauver Sparkman
Carroll Kerr Stennis
Case, N.J. Kuchel Symington
Cooper Long, Mo. Tower
Cotton Long, Hawall Wiley
Curtis Williams, N.J.
Dodd MeCarthy ‘;ul.mms,
Doug]ﬂ McGee arhorough
Engle McNamara Young, N. Dak.
Ervin A Metcalf Young, Ohio
Fulbrigh Miller

Monroney

NOT VOTING—8

Butler Chavez Lausche
Carlson Dirksen Russell
Case, 8.Dak. Johnston

So Mr. CHURCH’S amendment, as modi-
fied, was rejected.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
his remarks on August 11, the senior
Senator from Michigan raised several
cogent questions regarding the foreign-
aid bill to which he asked me to reply.
I am happy to do so, and I shall address
myself to each of his questions in turn.

The Senator asked how recipient
countries will receive long-term develop-
ment loans,

The loans will be requested and acted
upon through normal diplomatic proec-
esses of negotiation. To be eligible for
a development loan a country will be ex-
pected to meet certain criteria as spelled
out in section 201 of the bill. The basic
criteria are the determination of the ap-
plicant country to take basic measures of
self-help, its willingness to undertake
basic measures of economic and social
reform, and the extent to which the
country is responsive to the vital eco-
nomie, social and political needs of its
populace.

The Senator asks how the aid pro-
gram will affect unemployment in this
country.

It is of course impossible to assess the
impact on particular areas throughout
the United States. By and large, how-
ever, the aid program should have salu-
tary effects on the employment situation
in this country because most of the funds
provided will be spent in the United
States. Section 604 of the bill states
that aid funds may be used for procure-
ment outside of the United States only
if the President determines that such
procurement will not result in adverse
effects on the American economy, with
s;lnecial reference to areas of labor sur-
plus.

The Senator asks whether aid funds
are to be provided for European coun-
tries,

The program for Europe is very small
because most of the countries of Eu-
rope, as a result of the Marshall plan,
have recovered their economic health.

Substantial economic aid is scheduled,
therefore, only for Spain and Yugoslavia.
Greece, which is sometimes counted as
being in Europe, will receive both mili-
tary and economic aid.

The Senator asks when and where the
aid program can be expected to end.

There is no real answer to this ques-
tion. Our aid programs are long-range
commitments and it would be self-delu-
sion to pretend that they are not. Their
end will come when the threat of Com-
munist imperialism has substantially re-
ceded and when the underdeveloped
countries have developed the capacity for
self-sustaining growth.

The Senator points out that several
billions in aid funds appropriated in the
past have not yet been expended and he
asks whether we might not declare a one
year moratorium on aid while these
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funds are being expended and use the
savings to strengthen our own economy.

The unexpended funds to which the
Senator refers represent confracts to
purchase equipment and goods for which
funds have already been obligated but
which have not yet been expended be-
cause the goods have not yet been de-
livered. These obligated but unex-
pended funds are not available for new
aid commitments, and, as the Commit-
tee report and the material presented by
the President make clear, additional for-
eign aid is a primary instrument of U.S.
foreign policy.

Mr. McCLELLAN obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me briefly?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO LIMIT

DEBATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have consulted with the distinguished
acting minority leader, the Senator from
California [Mr. KucHEL], with the chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FursricHT], and with other interested
Senators. I should like to propound the
unanimous-consent request that begin-
ning at the conclusion of morning busi-
ness tomorrow, 1 hour be allocated to the
consideration of each amendment, 30
minutes to a side, and that 6 hours,
equally divided, be allocated to the con-
sideration of the bill.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL., Is that with the un-
derstanding that the Senate will con-
vene at 11 o’clock in the morning?

Mr. MANSFIELD. At 10 o'clock or
11 o'clock. We shall discuss that later.

Mr. KUCHEL. I have spoken with
Members on the minority side, who do
not desire to interpose any objection.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there will be no further yea-and-nay
votes tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Montana propose the
unanimous-consent agreement in the
standard form?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to ask a question.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. JAVITS. Does this apply to all
amendments, whether or not at the desk?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. There would
be 1 hour on all amendments and 6 hours
on the bill. If more time is needed it can
be arranged.

Mr. JAVITS. Ihave no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, pursuant to the unani-
mous-consent request granted earlier, it
is my understanding that there are some
amendments at the desk, already print-
ed, which are nongermane, and there-
fore outside the scope of the unanimous-
consent agreement. I therefore ask
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unanimous consent that those amend-
ments be included in the order granted.

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

(The unanimous-consent agreement,
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:)

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, eflective on Thursday, Au-
gust 17, 1961, at the conclusion of routine
morning business, during the further con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1983) to promote
the foreign policy security, and general wel-
fare of the United States by assisting peoples
of the world in their efforts toward eco-
nomic and social development and internal
and external security, and for other pur-
poses, debate on any amendment, motion, or
appeal, except a motion to lay on the table,
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover of any
such amendment or motion and the ma-
jority leader: Provided, That in the event
the majority leader is in favor of any such
amendment or motion, the time in opposition
thereto shall be controlled by the minority
leader or some Senator designated by him:
Provided further, That no amendment that
is not germane to the provisions of the said
bill shall be received, except those already
submitted for printing.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said bill debate shall
be limited to 6 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled, respectively, by the majority
and minority leaders: Provided, That the said
leaders, or either of them, may, from the
time under their control on the passage of
the said bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any
amendment, motion, or appeal.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. Is there any disposi-
tion on the part of the leadership to
disclose whether there will be a Saturday
session this week?

Mr. MANSFIELD. If consideration of
the bill is completed, there will be no
Saturday session.

The ' PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas has the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

SURPLUS PROPERTY

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment at the desk and
ask to have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 45,
line 20, immediately preceding the word
“The” it is proposed to insert the subsec-
tion designation “(a)”.

Beginning with the period in line 7,
page 46, strike out all to and including
line 16, page 46, and insert in lieu thereof
a colon and the following:

Provided, That the amount of property
classified as domestic excess property pur-
suant to the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended
(40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.), held at any one time
pursuant to this section shall not exceed
$15,000,000 in total original acquisition cost.
Property acquired pursuant to the preceding
sentence may be furnished (l) pursuant to
any provision of part I for which funds are
authorized for the furnishing of assistance,
in which case the separate account estab-
lished pursuant to this section shall be repaid
from funds made available for such provi-
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sion for all costs incurred, or (il) pursuant
to section 607, in which case such separate
account shall be repaid in accordance with
the provisions of that section for all costs
incurred.

“(b) Property classified as domestic ex-
cess property under the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.), shall not
be transferred to the agency primarily re-
sponsible for administering part I for use
pursuant to the provisions of part I or sec-
tion 607 unless (1) such property is trans-
ferred for use exclusively by an agency of
the United States Government, or (2) it
has been determined in the same manner as
provided for surplus property in section 203
() of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended, that
such property is not needed for donation
pursuant to that subsection. The foregoing
restrictions shall not apply to the transfer
in any fiscal year for use pursuant to the
provisions of part I of amounts of such
property with a total original acquisition
cost to the United States Government not
exceeding $50,000,000.”

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, I
have discussed the amendment with my
colleague the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations. It
is an amendment which deals with sur-
plus property, and seeks to protect the
donable surplus property which goes to
schools, hospitals, and other facilities in
this country. It would place a limit upon
the amount that the International Co-
operation Administration may receive.

I believe the amendment is probably
necessary to afford that protection. It
actually would not deny to them such
property as their fair share of it, and
such property as they may select for
specific Government agencies. If there
is no objection to the amendment, I ask
that an explanation of the amendment
be printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCCLELLAN

This amendment to section 608 of the
forelgn aid bill places a ceiling of 815 mil-
lion, computed on the original acquisition
costs, on the total amount of domestic ex-
cess property that the International Coop-
eration Administration can hold at any one
time.

This celling is designed to prevent losses
of needed domestic excess property to the
Act for International Development program,
while restricting to a reasonable level the
amount of equipment that can be stock-
piled without a specifically identified
requirement.

Subsection (b) of the amendment is de-
signed to prevent the excessive acquisition
by the foreign aid agency of domestic ex-
cess property which might materially inter-
fere with the donable property program for
State education, public health, and civil de-
fense purposes.

The education program has been tre-
mendously successful over the years, giving
immeasurable assistance to the eligible re-
cipients. During the fiscal year 1961, an
estimated $400 million in acquisition costs
of surplus property have been donated under
this program to health, education and eivil
defense activities.

This subsection allows the foreign aid
agency to acquire without restriction up to
$50 million in total original acquisition
costs of domestic excess property in any one
fiscal year. Any acquisition in excess of
this ceiling, not intended solely for the use
of a U.S. agency, must first be screened to
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determine that the item is not needed for
the donable property program.

I am informed that during the calendar
year 1958, the ICA has received excess prop-
erty valued at $24,498,000; $18,191,000 in
1959, and $31,205,000 in 1960.

It is therefore believed that the $50 mil-
lion ceiling placed thereon is sufficiently
high to prevent the allocation of domestic
excess property in such quantities as would
deplete or materially affect the amount of
property which is available for donation to
health, education and civil defense activities.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have studied
the amendment. We certainly did not
intend in the program to limit the dis-
tribution of property needed for our own
health and educational purposes. I
think the limit of $50 million which the
Senator has provided is reasonable, and,
as chairman of the committee, I am pre-
pared to accept the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCLELLAN].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
offer amendments “7-27-61—B"” which
I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments of the Senator from Indi-
ana will be stated.

The LEGIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 6,
line 5, it is proposed to strike out “1962
through 1966" and insert “1962 and
1963".

On page 6, lines 10 and 11, it is pro-
posed to strike out “each of the fiscal
years 1963 through 1966’ and insert “the
fiscal year 1963".

On page 6, line 13, it is proposed, be-
ginning with the word “any”, to strike
out through the word “period” in line 15
and insert the following: “the fiscal year
1962 may be issued in the fiscal year
1963"".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish the amendments to be con-
sidered en bloc?

Mr.CAPEHART. Yes.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the
amendment would do nothing more than
to reduce the time from 5 years to 2
years.

NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION
ACT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I under-
stand that earlier today, though I was
not present, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral announced that he
would offer an amendment to attach the
school construction bill to S. 2393, the
impacted areas school bill. I had al-
ready announced that I would offer
amendments to extend the National De-
fense Education Act for 1 year.

I ask unanimous consent that my
amendments, which have been printed
and are on the table, be printed in the
Recorp, together with an excerpt from
the minority views on S. 2393.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments submitted by Mr.
Javirs are as follows:

On page 2, after line 16, insert the
following new section:

*“Sec. 4. The National Defense Education
Act of 1958 is amended as follows:

*{1) The first sentence of section 201 is
amended to read as follows:

“'Sec. 201. For the purpose of enabling the
Commissioner to stimulate and assist in the
establishment at institutions of higher edu-
cation of funds for the making of low-inter-
est loans to students in need thereof to
pursue their courses of study in such institu-
tions, there are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated $00,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1962, and the succeeding fiscal
year, and such sums for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1964, and each of the three suc-
ceding fiscal years as may be necessary to
enable students who have received a loan for
any school year ending prior to July 1, 1963,
to continue or complete their education.’

“(2) Section 202 is amended by striking
out “1962™ each time it appears and insert-
ing ‘1963’ in lleu thereof.

“(8) Section 206 is amended by striking
out ‘1966" each time it appears and inserting
‘1967 in lieu thereof.

“(4) Section 301 is amended by striking
out ‘three’ each time it appears and insert-
ing ‘four’ in lieu thereof.

“(5) The third sentence of section
802(a) (2) is amended to read as follows:
‘Such promulgation shall be conclusive for
each of the three fiscal years in the period
beginning July 1, 1960, and ending June 30,
1963.".

“(8) Section 304(b) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘two' and inserting ‘three' in lieu
thereof.

“(T) Section 402 is amended by striking
out ‘three’ and inserting ‘four’ in leu
thereof.

“(8) Section 501 is amended by siriking
out ‘three’ inserting ‘four’ in lien
thereof.

“(9) Section 504(a) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘two’ and inserting ‘three' in lieu
thereof.

“(10) Section 504(b) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘three’ and inserting ‘four’ in lieu
thereof.

“(11) Section 511 is amended by striking
out ‘three’ and inserting ‘four’ in lieu there-
of.
“(12) Section 601 is amended by striking
out ‘1962' each time it appears and insert-
ing ‘1963’ in lieu thereof.

“(18) Section 611 is amended by striking
out ‘three’ and inserting ‘four’ in lieu there-
of.

“(14) Sectlon 763 is amended by striking
out *three’ and inserting ‘four’ in lieu there-
of

“{15) Section 802 is amended by amend-
ing section 301 of title III, ‘Area Vocational
Education ' of the Vocational Ed-
ucation Act of 1946 (20 U.S.C. 15i-15m, 160
15q, 15aa-15]]) by striking out ‘three’ and
inserting ‘four’ in lieu thereof.

“(16) Section 1009(a) is amended by strik-
ing out ‘three’ and inserting ‘four’ in lieu
thereof.”

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to
extend for one year the temporary provi-
sions of Public Laws 815 and 874 relating to
Federal assistance in the construction and
operation of schools in federally impacted
areas, and to provide for the application of
such laws to American Samoa, and to ex-
tend the temporary provisions of the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1958."

The excerpt submitted by Mr. JaviTs is
as follows:

Page 2, minority views on S. 2393:

Unless the NDEA is extended this year,
there will be no loans avallable for the 36,000
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high school seniors with superior academic
background who must have a loan to enter
college in the fall of 1962. Without assur-
ance of continued Federal support, the 47
language and area centers, financed up to
50 percent by the Federal Government, would
face retrenchment. The Federal investment
in these language centers, which are so im-
portant today particularly with respect to
Africa and Asia, is over $314 million. And if
the NDEA is not extended this year, the
effectiveness of the area vocational education
program will be jeopardized at a time when
the Labor Department estimates that at
least 100,000 additional technicians will be
needed annually during each of the next 15
years to work with engineers and scientists,

I think the position of the country in terms
of national defense demands at least an ex-
tension of the NDEA in view of the fact that
the Senate majority cannot do what it has
the responsibility to do—that is, to pass the
Federal aild to education bills reported by
the committee.

The time to renew the NDEA is now. Be-
cause the impacted school areas bill has ex-
pired there are opponents of the NDEA, and
indeed of Federal aid to education generally,
who need the impacted areas bill and are
feeling the need now to do something to
rescue these programs. If we walt until
next year, those who support Federal aid to
education are the ones who will be forced to
act under the pressure of the imminent ex-
piration date of the NDEA. In order to
maintain the same position to act on the
NDEA next year as we are in today, we have
to keep 1 year ahead.

Mr. JAVITS. I make this statement
because I think this is a very critical
subject. Unless the National Defense
Education Act is extended this year,
there will be no loans available for the
36,000 high school seniors with superior
academic background who must have a
loan to enter college in the fall of 1962.
With our assurance of continued Fed-
eral support, the 47 language and area
centers, financed up to 50 percent by the
Government, would face retrenchment.
These centers are critically important
to our position with respect to Africa
and Asia.

Finally, if the NDEA is not extended
this year, the effectiveness of the area
vocational education program will be
jeopardized at a time when the Labor
Department estimates that at least
100,000 additional technicians will be
needed annually during each of the next
15 years to work with engineers and
scientists.

Finally, I point out that the fact that
the leadership of the administration on
the majority side has collapsed on Fed-
eral aid to education does not mean that
the educational system, which is direct-
ly responsive to the defense emergency,
must be hung up this year. For that
reason I hope very much that Senators
will give the most serious thought to
the proposed extension on the impacted
areas bill. Many Senators want the im-
pacted areas bill. I think many others
want the National Defense Educational
Act extended, and this is the time fo
do both.

ELECTRONIC INDUSTRY IN MASSA-
CHUSETTS

Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, the following article on my
home State appeared in the Esso Oilways
magazine of the Esso Division of the
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Humble ©Oil & Refining Co. It pre-
sents not only a history of the Common-
wealth, but an excellent description of
the rise of the electronic age industries
that have made Massachusetts one of the
leading industrial States of this country.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed in the Recorp,

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

THE BAY STATE

It is not only the first home of the Pil-
grims, but a highly industrialized State and
the center for the manufacture of electronic
and space equipment.

The first settlers of Massachusetts were
not only men of rectitude and courage; they
were also a people of enterprise and deter-
mination. When they originally fled from
Scrooby and other English towns to that
strange land of Holland, they could not rest
long. The New World beckoned to them and
they heard the call.

Earlier Englishmen under Gosnold had
tried the New England coast, but found it
forbidding and unproductive. So they re-
turned to the homeland. But the Pllgrims
and Puritans were unafraid of vicissitudes
and took hardships in their stride. They
sailed for an unpromising place and by their
industry transformed it into a promised
land. They worked on a 6-day schedule and
worshipped on the seventh. In the begin-
ning, they struggled for survival; later they
worked for security; today their efforts speil
BUCCeSSs.

Massachusetts is a comparatively small
State in area with a population of slightly
more than 5 million and a working force of
more than 2 million. According to the U.S.
Census of Manufacturers, 1958, the unad-
justed value added by manufacturing in
the State was over $5 billion.

In order to survive their early hardships,
the settlers farmed and fished. (Even Gov-
ernor Bradford had a fishing station at Cape
Ann.) Today, farms employing about 7,000
workers produce mostly dalry products,
poultry and eggs. But the old fishing ports
of Gloucester and Boston still bring in great
shining harvests from the sea. Gloucester
even imports fish from abroad to process in
its canneries.

Edward Winslow explored the Connecticut
River Valley in the 1630°s to set up likely
fur-trading posts. Soon furs became a
thriving business. Forests were leveled to
make farmlands and provide homes. And
from the lumbering business evolved the
lucrative trade in naval stores exported to
England in the form of turpentine, tar and
timbers. In 1646 the first successful lron-
works in America was begun at Saugus.
Industry had started to roll in Massachusetts
and many other firsts followed, The first
shoe factory in the world was at Danvers.
Today at Beverly is located the United Shoe
Machinery Corp., the largest of its kind In
the world.

The State may well be proud of its enter-
prising and ingenlous natives chalking up an
endless list of other firsts, such as the first
chocolate mill established at Dorchester in
1765. Today the State leads the world in
chocolate processing, making 12 percent of
all the candy in the United States. Linus
Yale made the first Yale lock In the mid-19th
century at Shelburne. The first gasoline-
powered automobile was bullt at Springfield
by the Duryea Motor Car Co. It was at
Woburn, in 1840, that Charles Goodyear dis-
covered how to vulcanize rubber.

The Crane Paper Co. at Dalton, founded in
1801, is the oldest family-owned company in
the country, and is the exclusive supplier of
paper for U.S. currency. The telephone was
invented by Bell in Boston in 1876. Pre-
vious to that, Ell Whitney of Westborough
instituted the modern concept of mass pro-
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duction. At present the State ranks high in
the Nation in research, electronics and edu-
cation.

Those early settlers, belng farsighted,
realized that education was important. The
Boston Public Latin School began in 1635.
Harvard College was opened the following
.year, Now there are approximately 75 in-
stitutions of higher learning in the State
and 322 research centers engaging 15,000 sci-
entists, engineers and technicians. Among
the many firsts in the State is a new project
under construction at Cambridge. It will
be a $156 million research center built jointly
by Massachusetts Institute of Technology
and Cabot, Cabot & Forbes, industrial de-
velopers, There are over 300 firmg in the
State operating in the areas of nuclear re-
search, nucleonics and atomic power. The
Massachusetts Institute of Technology has
completed the first reactor in the State for
experimental usage. At the Quincy ship-
yards, Bethlehem Steel Co. is constructing
two nuclear-powered surface ships for the
Navy, the crulser Long Beach and the frig-
ate Bainbridge.

Behind the great variety of industries,
especlally the comparatively new fields of
plastics, synthetic textiles, electronic de-
‘vices and chemical derivatives, lie the re-
search laboratories. And behind the re-
search centers are the secondary and colle-
glate schools and universities.

Yet it is less than a 100 years since sci-
entific research struggled for a place in the
schools. But today is the time for the spe-
cialist, whether in chemistry, physics or any
of the sciences.

Much of the State's new industrial blood
can be attributed to the efforts of private
industrial developers and the pald indus-
trial development commissions of several
cities and towns.

There are 70 industrial development dis-
tricts throughout the State, ranging from 50
to 1,600 acres. Near all the major citles,
they are open to light or heavy industry, of-
fice bulldings or research laboratories. Most
are serviced with utilities,

The Divisions of Research, Planning and
Development of the Department of Com-
merce facilitate the settlement of new com-
panies or the expansion of those of long
standing. Throughout the State over 270
firms have completed construction or have
made plans for expansion during the last 18
months,

From a bird's-eye view of the State, it
might be sald that all Massachusetts is di-~
vided into three parts: Boston, the rest of
the State and Route 128. The latter is a
75-mile-long highway which carries vehicu-
lar traffic around Boston.

Boston began in 1630 on a hilly little
promontory connected to the mainland by
a narrow neck of land. The town originally
contained only 780 acres. However, since
then, 3,000 acres of landfill and 28,000 acres
of mainland annexation have greatly en-
larged the area. Boston, a great commercial
and industrial beehive, boasts of a thriving
harbor which is nearer Western Europe than
any other Amerlcan port. It 1s also closer
to ports In Brazil and Argentina than are the
gulf ports. The city has recently jumped
from ninth to eighth place among the coun-
try’s manufacturing centers. In reference
to the number of employees, the major in-
dustries in Boston are electrical and other
machinery, foods, apparel, and leather prod-
ucts.

In metropolitan Boston alone, during the
first half of 1960, major new business devel-
opments announced and initiated by build-

ing permits amounted to more than $46

million. Expectations are that capital ex-
penditures for 1960 will reach $100 million.

The image of the State has undergone a
complete evolution in the past 25 years.
Where once it was known as a fishing, tex-
tile, and leather goods State, it has earned
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a new repute for its diversificatlon. And
there is also a strong swing toward the man-
ufacture of durable goods. The Common-
wealth of Massachusetts Industrial Directory
for 1959, a compilation of companies and
industrial categories, lists well over 6.500
firms employing eight people or more.
Products range from ammunition to beauty
shop equipment.

Massachusetts has come about full circle
in the last three centuries from a producer
of raw products to a Voraclous consumer
and processor of all raw products. The Com-
monwealth is now primarily an exporter of
manufactured goods half of which are sold
to its immediate neighbors. This close mar-
ket is composed of the New England and
Middle Atlantic States. It is a compara-
tively small area in reference to the whole
country, yet it contains 28 percent of the
total population. And this population re-
ceives about one-third of the Nation's in-
come, By reason of its proximity to Mas-

‘sachusetts this eastern market is favored

by comparatively cheaper freight rates.
In the early 19th century the introduc-

‘tlon of steam power to supplement water
.power greatly expanded the industry poten-

tial. Because of such men as Slater, Lowell,
Jackson, and Appleton the trend ran strong-
1y to textiles and leather products. Although
these Industries have spread throughout
other States in recent years, Massachusetts
still leads the Nation's production of shoes
with about 17 percent of the total. But
the State still retains many textile and ap-
parel plants,

‘Within the last 20 years, as textiles and
the shoe industry created a void within the
State by thelr gradual withdrawal, other
industries eventually moved in to fill the

‘gap. Plastics and electronics were among

the new entrants. The motlvating forces
behind this welcome incursion were avail-
ability of vacated plants, a great pool of
skilled and semiskilled men and the prox-
imity of many research centers. The Com-
monwealth is one of the largest manufac-
turers of plastic molded products in the
United States. Massachusetts manufactur-
ing—the employer of almost 456 percent of all
nongovernment workers in the State—now
employs about 695,000 persons, a figure about
15,000 below the 1957 level. Industry leaders
know that they are challenged with the
creation of 90,000 new job opportunities to
meet the State’s expanding population.

Today Massachusetts is one of the four
greatest producing areas In the country in
the field of electronics. It is a leader In
research, development, and production of
highly speclalized communications equip-
ment. Over 500 companies in the State
employ nearly 100,000 people in this category.
Many of these companies line Route 128,
frequently called Electronics Highway.

A random look at the communities located
near the corners of the State are a good in-
dication of its Industrial diversification, In
the northwest area of Willlamstown, electric
wire and sensitized photographic paper are
produced. Going northeast, near New Hamp-
shire, is Amesbury, where auto parts and
women's novelty shoes are manufactured.
In the southeastern part of the State prod-
ucts range from nails, tacks, and rivets to
marine equipment, including machinery.
This area is also the home of the Plymouth
Cordage Co. Westward, at Great Barrington,
fine papers are macde as well as cotton goods.
The transportation lines extending to do-
mestic and foreign markets from Boston,
Worcester, Springfield, Fall River, Quincy,
and Lynn carry a profusion of goods from
automobiles to zinc ointment.

Long before Route 128 was envisioned,
such large metropolitan areas as these were
the productive shops of the State. With the
gradual emigration of textile and leather
processing plants from the State these cities
became industrially weakened. The depres=-
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sion of the 1930's dealt another staggering
blow. But they have staged a remarkable
comeback.

‘Worcester, second largest city in the State,
is a place of diversified operations. It is the
world’s largest manufacturer of abrasives and
abrasive products, and also leads in forging
magnesium alloys. It leads the Nation in
fuel stoking equipment. It Is the center of
New England’s plastics industry, and is na-
tionally known for its production of wire,
textile machinery, and paper and paper pulp
machinery.

Springfield, through the Springfield Indus-
trial Development Commission, has attracted
many new companies to that Connecticut
Valley area. Some of the major operations
there include firearms, electrical appliances,
air-conditioning apparatus, and machine
tools. It ranks third in population behind
Worcester and Boston.

Lowell, one-time textile center of the
world, now plays host to a great varlety of
producers. Former vacant textile plants now
hum with the manufacture of apparels, food-
stuffs, furniture, stainless steel, and shoes.

For 20 years, New Bedford has been waging

‘a winning fight against industrial paralysis.

Through popular subscription to bond issues
it has improved its moribund plants with
new blood. Electronic and communiecations
equipment flourish there in company with

.steel fabricators, apparel manufacturers, and

a host of other processors. What has hap-
pened in Worcester has occurred in Fall River
and Lynn., Up in Greenfield, near the Ver-
mont line, the first cutlery In America was
made. Today it is known as the world's
largest producer of taps and dies. The story
of one town or large city in Massachusetts is
the theme of the entire State.

And not the least of the State’s interesting
attractions is the great number of resorts

.and vacation spots. For pleasure and re-

laxation is big business in the State. Wheth-
er one takes the high road through the
Berkshires or the low road along the shore,
Massachusetts is an excellent host. Its
many lakes, forests and innumerable his-
toric places hold interest for all tastes. Many
Americans visit Cape Cod each year.

The third and newest part of the State is
Route 128. This highway is a onetime
country road rebuilt in the early 1930's to
detour traffic north and south around Bos-
ton's congested area. It describes a huge
arc 20 miles from Boston for a distance of
75 miles,

Farsighted real estate men envisioned its
value as an industrial zone. Manufacturers
seeking cheap land near the port, rail lines
and highways began to locate there. The
trend grew and property valuation increased.
Land that had once sold for 1,000 per acre
Jumped to $26,000, depending on the site.
By 1955, 39 companies were in operation.
Today the road is flanked by over 260 com-
panies employing 30,000 people. There are
18 industrial parks situated along the high-
way, fully or partially constructed.

Upstate at Rowe, In Franklin County, the
Yankee Atomic Electric Company's plant
went critical in August 1960. This company,
formed by 10 New England utillty com-
panles, built the plant at a cost of $50 mil-
lion. The reactor is operated with enriched
uranium dioxide (UO.) and has a generat-
ing capacity of 134,000 kilowatts. It is hoped
that within the near future operating costs
of such an atomlic device may be reduced to
a level comparable to fossil fuel generating
plants, which now have a generating capacity
of 3 million kilowatts in the State.

ADJUSTMENT OF POSTAL RATES

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
August 4 I introduced, for myself and
for Senators MansrFieLD, HAYDEN, RaAN-
poLPH, CLARK, NEUBERGER, MUSKIE, and
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GRUENING, S. 2382. This bill is for the
purpose of increasing the postal rates to
cover a substantial part of the annual
postal deficit.

Under the terms of the bill rates would
be adjusted for each of three classes of
mail, for which rates are set by statute,
to pay for the service extended to each
group. The bill will eliminate about $600
million of the present postal deficit.
With the amount which the Congress
may appropriate for public services per-
formed by the Post Office Department for
which it is not paid, this would cover the
present postal deficit.

The reason my colleagues and I intro-
duced the bill was to provide the oppor-
tunity for immediate hearings on this
important bill. Unless we act now in the
Senate to hold hearings, we in the Sen-
ate may suddenly find ourselves block-
ing the recapture of this $600 million in
present postal losses for an entire year.

There is a possibility—a strong possi-
bility—that the bill now pending in the
House will be reported to that body for
action soon. If this is the case and the
House acts, the Senate would find it very
hard to justify a year’s delay on this im-
portant measure simply because we
would not take the time to conduct hear-
ings on it.

The urgency of committee hearings is
apparent and further delay on the part
of the Senate Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee will place the blame for
this costly $600 million loss squarely
upon our shoulders.

Recently I wrote the distinguished
and able chairman of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JouNsTON],
urging him to call hearings on the Sen-
ate bill either by the full committee or
by the Subcommitee on Postal Affairs
which I have the honor to chair. I ad-
vised him that our subcommittee was
prepared to begin early hearings if he
would refer the bill to us, or that if he
wished, we would cooperate in hearings
before the full committee.

Under date of August 14, the Senator
from South Carolina advised me that
custom stood in the way of the Senate
beginning hearings on rate bills until the
House has acted and that he did not be-
lieve it advisable to set a new precedent
in this matter.

He further advised me that—

When the matter comes over from the
House, then it is a question for the com-
mittee to decide when hearings will be held.

1t seems to me that since there is ample
precedent in the postal rate bills of 1949
and 1951, when Senate hearings were
held before House passage of the bill,
this excuse for delay is not sufficient to
justify losing $600 million in revenue
during the next year. In fact, the prece-
dents in recent years would dictate that
hearings be held. Certainly common-
sense and fiscal responsibility likewise
dictate that hearings should be held
without delay.

The Congress has appropriated, within
the past few weeks, more than $3.6 bil-
lion to strengthen our defense for the
Berlin crisis. I frankly admit that the
postal rates and this added expenditure
for our survival are not identically re-
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lated. But the postal rates and the
postal deficit are as directly related as
the Siamese twins. And this added $600
million annual deficit, in this time of
erisis requiring the buildup of our mili-
tary strength, is a burden that is both
unnecessary and unwise.

I plead with the distinguished chair-
man, the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. JounsToN], that we no longer delay
our consideration of this bill and thus
further complicate the management of
this Nation’s fiscal affairs. If he does
not wish to take the responsibility of
calling the hearings, he should refer the
bill to the postal subcommittee or at least
give the full Post Office and Civil Service
Committee a chance, at a regular meet-
ing, to pass upon this important question
by rolleall vote.

For myself I find it difficult indeed to
permit a continuing $600 million deficit
in one department of Government while
our military requirements are demanding
greater sacrifice on the part of all of our
people.

The total cost of the increases in postal
rates will amount to only a few cents
a week to the average household, and
vet the income from these raises will at
least remove $600 million in postal defi-
cits that should not be permitted through
unnecessary delay on the part of the
Senate or by its committees.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania,
who is a cosponsor and coauthor of the
bill.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as a co-
sponsor of the bill introduced by the
Senator from Oklahoma, and as a mem-
ber of the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee, I join in urging that hearings
be held promptly on the bill at this ses-
sion before we go home. It is never a
very gracious task for a Senator to take
the lead in imposing what is in effect
an additional tax burden upon many of
our citizens. Yet having voted—and I
think voted correctly—for many expend-
itures this year, some of which were over
and above the budget estimates, I could
not in good conscience fail to cosponsor
the bill and urge its speedy passage.

I hope it will be possible to take a
forward step in this regard in the im-
mediate future. It is stated that custom
prevents the holding of hearings until
the House has acted. As the Senator has
pointed out, there is ample precedent
for the Senate to act first. Even if there
were no such precedent, I would still
urge hearings. Many Members of the
Senate know my view that some of the
customs and a few of the manners of
this body might well be changed in these
times.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I hope something
can be done to increase postal rates this
year. I know that it is not an easy sub-
ject to deal with, because anything that
seeks to increase the revenues of the
country is always difficult for politicians
to confront. However, the President in
his speech to the Nation only a few
weeks ago again asked that this legisla-
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tion be passed. I hope that the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma will be
successful. I have every confidence that
the fairmindedness of the distinguished
chairman of the committee, the Senator
from South Carolina, will bring into play
the necessary factors to bring about en-
actment of the legislation.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen-
ator very much.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for-
eign policy, security, and general welfare
of the United States by assisting peoples
of the world in their efforts toward
economic and social development and
internal and external security, and for
other purposes.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the
great revolution which began with the
end of the Dark Ages has had a con-
tinuous evolution. Just as the serfs
broke away from the barons and as sub-
jects limited the autonomy of their
kings, man has continued to struggle for
freedom of motion, action, and thought.
Although the concept of freedom may be
broadened or refined, the concept will
remain the goal—and the struggle will
continue.

Our freedom is now moving into an
entirely new concept. We, as a people,
are on the threshold of a new age in
civilization—an age which spells the end
of drudgery and of tedious manual labor.
The new age will, in fact, bring the end
of the working class as we know it.

Today the struggle exists in the under-
developed nations of the world—nations
suffering from poverty and hunger, na-
tions crying for assistance and leader-
ship., In the past, America has not
turned her back on those less fortunate
than she—and she must not now.

We have before us in the Senate this
week a bill to continue and to improve
our foreign-aid program. I intend to
vote for this bill.

Foreign aid is the practical application
of the ideals and concepts upon which
America was founded. If is our Nation’s
affirmation of those principles which
have made our people great.

I do not believe that we in America
can turn our backs on the world and
today deny those principles which we
fought a revolution to win, and for
which we have risen time and again to
defend.

What concepts are these? They are
the same Judeo-Christian and demo-
cratic concepts which have been the
basis for our beliefs since our begin-
ning—they are our beliefs in freedom,
in humanitarianism, in democracy—it
is our belief in the dignity and worth of
man.

How can we who stand on the brink
of the newest and greatest era ever
known to man deny the principles and
beliefs which have been responsible for
our coming so far?

How can we turn our backs and refuse
to feed the hungry who look to us for
bread—to heal the sick who turn fo us
for care, refuse freedom to the nation
who looks upon our revolution as a shin-
ing example and goal? How can we who
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cling so strenuously to individualism and
to individual rights deny the dignity and
worth of a man just because he comes
from Asia, Africa, or Latin America?

Our responsibility is twofold. If we
deny these things we not only repudiate
all of the things America represents, but
we also leave the door open for Com-
munist infiltration and ultimate suprem-
acy in the world.

Our foreign aid programs in the past
have been successful in many areas. Oh,
yes, we have made mistakes, but they
were mistakes of judgment and not of
principle. One of the greatest testi-
monials to our successes in the past was
Khrushchev’s public statement in op-
position to American foreign aid. He
blames American foreign aid for keeping
South Vietnam free from North Vietnam
which is already under Communist con-
trol. He claims that our foreign-aid pro-
gram prevents the nations to which the
aid is given from developing economic
and trade relations with Communist
countries. He claims that American
foreign aid is aimed at gross U.S. inter-
ference in the internal affairs of other
countries. Can you imagine just how
much the Russians must hope that the
opponents of the American foreign-aid
program are successful in scuttling our
program?

The undeveloped and emerging na-
tions of the world have suddenly become
vastly important. They, who were so
recently subject and ignored are burst-
ing forth—eager for economic and politi-
cal recognition. Their economic and po-
litical strength and stability—their
freedom to choose their own path and
their own philosophy of government is
our greatest hope for peace in the world.
These nations, with their hungry and
poverty-stricken masses, are at this time
most vulnerable to Communist interven-
tion and eventual Communist domina-
tion. Therefore, we must give them a
helping hand while they are learning to
stand lest they stumble and fall to the
Communists.

Our foreign aid program then is an in-
vestment in American freedom and in
the peace of the world as well as an in-
vestment in humanitarian concepts.

I sincerely believe that the majority of
my good friends in Indiana share my
support of the foreign aid program.
Hoosiers are a generous and patriotic
people. We do not wish to live in a Com-
munist dominated world. Hoosiers have
come willingly to the defense of our
freedom in every instance in which loyal
Americans were called upon. Nearly
1,600 Indiana men gave their lives for
our freedom in World War I; 7,500 In-
diana men gave their lives for our
freedom in World War II; 900 Indiana
men gave their lives for our freedom in
the Korean conflict, Today, Indiana
National Guard units are in the first
group designated to be prepared to fight
communism in the present world crisis.

To say, as some have said, that most
people in Indiana are opposed to foreign
aid is to grossly underestimate the in-
telligence and patriotism of people from
Indiana. Certainly we are opposed to
wasteful mistakes and failures in the
program. I do not believe any good
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American could favor these things. We
are also opposed to poor administration
of the program. This is not so strange.

We are aware of and we do believe in
the vast amount of economie, political,
and moral good which can come from a
foreign aid program which is intelligently
planned and capably administered.

We know that to achieve success we
must make certain sacrifices—but that
we cannot afford not to make them.

We believe in the ability of the Ameri-
can people to respond to the world's cry
for peace and to mobilize our great Amer-
ican resources into a far-reaching and
effective program.

As Theodore Roosevelt said over 50
years ago:

Much has been given us, and much will
rightly be expected from us. We have be-
come a natlion, forced by the fact of great-
ness into relations with the other nations of
the earth, and we must behave as beseems
a people with such responsibilities.

We, here in America, hold in our hands the
hope of the world, the fate of the coming
years; and shame and disgrace will be ours
if in our eyes the light of high resolve is
dimmed, if we trail in the dust the golden
hopes of men.

The hopes of men today are truly
golden and the light of high resolve is
burning brighter than ever in our eyes.
We know that it is not enough to pray
or wish for peace in the world, and it is
not enough to love our fellow man only
in the abstract. Decisions and actions
must follow the prayers and the wishes
and we must put our love into practice.

The foreign aid program is the em-
bodiment of our conviction that we are
worthy to hold the hopes of the world in
our hands and that we intend to trans-
late our moral responsibility into action
and leadership.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 11
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns tonight, it adjourn to
meet at 11 tomorrow morning.

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

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for-
eign policy, security, and general welfare
of the United States by assisting peoples
of the world in their efforts toward eco-
nomic and social development and in-
ternal and external security, and for
other purposes.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ment which is now pending, by the Sen-
ator from Indiana, be temporarily laid
aside and that my amendment as modi-
fied, identified as *“8-10-61—B,” be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to state
the amendment.

Mr. SMATHERS. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment not be read,
but printed in the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbD, as follows:

On page 15, line 23, strike out "$100,-
000,000” and insert “$85,000,000".

On page 20, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 224, HousiNG PrOJECTS IN LATIN
AMERICAN CoUNTRIES.—(a) It is the sense of
the Congress that in order to stimulate pri-
vate homeownership and assist in the de-
velopment of stable economies, the authority
conferred by this title should be utilized for
the purpose of assisting In the development
in the American Republies self-liquidating
pilot housing projects designed to provide
experience in rapidly developing countries
by participating with such countries in
guaranteeing private United States capital
avallable for investment in Latin American
countries for the purposes set forth herein.

“(b) In order to carry out the purposes
set forth In subsection (a), the President is
authorized to issue guaranties assuring
against the risks of loss specified in para-
graph 221(b) (2) of investments made by
United States cltizens, or corporations,
partnerships, or other associations created
under the law of the United States or of any
State or territory and substantially bene-
ficially owned by United States citizens, in
pllot or demonstration private housing proj-
ects in Latin America of types similar to
those insured by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration and suitable for conditions in
Latin America. The total face amount of
guaranties Issued under this section out-
standing at any one time shall not exceed
$15,000,000.

“(e) The provisions of section 222 (a),
(b), (d), and (e) shall be applicable to guar-
anties issued under this section in the same
manner and to the same extent as they
apply to guaranties issued under section
221(b) (2).”

Mr., SMATHERS. Mr. President, the
amendment would add a new section to
title III of the pending bill relating to
investment guarantees, earmarking $15
million of the $100 million program set
forth in section 221(b) (2) for specific
Latin American self-liquidating pilot
housing projects.

The face amount of guarantees out-
standing at any one time that would be
provided for in this all risk guarantee
section would be reduced from $100 mil-
lion to $85 million so as to provide $15
million for Latin American housing in
the proposed amendment.

The proposed new section 224 would
express that it is the sense of the Con-
gress to stimulate private home owner-
ship and assist in the development of
stable economies in Latin America; that
to accomplish this purpose the invest-
ment guarantee program should be uti-
lized to assist in the development in the
American Republics self-liguidating
pilothousing projects designed to pro-
vide experience in rapidly developing
countries by participating with such
countries in guaranteeing private U.S.
capital available for investment in such
housing programs.

Section (b) of the pending amend-
ment would authorize the President fo
issue guarantees for this purpose in order
to inaugurate a housing program simi-
lar to the FHA program in this country.
The total face amount of the guarantees
issued shall not exceed $15 million out-
standing at any one time,

It is true that under section 221(b) (2)
the guarantees issued shall emphasize
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economic development projects, further-
ing social progress and the development
of small independent business enter-
prises. In the committee’s report, it
is pointed out that in approving this
authority it is expected that it will be
used to encourage the development of
independent business enterprises, credit
unions, cooperatives, low-cost housing
projects, and other similar activities.

I frankly feel that even though a
project of the nature proposed by the
pending amendment comes within the
purview of the committee report’s lan-
guage that sufficient emphasis is not
placed on the real need of initiating a
specific program of this type in Latin
American countries. I fear that world-
wide considerations will again place
other projects on a priority basis to such
a point that little, if anything, of the
$100 million provided for will be left for
a Latin American housing program.

This is the real reason why I propose
the pending amendment. It gives to
Latin America the attention which it
justly deserves at a time when it is
needed most. In addition it provides for
the encouragement of private investment
to participate effectively in our foreign
aid program.

One other factor which I feel is of ex-
treme importance, and which the pend-
ing amendment is designed to accom-
plish, is a stimulation of private home
ownership and the encouragement of
free enterprise in the American Re-
publics. In this way our foreign aid will
operate on a people-to-people basis.

This, in my opinion, is a most effec-
tive way to combat the Communist
economic offensive which poses such a
threat to not only Latin America but to
the security and economic well-being
of all the Americas.

It will be recalled that last year Con-
gress expressed the sense that the De-
velopment Loan Fund should be utilized
to guarantee private investments for
pilot housing projects in Latin America.
Despite this expression, no program was
ever implemented by the Development
Loan Fund, and no guarantees were
made for housing projects.

Second to providing food for the im-
poverished people of the hemisphere,
the most direct, the most beneficial,
and surely the most-to-be-appreciated
form of assistance lies in giving the
people of Latin America an opportunity
to improve their standard of living by
making it possible for them to rid them-
selves of inadequate housing and to own
homes of their own.

What better way, on a people-to-peo-
ple basis, is there to combat the ill-
fated and misleading promises of a
Communist state?

The present need for housing in Latin
America staggers one’s ability to con-
template.

According to statistical data obtained
from the International Cooperation Ad-
ministration and the Federal Housing
Administration’s International Housing
Office, present housing needs are in the
neighborhood of 19 million homes.
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Every year the deficit increases by an-
other million. To be specific:

Peru needs 800,000 now and must
build 80,000 a year in the future to
match population growth.

Salvador needs 400,000 homes. Nica-
ragua needs 230,000. Colombia needs
500,000. Costa Rica needs 50,000 today
and 3,000 per year hereafter.

Venezuela must build 33,600 homes a
year to keep up with the population.

Chile needs 450,000 homes, which sit-
uation is aggravated by the loss of 50,-
000 dwellings in the recent earthquake.

Argentina needs more than 1 million
homes to overcome its deficit, which is
increasing at the rate of 70,000 units a
year.

Ecuador’s present deficit is 572,000
increasing by 12,000 units annually.

Mexico’s Housing Institute has a goal
of 300,000 new homes a year, but is able
to build only 20,000 to 30,000 annually
at the present time.

The countries enumerated comprise
less than half of the 21 American Re-
publics. To build the 19 million homes
needed today, at an estimated cost
of $2,000 per home would require an out-
lay of $38 billion. This leaves out com-
pletely the need for roads, schools,
hospitals, industry and all other develop-
ments necessary as Secretary Dillon said
at Bogota “to lift these people into the
20th century.”

How best can we achieve some meas~
ure of reform and improvement in the
state of housing in Latin America? Cer-
tainly neither the public nor private sec~
tor of our economy can reasonably be
expected to fill the total need. The
Latin American countries themselves
must put their financial house in order
by establishing an equitable tax struc-
ture and speed needed land reforms.
All of this is necessary to promote and
bring about economic and political
stability.

For our part in such programs, I think
we can do no better than to harness the
forces of private capital to employ a tried
and proven method, such as the FHA
approach.

The amendment is designed to ac-
complish this objective. It would af-
ford an opportunity for free enterprise
in this country to join with the United
States Government in helping the Latin
Community of Nations toward solving
their housing shortage. By guarantee-
ing private housing investments, more-
over, we would quadruple the amount of
funds that would be available from a
direct government loan.

Congress has previously stated its in-
tention that private enterprise should be
introduced more effectively into our for-
eign aid programs.

President Kennedy, too, has called for
the assistance of our private sector. So
does the Act of Bogota. Secretary Dillon
only recently made the same request in
his address before the meeting now in
progress in Uruguay.

As has been stated many times before,
it is not enough merely to export our
capital to foreign lands. We must also
export at every opportunity the benefits
of free enterprise and its relationship to
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achievement and the respect for the dig-
nity of man.

As I have previously pointed out, de-
spite the sense of Congress, expressed
last year, no private investment guar-
anties were made for Latin American
housing projects. Today I ask the Sen-
ate to give this plan an opportunity to
prove itself through a limited number of
pilot projects. I ask Senators to con-
sider this program as putting our free
enterprise system to work in aiding our
neighbors of this hemisphere,

There are, to my knowledge, many
substantial investors prepared to imple-
ment such a program if adopted by the
Congress, I know, for example, that a
$10 million loan guarantee for such a
project has been sought for more than a
vear by one of our insurance companies.
The proposed recipient country is eager
for such private capital rather than a
direct Government loan which it has
been offered. The country laid sewers,
put in streets, and otherwise prepared
the land for the homes that will be built
if private capital can be made available
for this purpose.

A national labor union has also applied
for a guarantee under this program.
The union has committed $4 million of
its trust funds to such a project. It pro-
poses to send many of its Spanish-speak-
ing members to the recipient country to
work side by side with native workers,
teach them the refinements of our home
building industry, and establish, literally
at the grassroots level, a people-to-peo-
ple program.

Another of our national labor unions
has advised the Development Loan Fund
informally that it is prepared to invest
from its trust funds as much as $6 mil-
lion a year for the next 10 years in these
projects provided a guarantee program
is initiated.

The success of guarantee programs
previously enacted by Congress has been
unequaled in all of our legislative his-
tory. I think the reason is clear. Un-
der programs of guarantee our Govern-
ment is, in fact, placing its stamp of
approval and reposing its confidence in
our free enterprise system. Under guar-
antee programs, our Government induces
the wealth of our Nation into construe-
tive areas of endeavor without imposing
restraints on the flow of capital or ex-
tending unnecessarily the public eco-
nomic sector.

Take, for example, the FHA guaran-
tee program. It has made it possible for
millions of our families to own their own
homes—families for whom private
homeownership would have been impos-
sible under conventional mortgage terms.
While achieving this record, and charg-
ing a guarantee fee of only one-half of
1 percent, FHA has accumulated a re-
serve in excess of a hillion dollars. The
FHA, furthermore, has been the catalyst
around which our $20 billion home-
building industry has grown. A similar
program can do the same thing to the
economies of the Latin nations.

Our FHA program has been successful
because the credit of our people is good.
The record is clear that the credit of
governments of other countries is good.
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The International Cooperation Admin-
istration, in its limited guarantee pro-
gram, has accumulated a reserve of $6.5
million and has never been required to
default upon one of its guarantees.

Cuba stands alone as the black stain
upon the credit rating of Latin Amer-
ican countries. But while the Commu-
nist shadow has darkened the shores of
our Western Hemisphere, we must not
crucify all of South America on the cross
of Castroism. Mr. Guevara's attacks
upon the United States as Uruguay are
only the most recent evidence of com-
munism's efforts to feed upon problems
it cannot solve.

Today, throughout Latin America, the
purchase of a home requires a 50-percent
downpayment and amortization of the
balance within 5 years.

Similar to conditions that prevailed
in this country before the Federal Hous-
ing Administration was established, there
are millions of families in Latin Ameri-
can countries who could afford a home
of their own if it were available upon
reasonable terms.

Let us, I urge you, give this FHA-type
program & trial in solving Latin Amer-
ica’s housing shortage. Let us enlist the
forces of free enterprise in our efforts.
In so doing, we will be directing our
assistance more immediately to the
needs of the people.

We will be able to demonstrate to the
impoverished people of this hemisphere
that we share their personal goal of a
better life; that the forces of a free
economic system which transformed the
United States from a land of wilderness
to a Nation of strength and prosperity
are still alive; and that these forces
predicated on the principle of human
dignity can lead another nation and
another people, despite their present dif-
ficulties, to the same plentiful goal.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the pending amendment.

Mr. President, I have discussed the
amendment with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas, chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations; with
the distinguished senior Senator from
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], who has previ-
ously been interested in the development
of a private housing industry in Latin
America; with the able senior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl; the distin-
guished senior Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpHREY]; and other Senators
who have expressed interest in this par-
ticular field.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. I have no objection
to the amendment; I recommend it. I
think it is one of the good amendments
to the bill.

Mr. SMATHERS.
ator from Indiana.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
also have discussed the amendment with
the distinguished Senator from Florida.
I think its objective is proper. In the
discussions of the program in the com-
mittee, it was contemplated that a rea-
sonable amount of money would be used
in this field. It is my best estimate that

I thank the Sen-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the amount which the Senator has spec-
ified is a very reasonable amount to
allocate for this purpose.

With respect to the discussion con-
cerning striking out, on page 2, certain
language beginning in line 16, after the
period, through the period in line 20, has
that been amended?

Mr. SMATHERS. That has been
amended.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is understood
that that language has been deleted
from the amendment as printed?

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is
correct. That language has been
deleted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With that under-
standing, I have no objection to the
amendment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. SMAT . I am happy to
yield.

Mr. MILLER. What is the portion of
the original amendment which has been
deleted?

Mr. SMATHERS. That was the lan-
guage which stated:

The rates of fees to be charged shall be
reasonably comparable to the rates of premi-
um charges for insurance of mortgages under
title II of the National Housing Act, and
in no case shall be more than two times
the rates of such premium charges.

That language was dropped because it
was the feeling of those of us who have
had some experience in the Latin Ameri-
can area that it might be restrictive. It
was felt it might actually interfere with
the implementation of the program.
Obviously, a housing program will be no
good unless, finally, the interest rates,
charges, and fees can be brought to a
level which is comparable with the in-
come of the people who are seeking hous-
ing. As we all know, in Latin America,
interest rates, compared with rates in
the United States today, are exceedingly
high. It is hoped that by this type of
program and similar programs it will be
possible to provide lower interest rates.
Rather than to make the program com-
pletely restrictive and limited, and thus
possibly accomplish nothing, it was
thought better to drop it, in the hope that
the administrator of the program will do
the best he can to accomplish the ob-
jective.

Mr. MILLER. What would be the
standard?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Florida yield, so
that I may add to his statement?

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In the other pro-
gram for insurance, under the overall
program of $100 million, it is contem-
plated that the President will set the
fees in this field on the same basis as
in the others. This is really an experi-
mental program. It will have to be stud-
ied, after due consideration of all the
traditions prevailing in a particular
country.

Mr. MILLER.
from Arkansas.

Mr.SMATHERS. Each country prob-
ably would have a different rate.

I thank the Senator
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SMATHERS].

The amendment was agreed to.

RISING CONSERVATISM

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, an arti-
cle entitled “Conservatism On the Rise?”
written by Godfrey Sperling, Jr., was
published in the Christian Science Mon-
itor of August 8, 1961. Mr. Sperling
raises a very nice question concerning
whether conservatism is on the rise. Re-
gardless of the answer fo the question,
he states that many persons, including
younger persons, are increasingly con-
cerned about the amount of governmen-
tal spending today.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

CONSERVATISM ON THE RISE?—AN INTIMATE
MessAGE FROM THE MIDWEST
(By Godfirey Sperling, Jr.)

Recently while partaking of the warm
hospitality of the Milwaukee Journal, there
was the usual exchange of questions and
information. The Journal's genial chief
editorial writer, Paul Ringler, asked: “Do
you find in your wanderings much validity
for the claim that conservation is on the
rise in this country?”

I sald that it was my impression that this
was so. He asked for specifics. I cited re-
cent Tower and Goldwater speeches where
I had seen audiences more enthusiastic than
usual. When businessmen hammer their
dinner tables in response to a speaker's re-
marks, this is something for an off-election
year. In fact, when businessmen respond
like that, it would be something for any
year—including a presidential campaign
period.

Then I cited visits to several college cam-
puses, where a number of youngsters had
come up to me to discuss politics—and where
the evidence of conservative leanings was
strong.

“But,” came the gquestion from another
editor, *“couldn’'t it be that the conserva-
tives merely are more vocal than they were?”
I had to admit this might be so.

Later, on reflection, I remembered that I
had left out some other specifics. I re-
called that I had been in several student
eating places where I had overheard con-
servative talk (anxiety over excessive spend-
ing, etc.) that would have to be considered
spontaneous. And I had talked to several
professors along the way who had volun-
teered the information that conservatism
was gaining ground on campus. These
professors did not necessarily share their
students’ sentiment.

Prodded by the editors’ questions I de-
cided to make a few more inquiries. What,
for example, would the onetime Wisconsin
Progressive leader, Philip La Follette, have
to say about this? Sald Mr. La Follette, who
certainly couldn't be accused of wanting to
forward the conservative movement in
America:

“I have noted it among young people,
apparently in the age group of 21 to the
late 30's. They are beginning to wonder
who is going to pay for all this aid and
assistance—not just abroad, but right here
at home.” He continued:

“I'm not saying they are correct, but I have
noted it: I get up to the university area a lot
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(the University of Wisconsin is fairly close
to my law office), and I hear them talk. And
I have children, and I hear them talk.

“I distrust the comments on this subject
from the normally conservative people or the
normally progressive people. These younger
people aren’t necessarily conservatives. They
are just concerned about who is going to sup-
port the people at the upper end of the line
and the people at the lower end of the line.
They're asking, “Who is going to pay the
bin?

“In their view it is a nice dinner, but who
is going to pick up the check?”

An imteresting answer, this time from a
Republican, came from the son of Mr. Repub-
lican, himself, Robert A, Taft, Jr.:

“In my trips around the State and to col-
leges I can’t say that I really have seen an
upsurge of conservatism. But I think there
is increased feeling everywhere and particu-
larly among young people of both parties
that inflation has to be checked. They feel
that we must watch our spending or we're
heading for a bust.

“Young Republicans at colleges are organ-
izing and speaking up more than before. I
think there was a Teeling among Republican
students of being ashamed to state their
views. This definitely is changing. For ex-
ample, at Antloch College there is a Young
Republican group that certainly is willing to
stand up and be counted. And Antioch has
been a place that has been known for its
Tiberalism.”

There were a lot of other answers. But
these seemed to be the most interesting, an

from a onetime Progressive and
from a Republican in very good standing—
comments that, when analyzed, could well be
saylng about the same thing.

1s conservatism on the move? This may
be a moot point. But there does seem to be
evidence of more concern with governmental
spending, particularly among the young peo-
ple of both parties.

CONCERN OVER EKENNEDY
SPENDING

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a recent
issue of the Des Moines Register contains
an article entitled “Burns Expresses
Concern over Xennedy Spending,”
written by Richard Wilson. The article
relates to the views and the concern
expressed by Arthur F. Burns, one of
the outstanding economists in the United
States, over what is called the Kennedy
spending program. Mr. Burns states
that additional spending in times such
as these is not prudent. I believe read-
ers of the ConGrEsSIONAL RECORD would
be greatly benefited by Mr. Burns’ views.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed at this point in the Recorp.

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

BurNsS ExXPRESSES CoNCERN OvER EKENNEDY
SPENDING
(By Richard Wilson)
WasHINGTON, D.C.—The liveliest and most
t economic argument since New
Deal days is raging over President Kennedy's
policies. The main antagonists are Walter
‘W. Heller, chairman of the Kennedy council
of economic advisers, and Arthur F. Burns,
chairman of the same council in the first
Eisenhower administration.

The economists are learnedly berating each
other on academic definitions and analyses
in long and complex public statements and

writings about the gap, secular stagnation,
ete.

But what the issue gets down to—in lay-
man's language—is whether the Kennedy
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administration is going off the deep and
economically with measures that will bring
on galloping inflation, threaten authori-
tarian economic controls, further weaken the
dollar, boost prices inordinately and over-
stimulate the Nation like a patient loaded
with cortisone.

The latest installment is in the monthly
survey of the Morgan Guaranty Trust Co.,
where Dr. Burns ex more strongly
than before his fears of inflation.

“HE'S NO MOSSBACK"

Burns is not atiacked as a New Dealer
would attack a conventional business econo-
mist. He is no mossback or economic
throwback. He was critical of the swift
turnaround from fantastically high deficit
spending to balanced budget spending in the
Eisenhower administration.

And now he is equally as critical of the
economic shots in the arm of the Eennedy
administration when the patient is rapidly
recovering without them.

Dr. Heller's economic council blandly says
that, on some very essential points, it actual-
ly agrees with Burns. Both Heller and
Burns agree, for exampie, that the economy
ought to grow at a faster rate.

Disagreement comes on the big boosts in
Federal spending which have been made
progressively since the mew President took
office. At first it appeared such increases
would be moderate. Then they began to
grow as the President went again and again
before Congress with new proposals.

MODERATE OR NOT?

From the economic council’'s point of
view, these increases are still moderate,
amounting, Heller says, to no more than
$72¢ million in the 1962 fiscal year.

But Burns thinks otherwise. He thinks
the brakes are off and the President and his
economic council have created a climate
for Congress to go ahead with programs that
are outstandingly uneconomic, such as the
recent favorable action on Senator Hussrr
H. HumpHrEY'S (Democrat, of Minnesota)
Youth Conservation Corps.

Burns argues in his new statement that
a sharp turnaround in Pederal finances from
a big surplus to a big deficit situation has
already occurred.

“It appears, therefore, that the bulk of
the new spending commitments by the Fed-
eral Government will come to fruition not
in a time of recession, for which many of
them were intended, but when recovery is
well advanced and the economy 1s expand-
ing of its own momentum—perhaps when
it is already booming,” Burns wrote.

FULL IMPACT IN THE FUTURE

“New or additional govermmental pro-
grams characteristically require only & mod-
est expenditure at the start, then grow rap-
idly as the organization of the new activity
is worked out.

“The full fiscal consequences of the new
spending ventures lie, therefore, very much
in the future.

“But if governmental spending programs
have a typical life history, so also has the
business cycle. One of the normal fea-
tures of business cycles is that the gemeral
price level tends to rise during expansion.

“With the private economy recovering,
with Federal spending already rising swiftly,
with expectations of inflation beginning to
spread once again, I see a greater likelihood
of an upward spurt in the price level during
the coming year or two than does the coun-
cil.

“In view of the precarlous condition of
our international balance of payments, even
& modest renewal of inflation could mow
prove very troublesome.

“If our surplus should decline ap-
preciably, while the Government continued
a policy of steadily filllng calculated gaps
in demand, insistent pressures may arlse
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for factfinding boards to review planned
increases of wages and prices—which would
of course be a step toward reshaping our
economy along lines of authoritarian con-
trol.”

Nor would Burns let human concern for
the plight of the unemployed overturn a
balance of the economy.

He said: “It is precisely because the ways
in which we fight recession have longer-
run consequences that we must not permit
even compassion for the unemployed to
lead us into actions which, while immedi-
ately beneficial, may seriously injure the
entire population a little later.

SUBDUE IMPATIENCE

“At a time such as this, when the pos-
sibility of a devaluation of the dollar is wide-
ly discussed In business and financial cir-
cles, I do not think it is prudent to continue
enlarging Federal spending programs.

“Since defense outlays must go up, other
programs should be cut. Since our economy
is recovering and employment is again ris-
ing, we can with good conseience subdue our
impatience for economic improvement.”

Burns has little faith in the “severe tests™
on spending programs which the Kennedy
council speaks of confidently.

RELIANCE ON EBRAKES

But the council assures him that it is "not
in any sense proposing that the monetary
and fiscal brakes be removed from our eco-
nomic machine.”

It further assures Burns: “If the recovery
moves more rapidly than we expect, these
brakes can be applied to avert imflationary
hazards. But the very existence of brakes
permits the machine to go faster with
safety. In a year of urgent needs and great
opportunities there is little reason to lose
precious time, production and employment.

Burns is not impressed. He says the time
has already come to call a halt,

ALLTANCE FOR PROGRESS—VAGUE
PROMISES AND EXHORTATIONS

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Wall
Street Journal of August 10 published a
timely editorial entitfled “Indecisive
Dealer.” The editorial states that the
U.S. Government has some hard deci-
sions to make concerning its foreign aid
commitments. If, indeed, priority should
be given to Latin America, then we must
cut back our program in other areas of
the world.

The editorial states that it appears
that the adminisiration, by calling at-
tention to the importance of Latin Amer-
ica, is trying to attach high priority to
that area, but, at the same time, the
attitude seems to be that the United
States can assume huge foreign aid com-
mitments all over the world, although
such a program can only lead to dis-
aster.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

INDECISIVE DEALER

Until Treasury Secretary Dillon spoke at
the Inter-American Conference in Uruguay
this week, the administration’s aid plan for
Latin America consisted mainly of a slogan—
“Alliance for Progress"—and some vague
promises and exhortations.

Now, although much remains hm. some
things about the alliance are becoming clear-
er. The cost, for instance. Projected U.S.
spending in Latin America would surpass our



1961

Marshall plan aid to Europe, despite all the
differences of time and circumstance.

In the postwar period, the United States
contributed some $12 billion to Burope's
recovery. Now, U.S. aid outlays for Latin
America have already doubled from last year
to $1 billion annually, and could go higher.
During the next decade, Secretary Dillon
foresees outside investment from all sources
of at least $20 billion. He also promises
U.8. loans at little or no interest—practically
outright grants—for periods up to 50 years.

All this, obviously, represents a truly mas-
sive U.S. commitment—one, moreover, large-
ly in advance of self-help measures within
Latin America.

Certainly, a case can be made for alding
Latin America so long as the United States
is giving so much aid to the rest of the world.
The simple facts of geography and our se-
curity interests make it a key area for us,
especially when the Communists are working
hard there. There's also some truth in our
neighbors’ complaint of neglect ; since 1945,
less than 5 percent of the total U.S. foreign
ald outlay of 890 billion has gone to the score
of other countries of this hemisphere.

But the case for approaching Latin America
in a new spirit of priority depends on Wash-
ington’s willingness to face up to the corol-
lary: A changed U.S. approach to the rest
of the world. If Latin America’s needs are
deemed to be of cardinal importance, as our
massive aid plans plainly imply, then other
claims are not so important, and should be
cut back to fit the new pattern of aid-
receiving priority.

Yet the administration doesn’t appear to
have established such an order of priority.
On the contrary, the attitude seems to be
that the United Btates can assume huge new
burdens in this hemisphere, and go right on

g a host of other nations besides.
There’s even talk of still another Marshall
plan for Africa, as well as greatly increased
aid to underdeveloped countries everywhere.

The U.S. Government had better begin
making some hard decisions. Otherwise, the
setting of Secretary Dillon's remarks—a
hastily converted gambling casino—may turn
out to be unpleasantly symbolic of the U.S.
policy of trying to stake everybody.

VIEWS OF SOVIET LIFE

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the Recorp an article en-
titled “Iowan Views Soviet Life,” written
by Helen Vanderburg, and published in
the Christian Science Monitor of July
31, 1961.

Helen Vanderburg and her husband
are the publishers of the Shell Rock
News, in my State. The article centers
around an interview Mrs. Vanderburg
had with Soviet Deputy Premier Miko-
van. I believe the article will provide
much interest, particularly at this time
of the Berlin crisis and other problems
connected with the Soviet Union.

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

[From the Christian Science Monitor, July 31,
1961]
IowAN VIEWS SOVIET LIFE—DISTAFF ROLE
DEFINED AT KREMLIN
(By Helen Vanderburg)

Deputy Premier Anastas Ivonovich Miko-
yan does not share the secrets of government
with his wife, even though she is a fervent
Communist and member of the party. We
found this out last summer in an interview
with this ranking leader of the USSR. It
was just one of the glimpses he gave of his
attitude toward the women of his family in
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a Kremlin interview at the time the study
mission of the National Editorial Association
of the United States was received there.

When a question regarding the position of
women in the Soviet Union was asked by a
woman member of the study mission the
Deputy Premier asked the questioner to rise.
(The other questions had not prompted such
a request.) Then he set forth the position
of women in this country: “The women are
given equal rights with men under the
constitution of the U.SS.R.” he sald. “Of
course, my wife takes a vital interest in all
political matters and we discuss them. Se-
cret matters, of course, I do not discuss with
her. We are equal in the families.

“She does take an interest in general eco-
nomic problems. She is interested in con-
sumer goods. She often criticizes me, say-
ing, ‘Why aren't some of our goods better
than American goods?’ I do not always con-
vince her that we are entitled to certain
rations and allowances,” He concluded,
“Our women have the privilege that women
have in all countries—the ability to become a
mother.”

The Deputy Premier pointed to the career
of E. A. Furtseva, a deputy of the Supreme
Soviet of the U.BS.8.R., a member of the Pre-
sidium of the Central Committee of the
CPSU, and the secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of the CPSU; and of E. 8. Nasriddi-
nova, president of the Presidium of the Su-
preme Soviet of the Uzbek 8.S.R., the first
woman to hold such a post. He also men-
tioned N. V. Popova, deputy to the Supreme
Soviet, who heads the Union of Soviet So-
cieties of Friendship with Forelgn Coun-
tries.

We experienced a normal situation in the
U.SS.R. There were two Communist lead-
ers with the interpreter, who supplied the
answers to our previously prepared questions.
The second leader, Dmitri Polyansky, Presi-
dent of the Republic of Russia, mentioned
that his wife was a specialist, biologist, and
agronomist at an agricultural college, and he,
too, must face her criticisms of inferior Soviet
goods.

CITIES STRIKING CONTRAST IN EAST-WEST VISITS

Our visit in Towa from the ebullient Pre-
mier Khrushchev in the fields of tall golden
Iowa corn, had been a far cry from this visit
of ours to the Eremlin. The domed senate
building in the Eremlin, flying the national
red flag, seat of the government of the Soviet
Socialist Republics, was our destination—
the fountainhead of Communist action. The
cornflelds, the open air, and abundance was
in striking contrast to this building within
the citadel. This was the closing in of Com-
munist walls.

We entered the mustard-colored building
and were hurried up three flights of stairs.
Windows to our right overlooked the cobble-
stones below, but the doors on the left were
unnumbered and not identified. We passed
through double doors into a large audience
room. The acoustical ceiling, wainscoting,
and light walls on one end relieved the solid
wood of the other walls and the windows on
the right gave the room ample light. It
was evident that this soundproof, air-condi-
tioned room was a briefing and pressroom.

The only plcture in the stark, functional
brown and light cream room was that of
Lenin. Two microphones were in evidence.
The local press group, guides, and photog-
raphers had taken their places along the left
wall, and we had been seated in swivel chairs
before extendable glass-topped desks.

At 2:06 p.m. the two officials entered and
the interview opened. We rose and greeted
the Deputy Premier and the questions began.
The interview opened with the question:
“Is it true as stated in a recent article by
Bishop H. Johnson that the basic aims of
communism and Christianity are the same?”

Deputy Mikoyan replied, “Marxist Lenin-
ists have discarded religion and elevated rea-
son. We do not believe in God. We are
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atheists.” The interpreter gave this special
emphasis and repeated, *We do not believe
in God. We respect the religious feelings of
others. We are not the first to elevate rea-
son and disavow God. The Lenin policy to
take the best from all revolutions has been
followed, this from the French Revolution,
even things from your Revolution.

“As one trained in the priesthood, I early
saw the futility of the myth. The Christian
faith preaches equality though it is ideal-
istic. We approach the problem from a ma-
terialistic view. We believe in equality from
reason and not from the emotion of religion.
In a religious discussion with the late John
Foster Dulles, Secretary of State, who had
maintained that religious people have higher
morals, I insisted that we believed in
brotherhood and were against usury and op-
pression of the weak and I insisted that this
is not so; that our morals are high."”

DEPUTY PREMIER SPEAKS OF HIS MOTHER,
RELIGION

Then Mikoyan quoted from his religious
training and pointed to the successful ad-
vance of communism in the oppressed areas
of the world. He spoke of his mother and
called her “a believer,” even though she
hadn't gone to church in 35 years. He told
of a “blg gquarrel” with her in his youth.
“She observed fasts and abstained from
meat, so I told her religion was ruining her
health, She was offended and mnever dis-
cussed religion with me again.

“She was 92 when I returned from the
United States last year. She said to me,
‘Son, I have been praying for you every day
that you were away in that country, pray-
ing that you would return safely.' I said
to her, “Mother, do you still believe in God?’
She replied, ‘How can I help but believe in
God?”

“That is the way with some of our people,
but our young people do not feel that way
and we feel that they are growing up with
a fine sense of 1aorals. What say you, Com-
rade Polyansky?"”

“I know they are strong,” was the reply.
Sharp and steel would be two words we
would use to describe the expression of the
Deputy Premier when speaking of God, but
a softness and questioning resignation
crossed his face in speaking of his mother,

It was now near 3 o’clock, but time for
one last question: “Will your children fol-
low the Marxist-Lenin line?” The reply
was, “I am 65 years old.” (We almost felt he
sald this wistfully, and that he regretted
the years behind him.) *“I consider our
theory good. The rich do not exploit the
poor. My youngest son is 13 years younger
than Comrade Polyansky. I have grand-
children who are 13 and 30 years younger
than he is and 50 years younger than I, and
I can vouch for them. My grandson is a
Communist, though he has not studied Marx
and Lenin. It is for you, the capitalistic
countries, to worry about your children and
grandchildren. I repeat what Comrade
Khrushchev said: ‘Your grandchildren will
live under communism.’ "

As we thanked the Deputy Premier for the
interview, he seemed cordial, and even
friendly as he sald, “There are many, many
fine things about your country, and I should
like to visit you again.”

We felt in him the desire of a man, no
longer young, who had devoted a hard life
to the ideals of materialistic communism,
the driving fierce force of his life,

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, under
date of August 9, 1961, the Cedar Rapids,
Iowa, Gazette published an editorial en-
titled “An Example in Point.” In view
of the current concern over Federal aid
to education, I ask unanimous consent
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that the editorial be printed in the body
of the RECORD.

One of the big issues which existed
during the debate on the Federal aid to
education bill was the question of Fed-
eral control. The editorial draws a
close, sharp analogy between Federal
aid to education and Federal welfare
aid. I believe the analogy is proper and
persuasive.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Aw EXAMPLE IN POINT

There are indications that, after the for-
eign aid bill is disposed of, President Ken-
nedy will make a determined and possibly
successful effort to sandbag his aid-to-edu-
cation program through Congress this year.
The effort probably would be pitched mainly
on the practical political level, for philo-
sophical attitudes toward the legislation are
already pretty well crystallized, and pros-
pects of changing them substantlially are not
bright.

If there is any weakening of the feeling
that Federal aid to schools would lead to
Federal encroachment on local school con-
trol, however, a close look at the Newburgh,
N.Y. welfare squabble should tend to coun-
teract it. One of the controversial aspects
of that squabble is whether a decision by a
local community to adopt its own welfare
procedures might cut off Federal aid. On
this point, Norman Lourie, president of the
National Assoclation of Welfare, expressed
his views pointedly in a statement which
was reprinted on this page last Sunday.

“If States and the Federal Government
are to share the costs of welfare programs,
local communities cannot at one moment ac-
cept this sharing and in the next decide
that local government can alone autocrati-
cally prescribe the rules under which bene-
fits are provided,” said Mr. Lourie. *All the
citizens of the United States have an in-
terest In seeing that humane, reasonable
standards are maintained in Newburgh or
any other locality of the United States.
This concept of shared responsibility has
been remarkably successful in the develop-
ment of a positive, constructive framework
for public welfare in this country. No single
government unit by its arbitrary action can
be permitted to tear It down.”

That’s a logical enough attitude as applied
to Federal welfare aid. It is equally logical
as applied to Federal highway aid or any
other kind of Federal ald—not excepting
Federal school aid. The people who put up
the money are entitled to some say about
the standards under which the money is
spent. No Federal ald program is justifiable
on any other basis, If we don't want the
Federal Government playing a part in the
shaping of local school policies, we shouldn't
take Federal money for their support.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was trans-

ADDITIONAL REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following additional reports of
commifttees were submitted:

By Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Ru.ln: and Administration, without amend-
ment:

5. Res, 141. Resolution to express the sense
of the Senate on time for holding national
conventions for mominations of President
and Vice President (Rept. No. 754);
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5. Res. 189. Resolution increasing the limit
of expenditures for hearings before the
Committee on Armed Services (Rept. No.
753); and

HR.4659. An act to establish a National
Armed Forces Museum Advisory Board of
the Smithsonian Institution, to authorize
expansion of the Smithsonian Institution's
facilities for portraying the contributions of
the Armed Forces of the United States, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 7562).

By Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, with amend-
ments:

8.J. Res. 51. Joint resolution authorizs-
ing the creation of a commission to con-
sider and formulate plans for the construc-
tion in the District of Columbia of an appro-
priate permanent memorial to the memory
of Woodrow Wilson (Rept. No. 751).

By Mr. KERR, from the Committee on
Public Works without amendment:

S. 1563. A bill to authorize the convey-
ance of certain lands within the Clark Hill
Reservoir, Savannah River, Ga.-5.C.,, to the
Georgla-South Carolina Council, Inc., Boy
Scouts of America, for recreation and camp-
ing purposes (Rept. No. 757);

B. 1742. A Dpill to authorize Pederal as-
sistance to Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in ma-
Jor disasters (Rept. No. 758) :

5.2205. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act for the organization, improvement,
and maintenance of the National Zoological
Park”, approved April 30, 1800 (Rept. No.
759); and

HR. 4660. An act to authorize modifica~
tion of the project Mississippl River between
Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minn., dam-
age to levee and drainage districts, with
particular reference to the Kings Lake Drain-
age District, Mo. (Rept. No. 760).

PAUL C. JOHNSON, JR.—REPORT OF
A COMMITTEE

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 195) to pay
a gratuity to Paul C. Johnson, Jr., which
was placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Paul C. Johnson, Jr., son of Paul C. Johnson,
an employee of the Senate at the time of his
death, a sum equal to one year's compensa-
tion at the rate he was receiving by law at
the fime of his death, sald sum to be con-
sidered inclusive of funeral expenses and all
other allowances.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL
REPORTERS OF THE SENATE—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE (8.
REPT.NO. 755)

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 196) author-
izing additional funds for the Official
Reporters of the Senate, and submitted
a report thereon, which resolution was
placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the SBecretary of the Senate
is hereafter authorized and directed to pay
to the Official Reporters of Debates of the
Senate such sums as may be necessary for
obtaining, by contract, assistance as required
during each session of Congress, not to ex-
ceed $10,000, such payments to be made from
the contingent fund of the Senate,

August 16

PAYMENT OF WITNESS FEES—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE (S. REPT.
NO. 756)

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 197) relat-
ing to the payment of witness fees, and
submitted a report thereon, which reso-
}ution was placed on the calendar, as fol-

OWS:

Resolved, That witnesses summoned to ap-
pear before the Senate or any of its com-
mittees shall be entitled to a witness fee
rated at not to exceed $16 for each full day
spent in traveling to and from the place of
examination and for each full day in at-
tendance. A witness shall also be entitled
to reimbursement of the actual and neces-
sary transportation expenses incurred by
him in traveling to and from the place of
examination, in no case to exceed 12 cents &
mile for the distance actually traveled by

him for the purpose of appearing as a wit-
ness.

ADDITIONAL BILLS INTRODUCED

The following additional bills were
introduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred, as indicated:

By Mr. ANDERSON:

5. 2429, A bill to revise the boundaries of
the Virgin Islands National Park, 8t. John,
Virgin Islands, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. CAPEHART:

5.2430. A bill for the relief of Gerasimos I.
Mourikis; and

$5.2431. A bill for the relief of Stavros
Tsipas and Panagiota Tsipas; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

RESOLUTIONS
PAUL C. JOHNSON, JR.

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 195) to pay
a gratuity to Paul C. Johnson, Jr., which
was placed on the calendar.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. Jorpan, which
appears under the heading “Reporis of
a Committee”.)

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL
REPORTERS OF THE SENATE

Mr. JORDAN, from the Commitiee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 196) au-
thorizing additional funds for the
Official Reporters of the Senate, which
was placed on the calendar.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. Jorpan, which
appears under the heading “Reports of
Committees.”)

PAYMENT OF WITNESS FEES

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 197) relating
to the payment of witness fees, which
was placed on the calendar.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. Jorpaw, which
appears under the heading “Reports of
Committees.”)
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ACT FOR INTERNATIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT OF 1961 —AMEND-
MENTS

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted
an amendment, intended to be proposed
by him, to the bill (S, 1983) to promote
the foreign policy, security, and general
welfare of the United States by assisting
peoples of the world in their efforts to-
ward economic and social development
and internal and exfernal security, and
for other purposes, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

Mr. COOPER (for himself and Mr.
Wirtiams of Delaware) submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to Senate bill 1983, supra,
which was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be printed, and that it also be printed
in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and lie on the table; and, without ob-
jection, the amendinent will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:

SEC. . ASSISTANCE TO NATIONS IN ARREARS
IN UNITED NATIONS PAYMENTS.—In order
to encourage preservation of the financial
solvency of the United Nations which is
being threatened by the failure of some
member nations to pay currently their as-
sessments and/or contributions to the
United Natlons, assistance under the pro-
visions of this Act (other than mlilitary as-
istance, supporting assistance, and the Con-
tingency Fund) shall not be furnished the
government of any mnation which is more
than one year in arrears in its payments
of sald assessments and/or contributions
unless the President determines that said
government has glven reasonable assurance
of paying (independently of such assist-
ance) =all such arrearages and placing its
payments of said contributions and assess-
ments on a current basis.

NOS. 47 AND 48 HOME RUNS BY
ROGER MARIS

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I wish to make an important
announcement.

Roger Maris, a North Dakotan, of
whom we are all proud, hit itwo home
runs today. We expect him to break the
world’s record by quite a few home runs.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
accordance with the order previously
entered, I move that the Senate adjourn
until 11 o’clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
7 o’clock p.m.) the Senate adjourned, un-
der the order previously entered, until
tomorrow, Thursday, August 17, 1961, at
11 o'clock am.

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the
Senate, August 16, 1961:
U.S. ATTORNEY

Bernard T. an, Jr., of Kentucky,
to be U.S. attorney for the eastern district
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of Eentucky for the term of 4 years, vice
Jean L. Auxier.

U.5. MARSHAL

Joseph V, Conley, of Rhode Island, to be
U.S. marshal for the district of Rhode Is-
land for the term of 4 years, vice Edward
L. McCarthy, deceased.

U.S. ATTORNEY

William E. Scent, of Kentucky, to be U.S.
attorney for the western district of Kentucky
for the term of 4 years, vice Willlam B. Jones.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate, August 16, 1961:
NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
Charles R. Fenwick, of Virginla, to be a
member of the Advisory Board of the Na-
tional Capital Transportation Agency, which
was sent to the Senate on July 27, 1961.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WEebNESDAY, AvcusT 16, 1961

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

God's promise, Hebrews 13: 5: I will
never leave thee, nor forsake thee.

O Thou God of all grace, we earnestly
beseech Thee to give counsel and com-
panionship to our leaders and Members
of Congress, that they may know how
to contend with and conquer the forces
of evil which are seeking to impede the
progress of freedom.

May there be in us a deep-felt long-
ing to strengther the ties of brother-
hood among the nations and an unfail-
ing aspiration to lift all mankind into
the blessedness of the more abundant
life.

Inspire us with the wonder and wealth
of Thy glorious promises and may we
never lose sight of the alluring splendor
of that great day when men everywhere
shall adore and worship Thee as Lord
of all and be at peace with one another.

Hear us in the name of Him who came
to give us Thy peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc-
Gown, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

5.1697. An act to approve the amendatory
repayment contract negotiated with the
Huntley Project Irrigation District, Montana,
to authorize its execution, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
5954) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Treasury and Post Of-
fice Departments, and the Tax Court
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of the United States for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1962, and for other pur-
pom.n

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 7576) entitled “An act to
authorize appropriations for the Atomic
Energy Commission in accordance with
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, and for other pur-
poses,” disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr, PASTORE, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr. Jackson, Mr. HICKEN-
roorer, and Mr. DworsHAK to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

THE LATE HONORABLE HOWARD J.
McMURRAY, FORMERLY A REPRE-
SENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF
WISCONSIN

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, it is with
deep sadness that I inform the House
that a former member, Howard J. Mc-
Murray, whose seat I now hold, died on
Monday, August 14, in a hospital in Albu-
querque, N. Mex.

Howard McMurray lived a fruitful life,
a life in which he was able to weave
together his deep interest in both politics
and education.

He was born at Mount Hope, Kans.,
on March 3, 1901. After working for a
life insurance firm, he was able to com-
plete his education and obtain his B.A.
from the University of Wisconsin in 1936.
After his graduation, he joined the fac-
ulty as an instructor in political science
while he continued his own studies. He
obtained his doctorate in 1940. He was
serving as an assistant professor when
in 1942 he was elected to the House of
Representatives from the Fifth District
of Wisconsin.

He left his seat in the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1944 to wage an unsuc-
cessful race for the Senate. In 1946, he
followed this with a courageous cam-
paign against the late Senator Joseph
McCarthy.

During his term in the House of Rep-
resentatives, he was a strong supporter
of our war effort against Hitler and an
even stronger supporter of moves to se-
cure the postwar peace. He had a deep
interest in the Atlantic Union and other
international organizations which could
provide a way to settle international dis-
putes without resorting to war.

As the war drew to a close, he often
spoke out for sanity in reconversion to
a peacetime economy, and he worked
hard toward that end. L

After his retirement from politics, he
went to teach at the University of New
Mexico. He was a professor of govern-
ment there at the time of his death.

I know, Mr, Speaker, that all Members
of the House join with me in extending
our deepest sympathy to the members
of his family for this great loss, which
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