1962

To both Germany and the United States,
much has been given. In the years to come,
much will be required.

The Solution of Juvenile Delinquency Is
in the Home

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALFRED E. SANTANGELO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, August 14, 1962

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to discuss a matter on which
I believe I have a certain amount of
knowledge, the subject of juvenile delin-
quency. As a State Senator of New York,
I was a member of the statewide Com-
mission on Youth and Juvenile Delin-
quency. This commission consisted of
nine members. It was headed by Thom-
as J. Watson, Jr., president of the Inter-
national Business Machines. Some
members were George B. DeLuca, then
the Lieutenant Governor; Jacob K. Jav-
its, then the Attorney General; Mrs. Da-
vid M. Levy; Mr. Mark A. McCloskey;
myself; and four other legislators.

We made a statewide study in the ma-
jor cities and in the rural areas on this
important subject. We heard thousands
of witnesses, judges, probation officers,
social workers, priests, rabbis, teachers,
and citizens from every field of endeav-
or. As a result of the 6-month study,
we made many recommendations to the
New York State legislature, some of
which have been enacted into law.

During hearings before the special
Subcommittee on Education of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, un-
der the chairmanship of Congresswoman
EpitH GreeN, I testified and gave the
subcommittee the benefit of the experi-
ences which I had learned during my
senatorial experience. As the member-
ship of the House knows, the committee
recommended an appropriation of $30
million covering a period of 3 years fo
coordinate the various activities in the
various States to combat this problem
of juvenile delinquency.

There is probably no other area where
statistics tell so little of the actual story

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

than in the area of juvenile delinquency.
Statistics tell us that 98 percent of our
young people are good, law abiding citi-
zens and only 2 percent can be placed in
the category of “juvenile delinquency,”
but statistics do not tell us what 2 per-
cent means in terms of disruptions of
family life, losses of education for all
children in classes where education is
continually disrupted and loss of poten-
tial talent and manpower to our Nation.
Finally, how can statistics measure the
pain of the mother whose child is killed
in a gang war or whose child does the
killing?

Today, juvenile delinquency is a prob-
lem everywhere, in big cities and small
rural towns, in slums and in suburbs.
Three main reasons seem to be involved.
The basic cause to my mind, is the
breakdown of respect for authority, a
breakdown that frequently manifests it-
self first in the home, later in the school,
and finally in the courts. The second
cause, is the breakdown in family life
with today’'s increase in divorce, homes
where both parents must work and there
is insufficient supervision, and homes
where there is lack of love and affection
or indulgence and mother love.

The third reason is the negative role
that youth is frequently asked to play in
today’s world. A hundred years ago
young people had important things to
learn if they were to take their place in
society—things they were taught by their
families and communities as well as by
the schools, Today's young people have
no apprenticeship to serve, nothing
seemingly to contribute, so they become
the rebels without a cause.

It is in the third category of causes
that local communities today are playing
an important part in the development of
projects to integrate young people into
the life and work of the community. In
all areas, however, there is a great need
for study, research and training on a
national scale. Pilot projects are needed
that will determine specific guides to the
causes of juvenile delinquency and meas-
ures that can be taken to see that our
current alarming increase in juvenile
delinquency is halted and turned back.
Pilot projects are needed that will show
how our young juvenile offenders can
first be rehabilitated and reclaimed for
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themselves, their families and society as
a whole,

The Federal Government, through the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, is actively engaged in many
projects of this kind and millions of dol-
lars have been spent in the search for
these essentials, but more, much more is
needed. A recent study revealed that
in many areas, probation officers and
others working with young people in
trouble are not college graduates, and
have received no special training. The
preparation of materials and the provi-
sion of specialists to help give these peo-
ple necessary training is a vast and es-
sential area of endeavor.

Some Federal laws are aimed directly
at the prevention of juvenile delinquency
and rehabilitation of juvenile delin-
quents. The laws prohibiting interstate
traffic in switchblade knives, enactments
making it easier to arrest and prosecute
pornographers and raising the age limit
of youths covered by the Federal Youth
Correction Act to 26 are explicit examples
of such laws.

Much remains to be done. The crea-
tion of a new CCC Corps has often been
recommended to give worthwhile work
to the boy who would otherwise roam the
streets. Laws which would protect the
the youthful offender against the loss of
his civil rights so that he would have a
better chance at rehabilitation should
receive consideration. Today a boy who
has a record generally is not eligible for
any civil service position, no matter how
menial, nor can he hold a job that re-
quires a license—he cannot, for example,
be a barber or sell beer in a grocery
store.

A boy whose way to a decent life
seems blocked in all directions, who is
told by his probation officer and officials
that he has paid his debt to society, but
he is not good enough to clean its streets,
may certainly feel that crime is his only
recourse.

The attack on juvenile delinquency,
therefore, must come from all levels of
society and government, with the role
of the Federal Government a threefold
one: Research and study; the provision
of materials and trained personnel to
help juvenile delinquency workers; and
necessary legislation in areas where the
problem comes under Federal domain.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Psalms 98:99: With righteousness shall
He judge the world, and the people with
equity.

Almighty God, we are becoming in-
creasingly aware that the various crises
of our time are so dire and desperate
that we cannot meet and master them
until there is an awakened spiritual life
in all the citizens and homes and families
of our beloved country.

Show us how we may stem the tide of
lawlessness and crass materialism and
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grant that all the leaders and Mem-
bers of Congress may renew their cov-
enant with Thee and with one another
that they shall endeavor to establish a
finer social order.

The pages of history record so legibly
that men and nations have rebelled
against Thee and defied Thy righteous
laws but their momentary triumph was
only a brief prolog and prelude to dis-
aster and defeat.

God forbid that we should ever pre-
sume or imagine that Thy judgments
of retribution and recompense are more
fanciful and fantastic than inexorable
and inevitable.

Hear us in the name of our blessed
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

CIVIL DEFENSE SIRENS AND
SOUNDS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, now comes
word that the Office of Civil Defense, ap-
parently having nothing better to occupy
its time and money, has made an award
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of $42,780 to Michigan State University
for a study of sounds most likely to at-
tract attention in the event of an air-
raid warning.

This appears to be the preliminary to
junking the sirens that have been erected
throughout the country at enormous ex-
pense and spending additional millions
to replace them.

This recalls the grant of $50,000 made
2 or 3 years ago by the National Science
Foundation to New York's Cornell Uni-
versity for a study of bird sounds.

Mr. Speaker, is it too much to hope the
day will come when some foundation or
agency of Government, richly endowed
by Congress, will make a study of and
record for posterity the anguished wails
of taxpayers when they learn how their
money is being frittered away on boon-
doggles such as these?

AMENDING ATOMIC ENERGY ACT
OF 1954, AS AMENDED

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up the resolution (H. Res. 750) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the considerstion of the bill (H.R.
12336) to amend the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill, and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chalrman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Joint Committee on
Atomle Energy, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit,

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes of my time to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. SmiTHI,
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 750
provides for the consideration of H.R.
12336, a bill to amend the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended. The resolu-
tion provides an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate.

H.R. 12336 would make miscellaneous
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act
which can be grouped into four general
categories: Regulatory amendments, in-
demnity amendments, standard authori-
zation language, and minor drafting
changes.

It has been customary for the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy to con-
sider the original Atomic Energy Act
each year and bring in an omnibus bill
to bring the act up to date. There are
a number of minor changes made in the
act by this legislation which are non-
- controversial.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 750.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
use.
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Mr. Speaker, as stated by the gentle-
man from Texas, House Resolution 750
provides for a i-hour open rule for the
consideration of the bill HR. 12336,
which will amend the Atomic Act of 1954
in the four different categories as listed
on page 1 of the report; namely, regula-
tory amendments, indemnity amend-
ments, standard authorization language,
and minor drafting changes.

It is my understanding that each year
as the Atomic Energy Commission con-
tinues with its work, there are necessary
changes that have to be made, and ac-
cordingly changes in the language of the
particular act. This has nothing to do
with the controversial Hanford reactor
project.

I know of no objection to the bill it-
self, I know of no objection to the rule,
and I have no further requests for time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

KARTH SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND
ASTRONAUTICS

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Karth subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Seience and Astronautics may
be allowed to sit during general debate
this afternoon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS TO THE ATOMIC
ENERGY ACT OF 1954

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 12336) to amend
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, HR. 12336, with
Mr. JoELsSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
HR. 12336 is a Joint Committee
omnibus bill, which makes miscellaneous
amendments to the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954. The amendments may be
grouped into four general categories:

First. Sections 1 through 3 of the bill
amend the regulatory provisions of the
Atomic Energy Act by authorizing estab-
lishment of one or more atomic safety
and licensing boards, and modifying
AEC regulatory procedures in other
respects.

Second. Sections 4 through 7 of the
bill amend -the indemnity provisions of
the Atomic Energy Act to extend Gov-

ernment indemnity to contractors of the-

U.S. Government for incidents occurring
outside the United States.
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Third. Section 8 of the bill incorpo-
rates into permanent law the boilerplate
clause on “advanced planning and de-
sign,” “restoration and replacement,”
and “substitutions,” which in the past
have appeared each year in the annual
AEC authorization acts.

Fourth. Sections 9 through 12 of the
bill make minor changes in several sec-
tions of the act to correct certain draft-
ing errors or omissions.

Under section 1, the Commission is au-
thorized to use an atomic safety and
licensing board in lieu of a hearing ex-
aminer to conduct hearings and make
decisions in atomic energy licensing
cases.

The licensing of atomic reactors in-
volves very complicated technical and
scientific determinations. A study by
the staff of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy in 1960-61 pointed up
the need for technical expertise in mak-
ing these determinations, and the com-
mittee considered the problem during
hearings in 1961 and again in 1962. The
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board will
consist of two persons with technical
backgrounds and one person skilled in
the conduct of administrative proceed-
ings. The Commission is given wide
flexibility in selecting members for the
Board, in deciding in which cases to use
the Board, and the amount of authority
to be delegated to it. The Commission
may also utilize the Board in an advisory
capacity on rulemaking and other regu-
latory functions, It is the belief of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy that
the use of an Atomic Safety and Licens-
ing Board, if properly implemented by
AEC, will further improve the AEC regu-
latory process.

Section 2 of the bill relaxes the man-
datory hearing requirement in section
189 of the Atomic Energy Act. Under
existing law a hearing must be held on
the application for a construction per-
mit and on the application for an operat-
ing license. Under the terms of the
committee’'s amendment a hearing will
be required only on the construction per-
mit, which is really the critical point in
reactor licensing—the point at which the
suitability of the reactor site is deter-
mined. This amendment in no way
limits the right of an interested party to
intervene and request a hearing at some
later stage, nor does it affect the right
of the Commission to hold a hearing on
its own motion.

Section 3 of the bill relaxes the re-
quirement for referral of license amend-
ments to the Commission’s Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards. It
is the committee’s hope that by reliev-
ing the very capable Advisory Committee
on Reactor Safeguards of the respon-
sibility for reviewing minor amendments,
this distinguished group may be able to
devote its full attention to safety ques-
tions of more far-reaching importance.

Sections 4 through 7 will extend the in-
demnity provisions of the Atomiec Energy
Act to cover contractors of the United
States who are engaged in activities out-
side the continental limits of the coun-
try. The primary purpose of these

amendments is to protect contractors of

the AEC who are engaged in the nuclear
submarine, nuclear rocket, and remote
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military reactors program. Under the
terms of the amendment these contrac-
tors will be eligible for $100 million of
Government indemnity with a compa-
rable limitation of liability for incidents
occurring outside the United States.
This is in contrast to the $500 million in-
demnity which the AEC now makes avail-
able to licensees and contractors of the
Commission for incidents occurring
within the United States.

Section 8 of the bill incorporates into
permanent law a number of standard
provisions which appear each year in the
AEC authorization act.

Sections 9 through 12 merely correct
minor drafting omissions and are not
intended to have any substantive effect
on the Atomic Energy Act.

In connection with section 9 of the
bill, Mr. Chairman, on page 8, line 4,
where the words “11 b.(2)" appear, the
reference should instead be to “11 v.(2).”
This is an error in the bill as prepared
for printing and I shall offer an amend-
ment at the appropriate time to correct
this printing error.

Mr. Chairman, this bill makes neces-
sary amendments to the Atomic Energy
Act as a result of careful studies and
hearings by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, in order to keep the act
up to date and adapted to our growing
atomic energy program. The bill has
been reported unanimously by the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and I urge
its adoption by the House.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, as the distinguished
chairman of the Joint Atomic Commit-
tee has said, this bill is not controversial,
He has explained it cogently and the en-
tire committee is agreed on its content.
It is a type of bill that comes before the
Congress each year in order to modern-
ize, to bring up to date, the Atomic
Energy Act; this is the basic statute
under which we operate, and which must
be updated constantly in order to meet
advancing technology, new conditions,
and other situations as they arise.

The bill at the moment does not con-
tain as much as I had hoped it would
contain by way of adapting the pro-
visions of law to some of the new prob-
lems that are facing us in the produc-
tion of nuclear power. I am satisfied,
however, that the legislation should be
passed even without these changes be-
cause they are in extent and nature the
kind of things which are technical,
which have long-range implications, and
which should receive a great deal more
study and attention from the Joint
Committee than our very busy program
this year has allowed us to give to them.
What I have in mind are those things
that have to do with reactor economics.
This Nation for many years has had a
national policy of achieving economic
nuclear power at the fastest possible
rate. In the early days we believed

this could be achieved in a short period
of years. As scientists have gone into
this work, the problems they have en-
countered and have had to surmount
have simply been greater and more dif-
ficult than were anticipated. They could
not be solved within a short period of
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time. This has been the common expe-
rience of all countries engaged in this
work. As a conseguence we have much
more yet to do until the day when all re-
gions of our Nation can get their power
economically from the atom.

I believe as of today we can, in the
high power cost areas of the Nation, offer
competitive economic nuclear power in
competition with conventional power,
but under circumstances which tend to
distort the economics of nuclear power
production. By that I mean, for exam-
ple, the matter of plutonium and its buy-
back price. We know that both uranium
235 and plutonium, fissionable materials
used in weaponry as well as possibly used
in power production, are under the law
required to be owned by the U.S. Gov-
ernment. Therefore, when, as an inci-
dent of producing power in a power
reactor, plutonium also is made as a by-
product, the Gevernment must buy back
from the operator of the reactor that
plutonium. Naturally, the price at
which the Government buys it back
greafly influences the economics of the
reactor. In several instances we are
paying $30 a gram for each gram of
plutonium that is repurchased. This
means to the reactor operator a con-
siderable income in addition to that
which he gains from selling kilowatts.
Unfortunately, the $30 a gram priceis an
artificial one. It does not reflect the
value of plutonium except only as it
might possibly be related to its assumed
or arbitrarily fixed value for weapons
use at some prior or future time. From
the purely economie civilian standpoint
of using plutonium for producing power
as uranium is now used that value is
considerably less. Because of this un-
realistic buy-back price a power pro-
ducer in designing his reactor is tempted
to maximize the amount of byproduct
plutonium production so he can maxi-
mize the amount he can sell to the Gov-
ernment at $30 a gram. This involves
compromising some of the features of his
reactor that might enable it to produce
more electricity and introduces a highly
artificial and undesirable impediment to
the straightforward development of our
nuclear power industry.

I think the day should come rather
quickly when the only consideration in
reactor design should be that of power
economics. Therefore, we should be set-
ting a realistic price for plutonium as
quickly as possible.

I understand there has been an ex-
change of correspondence between the
chairman of our committee and the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission which will specify that just such
a realistic readjustment of the pluto-
nium buy-back price is in the mill. We
may need legislation next year to make
it completely effective and apply it to
foreign as well as domestic producers.
I speak of these things today so that the
power industry and the reactor industry
of the United States may be placed on
notice that these changes are coming
up, and of the determination of many in
Congress to remove artificial factors in
nuclear power economics so that in plans
for the future for new power reactor de-
signs they will have in mind that their
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reactor concepts should be based on con-
siderations of competitive power produc-
tion economics rather than on artificial
considerations as to the price of pluto-
nium.

There is another matter they should
have in mind also. That is as to the
probability of switching over from pub-
lic to private ownership of fissionable
uranium under the proper kinds of safe-
guards that would prevent this material
from being diverted surreptitiously to
weapons use. That will be one of the is-
sues with which the Joint Committee
and Congress will probably be asked to
wrestle next year. There will be others,
too, of which the industry is aware, and
which I will not, therefore, recount to-
day. These are factors that by present
law, introduce artificial considerations
into the production of nuclear electric
power. We will, I am sure, under the
leadership of the chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, get into
these issues. Whether we are able next
year to eliminate all artificial impedi-
ments to wholly unfettered production of
power from the atom remains to be seen,
but I am certain that we will make a good
start on it. Those who are engaged in
the industry in the United States of
America and those who in other coun-
tries of the world look to us for technol-
ogy and working relationships in con-
nection with their peaceful uses of the
atom for electric power should know that
these changes are coming up, that new
economic ground rules will be laid down,
and that they, therefore, in the future,
must design their new reactor for elec-
tric power generation on firm and
sound electric utility economics.

In all this we will be seeking to achieve
for our Nation and the world the high-
est beneficial use of the atom for peace-
ful purposes. That has been one of the
prime objectives of the United States of
America under Democratic and Repub-
lican administration alike, because our
Nation and our people believe that this
great discovery of our age should be used
for the benefit of mankind, not for its
destruction.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
have no requests for time. Unless there
are some questions some Members wish
to ask, I need no more time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Hosmer] have
any requests for time?

Mr. HOSMER. I have no further re-
quests for time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is smended by
addllng thereto the Ionowmg new section:

“Sepc. 191. AToMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING -

Boarp.—

“a. Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tions 7(a) and 8(a) of the Administrative
Procedure Act, the Commission is authorized
to establish one or more atomic safety and
licensing boards, each composed of three
members, two of whom shall be techniecally
qualified and one of whom shall be qualified
in the conduct of administrative proceed-
ings, to conduct such hearings as the Com-
mission may direct and make such interme-
diate or final decisions as the Commission
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may authorize with respect to the granting,
suspending, revoking or amending of any
license or authorization under the provisions
of this Act, any other provision of law, or
any regulation of the Commission issued
thereunder. The Commission may delegate
to a board such other regulatory functions
as the Commission deems appropriate. The
Commission may appoint a panel of quali-
fled persons from which board members may
be selected.

“b. Board members may be appointed by
the Commission from private life, or desig-
nated from the staff of the Commission or
other Federal agency. Board members ap-
pointed from private life shall recelve a per
diem compensation for each day spent in
meetings or conferences, and all members
shall recelve their necessary traveling or
other expenses while engaged in the work
of a board. The provisions of section 163
shall be applicable to board members ap-
pointed from private life.”

Sec. 2. The second sentence of subsection
1809a. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, 18 deleted and the following is in-
serted In lieu thereof: “The Commission shall
hold a hearing after thirty days’' notlce and
publication once in the Federal Register, on
each application under section 103 or 104b.
for a construction permit for a facllity, and
on any application under section 104c. for a
construction permit for a testing facility. In
cases where such a construction permit has
been issued following the holding of such a
hearing, the Commission may, in the absence
of a request therefor by any person whose
interest may be affected, issue an operating
license or an amendment to a construction
permit or an amendment to an operating
license without a hearing, but upon thirty
days' notice and publication once in the
Federal Register of 1ts intent to do so. The
Commission may dispense with such thirty
days' notice and publication with respect
to any application for an amendment to a
construction permit or an amendment to an
operating license upon a determination by
the Commission that the amendment in-
volves no significant hazards consideration.”

Sec. 3. Bubsection 182b. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1854 Is amended to read as
follows:

“b. The Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards shall review each application
under section 103 or section 104b. for a con-
struction permit or an operating license for
a facility, any application under section 104c.
for a construction permit or an operating
license for a testing facility, any application
under section 104 a. or c. specifically referred
to it by the Commission, and any application
for an amendment to a construction permit
or an amendment to an operating license
under section 103 or 104 a., b., or c. specifi-
cally referred to it by the Commission, and
shall submit a report thereon which shall
be made part of the record of the application
and available to the public except to the
extent that security classification prevents
disclosure.”

Sec. 4. Subsection 1lo. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 19564 is amended to read as
follows:

“0, The term ‘nuclear incident’ means any
occurrence within the United States causing,
within or outside the United States, bodily
injury, sickness, disease, or death, or loss
of or damage to property, or loss of use of
property, arising out of or resulting from the
radioactive, toxic, explosive, or other haz-
ardous properties of source, special nuclear,
or byproduct material: Provided, however,
That as the term is used in subsection 1701.,
it shall include any such occurrence outside
of the United States: And provided further,
That as the term is used in section 170d., it
ghall include any such occurrence outside
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the United States if such occurrence involves
a facllity or device owned by, and used by or
under contract with, the United States.”

Sec. 5. Subsection 1lr. of the Atomle
Energy Act of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

“r. The term ‘person indemnified’ means
(1) with respect to a nuclear incident oc-
curring within the United States and with
respect to any nuclear incident in connec-
tion with the design, development, construe-
tion, operation, repair, maintenance, or use
of the nuclear ship Savannah, the person
with whom an indemnity agreement is exe-
cuted and any other person who may be lia-
ble for public liability; or (2) with respect
to any other nuclear incident occurring out-
side the United States, the person with whom
an indemnity agreement is executed and any
any other person who may be llable for
public lability by reason of his activities
under any contract with the Commission or
any project to which indemnification un-
der the provisions of section 170d. has been
extended or under any subcontract, purchase
order or other agreement, of any tler, under
any such contract or project.”

Sec. 6. Subsectlon 170d. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1854 is amended by adding
before the period at the end of the second
sentence thereof the following proviso:
““: Provided, That in the case of nuclear inci-
dents occurring outside the United States,
the amount of the indemnity provided by

the Commission shall not exceed $100,-
Sec. 7. Bubsection 170e. of the Atomic

Energy Act of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

“e. The aggregate liabllity for a single nu-
clear incident of persons indemnified, in-
cluding the reasonable costs of investigating
and settling claims and defending suits for
damage, shall not exceed the sum of
$500,000,000 together with the amount of
financial protection required of the licensee
or contractor: Provided, however, That with
respect to any nuclear incident occurring
outside of the United States to which an
agreement of indemnification entered into
under the provisions of subsectlon 170d. is
applicable, such aggregate liability shall not
exceed the amount of $100,000,000 together
with the amount of financial protection re-
quired of the contractor. The Commission
or any person indemnified may apply to the
appropriate district court of the United
States having venue in bankruptcy matters
over the location of the nuclear incident;
except that in the case of nuclear incidents
occurring outside the United States, the
Commission or any person indemnified may
apply to the United States District Court
for the District of Columbla, and upon a
showing that the public liability from a
single nuclear incident will probably exceed
the limit of liability imposed by this section,
shall be entitled to such orders as may be
appropriate for enforcement of the provisions
of this section, including an order limiting
the liability of the persons indemnified, or-
ders staying the payment of claims and the
execution of court judgments, orders appor-
tioning the payments to be made to claim-
ants, orders permitting partial payment to
be made before final determination of the
total claims, and an order setting aside a
part of funds available for possible latent
injuries not discovered until a later time."”

Sec. 8. Section 261 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 is amended by adding thereto
the following new subsections:

“e. Funds are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for advance planning, construc-
tion design, and architectural services in
connection with any plant or facility not
otherwise authorized, and for the restoration
or replacement of any plant or facllity de-
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stroyed or otherwise seriously damaged, and
the Commission is authorized to use avall-
able funds for such purposes.

“d. Funds hereafter authorized to be ap-
propriated for any project to be used in con-
nection with the development or production
of special nuclear material or atomic weap-
ons may be used to start another project
not otherwise authorized if the substituted
project is within the limit of cost of the
project for which substitution is to be made,
and the Commission certifies that—

“{1) the substituted project is essential to
the common defense and security;

“(2) the substituted project is required
by changes in weapon characteristics or
weapon logistic operations; and

“(8) the Commission is unable to enter
into a contract with any person on terms
satisfactory to it to furnish from a privately
owned plant or facility the product or sery-
ices to be provided by the new project.”

Sec. 9. Section 109 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 is amended by striking out the
words “11p.(2) or 11b.(2)"” and substitut-
ing therefor the words “11t.(2) or 1laa.(2)".

Sec. 10. Subsection 145f. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 is amended by striking
out the comma after the word “Investiga-
tion™,

Sec. 11. Section 152 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1054 is amended by striking out the
word “allowances” in the first paragraph
thereof and substituting therefor the word
“allowance".

Sec. 12, Subsection 161n. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 is amended by striking
out the words “1456e.” and substituting there-
for the words “1451.".

Mr. HOLIFIELD (during the reading
of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be considered
as read and be open for amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HoLIFIELD: On
page 8, line 4, strike the words “11b,(2)"

and insert the words “l11v.(2)" in lleu
thereof,

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment merely corrects a typo-
graphical error and I move the adoption
of the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. ALBERT]
having resumed the chair, Mr. JOELSON,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee having had
under consideration the bill (H.R.
12336) to amend the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 750,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted in Com-
mittee of the Whole. .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the adoption of
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is .on the engrossment and third

and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (8. 3491) to
amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, and for other purposes,
which is an identical bill to the House
bill just passed.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is amended by
adding thereto the following new section:

“Sge, 191. AToMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING
BOARD.—

“a. Notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tions 7(a) and 8(a) of the Administrative
Procedure Act, the Commission is authorized
to establish one or more atomic safety and
licensing boards, each composed of three
members, two of whom shall be technically
qualified and one of whom shall be quali-
fied in the conduct of administrative pro-
ceedings, to conduct such hearings as the
Commission may direct and make such in-
termediate or final decisions as the Commis~
sion may authorize with respect to the
granting, suspending, revoking or amending
of any lcense or authorization under the
provisions of this Act, any other provision
of law, or any regulation of the Commission
issued thereunder. The Commission may
delegate to a board such other regulatory
functions as the Commission deems appro-
priate. The Commission may appoint a
panel of qualified persons from which board
members may be selected.

“b. Board members may be appointed by
the Commission from private life, or desig-
nated from the staff of the Commission or
other Federal agency. Board members ap-
pointed from private life shall receive a per
diem compensation for each day spent in
meetings or conferences, and all members
ghall receive their necessary traveling or
other expenses while engaged in the work of
a board. The provisions of section 163 shall
be applicable to board members appointed
from private life.”

Bec. 2. The second sentence of subsection
189a. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, is deleted and the following is in-
serted in lieu thereof: “The Commission
shall hold a hearing after thirty days' notice
and publication once in the Federal Register,
on each application under section 103 or
104b. for a construction permit for a facility,
and on any application under section 104c.
for a construction permit for a testing fa-
cility. In cases where such a construction
permit has been issued following the hold-
ing of such a hearing, the Commission may,
in the absence of a request therefor by any
person whose interest may be affected, issue
an operating license or an amendment to
& construction permit or an amendment to
an operating license without a hearing, but
upon thirty days’ notice and publication
once in the Federal Register of its intent

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

to do 0. 'The Commission may dispense
with such thirty days' notice and publica-
tion with respect to any application for an
amendment to a construction permit or an
amendment to an operating license upon a
determination by the Commission that the
amendment involves no significant hazards
conslderation.”

Sec. 3. Subsection 182b. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

“b. The Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards shall review each application
under section 103 or section 104b. for a con-
struction permit or an operating license for
a facility, any application under section 104c.
for a construction permit or an operating
license for a testing facility, any application
under section 104 a. or c. specifically re-
ferred to it by the Commission, and any
application for an amendment to a construc-
tion permit or an amendment to an oper-
ating license under section 103 or 104 a., b,
or c. specifically referred to it by the Com-
mission, and shall submit a report thereon
which shall be made part of the record of
the application and avaliable to the public
except to the extent that security classifi-
cation prevents disclosure.”

Sec. 4, Subsection 1lo. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

*p. The term ‘nuclear incident’ means any
occurrence within the United Btates caus-
ing, within or outside the United States,
bodily injury, sickness, disease, or death, or
loss of or damage to property, or loss of use
of property, arising out of or resulting from
the radlioactive, toxic, explosive, or other
hazardous properties of source, special nu-
clear, or byproduct material: Provided, how-
ever, That as the term is used in subsection
1701., it shall include any such occurrence
outside of the United States: And provided
further, That as the term is used in section
170d., it shall ineclude any such occurrence
outside the Unlted States if such occurrence
involves a facility or device owned by, and
used by or under contract with, the United
States.”

Bec. 5. Bubsection 11r. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 is amended to read as
follows:

“r. The term ‘person indemnified’ means
(1) with respect to a nuclear incident oc-
curring within the United States and with
respect to any nuclear incident in connec-
tion with the design, development, con-
struction, operation, repair, maintenance, or
use of the nuclear ship Savannah, the per-
son with whom an Indemnity agreement 1s
executed and any other person who may be
liable for public liability; or (2) with respect
to any other nuclear incident occurring out-
side the United States, the person with whom
an indemnity agreement is executed and any
other person who may be liable for public
Hability by reason of his activitles under
any contract with the Commission or any
project to which indemnification under the
provisions of section 170d. has been ex-
tended or under any subcontract, purchase
order or other agreement, of any tler, under
any such contract or project.”

Bec. 6. Subsection 170d. of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954 is amended by adding be-
fore the period at the end of the second
sentence thereof the following proviso:
“: Provided, That in the case of nuclear in-
cidents occurring outside the United States,
the amount of the indemnity provided by
the Commission shall not exceed $100,000,-
000."

Sec. 7. Subsection 170e. of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1964 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“e. The aggregate lability for a single
nuclear incident of persons indemnified, in-
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cluding the reasonable costs of investigat-
ing and settling claims and defending suits
for damage, shall not exceed the sum of
$500,000,000 together with the amount of
financial protection required of the licen-
see or contractors: Provided, however, That
with respect to any nuclear incldent occur-
ring outside of the United States to which
an agreement of indemnification entered
into under the provisions of subsection 170d.
is applicable, such aggregate liabillty shall
not exceed the amount of $100,000,000 to-
gether with the amount of financial protec-
tion required of the contractor. The Com-
mission or any person indemnified may
apply to the appropriate district court of the
United States having venue in bankruptey
matters over the location of the nuclear in~
cldent, except that in the case of nuclear
incidents occurring outside the United
SBtates, the Commission or any person indem-
nified may apply to the United States Dls-
trict Court for the District of Columbia,
and upon a showing that the public Habil-
ity from a single nuclear incident will prob-
ably exceed the limit of liability imposed by
this section, shall be entitled to such orders
as may be appropriate for enforcement of the
provisions of this section, including an order
limiting the liability of the persons indem-
nified, orders staying the payment of claims
and the execution of court judgments, or-
ders apportioning the payments to be made
to claimants, orders permitting partial pay-
ments to be made before final determina-
tion of the total claims, and an order set-
ting aside a part of the funds available for
possible latent injuries not discovered until
a later time.”

Sec. 8. Section 261 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 is amended by adding thereto
the following new subsections:

“¢. Funds are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for advance planning, construc-
tion design, and architectural services In
connection with any plant or facility not
otherwise authorized, and for the restora-
tion or replacement of any plant or facility
destroyed or otherwise seriously damaged,
and the Commission is authorized to use
available funds for such purposes.

“d. Funds hereafter authorized to be ap-
propriated for any project to be used in con-
nection with the development or production
of special nuclear material or atomic weap-
ons may be used to start another project
not otherwise authorized if the substituted
project is within the limit of cost of the
project for which substitution is to be made,
and the Commission certifies that—

“(1) the substituted project is essential
to the common defense and security;

“(2) the substituted project is required by
changes in weapon characteristics or weapon
logistic operations; and

‘(8) the Commission is unable to enter
into a contract with any person on terms
satlsfactory to it to furnish from a privately
owned plant or facility the product or serv-
ices to be provided by the new project.”

Sec. 9. Section 109 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 is amended by striking out the
words “11p.(2) or 11v.(2)" and substituting
therefor the words 11t.(2) or 1laa.(2)".

SEec. 10. Subsection 145f. of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954 is amended by striking out
the comma after the word “investigation™.

Sec. 11. Section 152 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954 is amended by striking out the
word “allowances” in the first paragraph
thereof and substituting therefor the word
“allowance’’.

SEc. 12, Subsection 161n. of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1054 is amended by striking out
the words *“145e.” and substituting there-
for the words “1451.”.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, i
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and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill, HR. 12336, was
laid on the table.

RESIGNATION FROM A COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before
the House the following resignation from
a committee:

AvucusT 14, 1962.

Hon. JoEN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker, House of Representatives.

Dear Mgr. SpeaxEr: I hereby resign from
the Committee on the Judiclary of the House
of Representatives.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN H. RAY,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

A NATIONAL LOTTERY WOULD
WORK FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, for the past
several months, I have brought to the at-
tention of the Members of this Congress

the many foreign lotteries that are

bringing great financial benefits to their
respective nations.

Unfortunately, we in the United States
stand virtually alone among the nations
of the world in our hypocrisy in refusing
to establish a national lottery.

It is difficult for most of our taxpayers
to understand our Government’s sancti-
monious attitude about gambling, es-
pecially when we are told that gambling
in the United States has become a $50
billion a year business—most of which is
illegal.

Mr. Speaker, a Government-run lot-
tery in the United States, like in Puerto
Rico and most of the foreign countries,
would not only satisfy the American
thirst to gamble but would shut off the
flow of billions of dollars now siphoned
off by the underworld and by foreign-
run lotteries. In addition, it would pro-
duce over $10 billion a year in new rev-
enue which could be used for needed tax
relief.

In 1961, the nations of the Americas
and Western Europe, together with the
more advanced nations in other parts of
the globe, took in gross receipts of
$1,575,676,567 from their national lot-
teries. The total profits accruing to the
governments in question came to $528,-
871,799.

Mr. Speaker, is it not high time that
we demonstrated similar wisdom here in
this country and adopted a sensible and
realistic attitude about our gambling
problem? Is it not time that we removed
the blinders and recognized the obvious—
the fact that the urge to gamble is a
universal human trait and should be
regulated and controlled for our own
benefit? When are we going to be as
smart as all of these countries and cap-
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italize on the natural gambling spirit of
the American people?

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to list the 51
countries that recognize that gambling
is a fact of life and allow gambling
money to work for the public good rather
than against it.

Country Gross receipts | Net income

1. $30, 401, 000 | $17, 131,390
2. 73, 196, 744 , 762, 999
3. 13, 500, 000 8, 200, 000
4, 14, 980, 000 4, 400, 000
5. 1, 000, 000 400, 000
6. 17, 465, 000 6, 090, 000
7. 23,000,000 | 5,600, 000
8. 12, 000, 000 3, D00, 000
9. 9, 450, 000 3,193, 723
10. 45 35,400,000 | 11,100,000
11, Cyprus. v 2,016, 070 884,170
12. Czechoslovakia____._.. 54,420,000 | 27,210,000
13. Denmark. . 2 6, 042, 000 270, 000
14. Dominican Repuhltc. < 32, 000, 000 8, 000, 000
16, Eouador. ... coocseee 3, 128, 000 930, 850
16. England 2_ 20,000,000 |ooociaoaaae
17. Finland. .. 4,331,250 | 1,500,625
18. 140, 000, 000 | 45, 000, 000
19. 320, 000,000 | 127, 000, 000
20. 1, 200, 000 400, 000
21, 900, 900 840, 317
2. 15,199,271 | 8,455,216
23. 2,883, 580 633, 523
24, 2, 256, 000 643, 080
26, 15, 000, 000 2, 000, 000
26. 48,076,859 | 12,244,215
27. 85,000,000 | __. ... _.
28. 71,600,000 | 38, 000, 000
29, I 20, 000, 000 6, 000, 000
30. 11, 914, 000 4, 406, 000
a1, 1, 480, 000 372, 000
32. Malta. ... 1, 518, 368 270, 262
33, 56, 000,000 | 15, 000, 000
34. 9, 676, 243 1, 400, 000
35. 1,914, 671 835, 108
36. 16, 800, 000 5, 200, 000
a7, 1 34,124, 931 5, 623, 357
38. 900, 000 180, 000
39. 3, 083, 000 440, 000
40, 3, 200, 000 1, 328, 000
41, 52,765,833 | 18,019,133
42, 30, 492, 385 , 089, 144
43. 52, 650,000 | 10, 497, 3565
44, 98, 509, 867 , 774, 343
45, 55, 680, 000 | 31,137,007
46, G, 230, 346 2, 002, 506
47, 34,285, 700 | 18, 714, 300
48, 8, 100, 000 3, 400, 000
49, Uruguay. ... 14, 363, 320 4, 842, 680
50, 40, 000, 000 | 19, 000, 000
51, Yugoslavia._......_... 8, 445, 230 2,761, 497
Dot it e 1,575, 576, 567 | 528, 871, 799

11961 figures unavailable. Last year's figures used.
? Premium bond lottery used.
* Bond lottery used.

SENATE WHEAT CHANGES MAKE
BAD FARM BILL STILL WORSE

Mr, FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
multiple-price wheat amendment tacked
on the farm bill now before the Senate
would create new problems for Illinois
farmers and leave old problems unsolved.
I hope the Senate will reject the bill,
No farm bill at all this year is far better
than the one the Senate is now consid-
ering.

The Senate proposal would provide
each eligible wheat producer with a
marketing certificate for a specific
number of bushels and an acreage al-
lotment. He could raise all the wheat
possible on the assigned acreage.
Wheat produced in excess of the bush-
els specified in the certificate could be
sold, used for feed or turned over to the
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Government under a price-support pro-
gram for noncertificate wheat.

I voted against this farm bill when it
was before the House because it provides
a continuation of expensive programs
that are not solving the farm surplus
problem. The wheat section changes
adopted by the Senate committee make
the bill even worse.

Farmers from Illinois have always
opposed the multiple-price wheat ap-
proach, and this feeling is intensified
today because this new proposal is the
worst version yet. It is bad for the
farmers in Illinois, bad for wheatgrow-
ers across the Nation, and certainly bad
for the consumers and taxpayers.

In my judgment, it would have these
bad consequences:

It would perpetuate a shortage of
quality wheat and an oversupply of un-
wanted kinds. It proposes to cut back
all farmers the same amount, whether
the wheat they produce is in short sup-
ply or spilling out of Government bins.

Certificates would be issued on a pro
rata basis, and the result would be in-
efficiency and high costs all the way
from the producer to the consumer.

All export wheat, including Public
Law 480 and other giveaway wheat could
be put in the primary market along with
domestic food wheat. Secretary Free-
man has estimated this would mean
spending $430 million for export sub-
sidies in the 1963 crop year in addition
to about $600 million under Public Law
480 agreements. This would be a rough
deal for U.S. taxpayers.

It would lead to dumping feed wheat
in the already glutted feed grain market,
and complicate problems for feed grain
farmers. Government price rigging
would guarantee a high price for all do-
mestic food wheat and all export
wheat—including giveaway wheat—and
a feed price for all the surplus. Sup-
ports for noncertificate wheat would be
high enough to invite many farmers to
keep boosting per-acre yields. Feed
grain farmers are willing to compeie
with wheatgrowers when the rulebooks
are the same, but never on this unfair
basis.

It would give vast discretionary au-
thority to the Secretary of Agriculture.
If you do not believe this, read the orig-
inal bill carefully and count the number
of important areas where the Secretary
is granted almost unlimited power. No
industry as important as wheat should
be at the mercy of a Government official.

It would cause ill will among our cus-
tomers abroad. The heavily subsidized
export of wheat provided in this bill
would have bad repercussions among
countries such as Canada and Australia
on whom we depend for trade. It would
certainly work against the administra-
tion’s commendable efforts to safeguard
;::raéie relations with the Common Mar-

e

It would create a new bread tax. In
effect, the cost of the wheat certificates
bought by processors would be a tax on
wheat earmarked for human use.
Wheat for hogs would not be so taxed.

Bootlegging would be on its way back,
not in bottles and jugs but in sacks and
bulk. Whenever the opportunity for a
quick buck is available, you will always
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find some takers. To show that the pro-
ponents themselves foresee this problem,
take a look at the penalty provisions.
This latest innovation makes clear as
never before that the 87th Congress will
not come up with a sensible farm bill.
Rather than pass a clobbered-up con-
traption, let us pass no bill at all. Per-
haps the 88th Congress will be better
constituted to meet the problem.

STRIEKES AT MISSILE BASES HIN-
DER U.S. SPACE PROGRAM

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Isthere
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the Rus-
sians have made their greatest achieve-
ment in space to date. The world is very
greatly impressed. Russian prestige is
benefiting materially. While this is
taking place, we in the United States
must look upon the spectacle of a strike
at Huntsville which will slow down much
of our space effort. Time after time this
has happened to us. Multiple strikes at
Canaveral during the period of its great-
est expansion and preparation for space
exploration were a black mark upon
America’s space efforts at a most critical
time.

It is time to deal decisively with such
tactics. The Government should not
baby labor leaders who are willing to
jeopardize the Nation’s safety in this
fashion. If additional legislation is
needed to stop strikes in the space and
other essential defense projects, it should
have administration support and be
forthcoming before this Congress goes
home.

While the United States has made a far
greater scientific contribution in space
studies, we have been unable to match
the Russians in spectacular space
achievements. We may as well face the
fact that the gap is widening rather than
diminishing. Sputnik I was launched in
October 1957. The United States put its
first satellite in orbit in January 1958.
We were then 4 months behind. The
first manned orbital flight was made by
the Russians in 1961. It was 10 months
later that the United States succeeded
in orbiting John Glenn. In August 1961
the Russians demonstrated their capa-
bility to keep man in orbit for a full 24-
hour period. This is a feat which the
United States has not yet accomplished.
Now, the Russians have accomplished an
amazing joint mission which we may not
duplicate for another 2 years. It is dis-
turbing at the least that the Russians are
widening their lead in space achieve-
ments. It should stimulate a more de-
termined effort from every quarter in this
country. We cannot afford business as
usual in the space effort.

VIEWS WITH REGARD TO FINANC-
ING OF THE UNITED NATIONS
DEFICIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from Washington [Mr. Perry] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I addressed
the House on July 31, 1962, stating my
view that the best interest of the United
Nations and of world peace lay in the
defeat of the proposed purchase of
United Nations bonds. The United
States, I said, should insist that the
United Nations finance its operations by
a special assessment to all members
rather than by a voluntary bond sub-
scription. My position was based on the
International Court’s recent decision that
all members were obligated for the costs
involved in so-called peacekeeping oper-
ations in the Congo and the Gaza Strip.

Since that speech, Mr. Speaker, the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs,
after a hearing, has reported S. 2768
with amendments to authorize a loan to
the United Nations. My purpose today
is to discuss this legislative proposal in
line with the House committee’s recom-
mendations.

As I read the committee’s report on
8. 2768 the major amendments would
improve the bill. The new section which
is added, in effect, recapitulates the
World Court decision and says thereby
is provided a sound basis for obtaining
prompt payment of assessments for ex-
penditures by making them obligations
of all members of the United Nations.
The House bill carries a $25 million
reduction as against the Senate bill in
the authorized amount of the loan which
could be made to the United Nations, and
says furthermore the proceeds of the
loan shall not be used to relieve United
Nations members of their arrearages or
reductions in assessments.

The question which I raise today has
to do with the net effect of these changes
and whether under an improved House
bill the Congress should authorize the
loan to the United Nations.

Mr. Speaker, as I stated on a previous
occasion, I do not favor the United States
advancing funds which constitute a con-
tribution and are voluntary in nature to
its members. I prefer and hold it es-
sential that regular or special assess-
ments to cure the United Nations deficit
and its future costs be immediately voted
by the United Nations on all its members.
I believe the United States should pay
and I would vote for such an appropria-
tion for our share amounting to about 32
percent of the total of such assessment.
But by voting to authorize a loan as pro-
vided by S. 2768 we would relieve the
U.S.S.R. and other members from any
immediate delinquency on account of
these costs regardless of the wording of
the bill. Therefore, the issue of losing
their voice and votes in the United Na-
tions General Assembly would be by-
passed and put off into the distant fu-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, I have taken this posi-
tion realizing the value and potentiality
of the functions of the United Nations.
As a world forum it has no doubt served
a good purpose. At times as an instru-
ment of peace it has likewise justified
many times its cost. The original objec-
tives of the United Nations are meritori-
ous and I would not wish by failure to
support S. 2768 and its loan proposal to
do what some fear—to wreck the United
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Nations. Rejection of this loan author-
ity legislation would do no such thing.

Mr, Speaker, recently I heard this
important fact affirmed by a member of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, by our
well-informed and respected colleague,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, ApaIr].
As I understood the gentleman he stated
what I have said; namely, that failure to
authorize a loan to the United Nations
would not wreck the United Nations.
Would the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Apair] care to reaffirm that assertion?

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield.

Mr. ADAIR. The gentleman is cer-
tainly correct, in my opinion. Based
upon the evidence which was presented
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, I
find no reason for believing that failure
to pass S. 2768 would endanger the con-
tinued proper operations of the United
Nations.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like also to inquire of the gentleman
from Indiana his opinion as to whether
or not passage of S. 2768 would solve the
financial problem of the United Nations,
or just postpone, as I believe, the so-
called crisis until next January.

Mr. ADAIR. If the gentleman will
yield, T would be glad to say that he is
correct in his assumption that we would
only be postponing the day when we are
sometime going to have to meet the ques-
tion of proper financing for the United
Nations. The evidence is that even if
this money is made available, by the be-
ginning of next year or shortly there-
after it would be exhausted; and so the
United Nations would find itself in ex-
actly the situation in which it now is.
I say, therefore, that if the question of
U.N. financing is to be confronted it
ought not to be on any temporary basis,
but it should be met squarely and a de-
cision reached.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I have an-
other question for the gentleman. The
United States has been making payments
in the form of voluntary contributions
from foreign aid money. I understand
we have paid 47.7 percent of the cost of
U.N. military operations in the Congo—
a total of $114 million. In addition we
have contributed $98 million in econom-
ic assistance for the Congo through the
United Nations. My question is, Did not
our voluntary contributions cover to a
large extent and reduce substantially the
assessments to other members? Did, in
effect, we not pay up to 80 percent of
the assessments, for example, of Com-
munist Cuba, Communist Yugoslavia,
and Communist Bulgaria? Also of
Communist Albania and of Communist
Poland?

Mr. ADATR. I am sorry to say I have
to agree with the gentleman that his
statement is correct. I am not sorry it
is correct, I agree with his statement,
but I am sorry that we find that our
voluntary contributions have made pos-
sible the limiting of contributions by
many nations in the world, including
Communist-dominated states, to which
the gentleman from Washington makes
reference. The evidence as to this fact
was one of the most shocking things
which appeared before the Committee on
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Foreign Affairs in the course of these
hearings.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the mission
of the United Nations in the Congo was
to secure and keep the peace and elimi-
nate mercenaries from Congo affairs.
Now, it seems to me, our contributions
are allowing the United Nations to go
beyond this. In fact, I would say our
State Department is really using the
United Nations to try to nullify Ka-
tanga’s secession from the central gov-
ernment. Actually is this an interna-
tio.al dispute? A resolution of the
United Nations dated August 9, 1960, as
I understand, afirmed that its military
forece would not be used to influence the
outcome of any internal conflict. So I
ask the gentleman from Indiana, if he
cares to comment, is the loan for a
legitimate and legal operation?

Mr. ADAIR. In my opinion, it is not.
If one will read the opening passages of
the United Nations Charter, he will get
the impression that in the matter of
keeping peace that organization is ex-
pected to operate only where interna-
tional questions are involved. By the
definition of the United Nations itself,
this situation in the Congo is not inter-
national because the U.N. says Katanga
is a province under the control of the
central government. Accepting that
point of view, then there certainly is not
an international dispute but rather a do-
mestic dispute, one in which the United
Nations, as the gentleman suggests, cer-
tainly should not take a part and cer-
tainly we should not finance such a large
proportion of the expenses of that mili-
tary operation.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I do not
find language in S. 2768 that would ter-
minate further loans or bond purchases.
The bill does little more than express
the pious sense of Congress in favor of
the United Nations financing itself in
the future in such a way as to avoid fu-
ture deficits. More loans such as this
bond issue could well be a part of such
financing. Actually, it seems to me,
more stopgap measures such as this one
are invited by S. 2768. Would the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ApAIR] agree
with me, Mr. Speaker, that this legis-
lation would constitute a bad precedent?

Mr. ADAIR. It certainly would, and
I may say to the gentleman from Wash-
ington that I think we are inviting fur-
ther invitations for this country to bear
an unduly heavy proportion of such
United Nations expenses.

One of the witnesses appearing before
our committee used the phrase that the
gentleman used, “stopgap legislation.” If
this is stopgap legislation, then it is not
going to do the thing which many of its
proponents hope, and that is to estab-
lish a financing of the United Nations
on a permanent, proper, and fair basis,

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, this plan
of loaning the American taxpayers’
money to the United Nations, as I see
it, solves nothing but would be only a
temporary postponement of the basic
need to resolve the problem. As pre-
viously stated by me, the delay in facing
up to the financial crisis of the United
Nations instead of assessing immediately
all United Nations members to make up
the deficit, could well doom the United
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Nations and defeat its objectives as an
instrument of peace.

One more question, Mr. Speaker:

I ask this: If all members of the
United Nations, the 70 delinquent ones,
inecluding the Soviet Union, if their
delinquencies were paid would there be
any deficit in the United Nations today
either for regular cost or for the Congo
and such expenses?

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the evidence
upon that point is very clear. The
question was put bluntly to Secretary
Cleveland and his reply was that if the
various nations of the world had paid
their assessments, this question would
not be before us today. In my opinion
the gentleman is pointing out a most
important fact. So long as this country
is willing to bear the lion’s share of the
cost, or at least a very greatly dispro-
portionate share of those costs, I am
quite certain that many other countries
of the world will be content to permit
it to do so.

Mr. Speaker, I would like at this point
to say that I think the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. PeLLy] is performing
a very real service in brinzing these
matters to the attention of the House
in advance of the general debate upon
this subject. I hope that the gentle-
man's remarks are widely read and
studied, because they do point out some
of the very important questions which
are inherent in this proposed legislation.

Mr, KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. I wonder if either the gen-
tleman from Washington or the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. Apair] could tell
us specifically how great an extra con-
tribution the United States has made
toward these speecial funds, either in
replacing the funds on which other na-
tions have become delinquent or regular
special assessments toward the United
Nations?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I would be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Indiana in order for the gentleman to
respond to that question.

Mr. ADAIR. If the gentleman will
yield, I would say to the gentleman from
Jowa that in the matter of these volun-
tary contributions in the period of ap-
proximately 2 years since the Congo be-
came independent we have contributed
something more than $30 million. This
is in addition to our regular contribu-
tions and in addition to certain other
items to which we have made contribu-
tions.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Apar] has
confirmed my belief that the best in-
terests of peace in the world are not
served by this legislation to authorize a
loan to the United Nations. More than
ever, I feel that those who support its
objectives and desire it to become an
effective instrument for international
peace and freedom should oppose this
legislation when it comes up for con-
sideration here in the House as I intend
to oppose it.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Apamr] has affirmed my
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statement that failure of the United
States to loan money to the United Na-
tions will not wreck it. Secretary of
State Rusk himself has denied that the
survival of the United Nations or its
special operations depends on our pro-
viding the money. On February 7, 1962,
the New York Times quoted Secretary
Rusk as denying that if Congress failed
to approve the bond purchase plan the
United Nations would have to pull out
of the Middle East or the Congo. He
said an alternative would undoubtedly
be found. I think that alternative
should be an assessment binding on all
members.

One's position on S. 2768 is not a
question of being for or against the
existence of the United Nations. Rather,
since the World Court decision the issue
of 8. 2768, as I view it, is one of being for
or against immediate action by the
United Nations to put its own financial
house in order, and at the same time of
being for or against a test of whether the
Soviet Union, France, the Arab States,
and few others who have refused to pay
their share of peace operations can con-
tinue to get away with it and not lose
their vote. This whole question is one
of being for or against postponing a
solution or facing up to it now.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. I would like to observe
that this whole business of a loan of
American taxpayers’ money to the
United Nations with the expectation
that the money will ever be repaid is as
phony as a three-dollar bill. It will
never be repaid, and we ought to start
from that premise.

Mr. PELLY. I would say fo the gen-
tleman from Iowa that I feel if we are
going to spend any money in supporting
the United Nations it should come the
proper way, through an appropriation,
which is the constitutional way of with-
drawing money from the Treasury, as
the gentleman knows.

Mr. GROSS. Certainly, if we are go-
ing to assume the obligations of the
United Nations deadbeats. There is
nothing startling about the information
that came to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs recently as to the matter of vol-
untary contributions and special assess-
ments—call them whatever you wish.
That information was made available on
the House floor a year ago by the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. Bow], who ascer-
tained what is taking place in hearings
before the Subcommittee on Appropria-
tions of which he is a member. The
House has been on notice as to what
this Government was doing for more
than a year.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr, ADAIR. In respect to that I
would say that there are some matters
about these voluntary contributions
which are startling. First, the fact that
it has continued this long. And sec-
ondly, the magnitude of these contri-
butions. The gentleman is correct in
saying that the fact that certain con-
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tributions have been made was divulged
heretofore to some Members, but the
size and importance of the contributions
was not made clear to all Members.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.
Mr. GROSS. Yes, but I do not

know—and I do not care to argue about
this—I do not know why we should be
startled by the magnitude of this opera-
tion. This is part and parcel of the
whole business of giving away the re-
sources of the taxpayers of this country;
dishing out our dollars to every nook
and corner of the world. It is part of
the whole program of trying to give this
country away to the foreigners.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
feeling that the taxpayers’ money can
never be properly spent unless there is
a proper justification by an agency to
Congress of all details and a regular
annual review of all details by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. For that rea-
son alone I do not like this idea of just
authorizing the President to make loans.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. Another fraudulent fea-
ture of this proposal is the argument
that if this country subscribes so much
for a bond issue the other countries will
match our dollars. I say this is fraudu-
lent because the State Department has
already assured the British that if they
put in $12 million we will find a means
of reimbursing them for the $12 million.
If this is the way they are going to put
money in as their share of this loan or
bond issue, whatever it may be, we are
actually putting up the money not only
as the subscription of the United States,
but the other subscriptions as well.
And I see signs already of reimburse-
ment because only a few days ago this
Government dished out $7 million in
economic aid to Jamaica, a British
colony until a few days ago. Why in
the world are we putting out $7 million
in Jamaica? Why do not the British
take care of their own possessions?

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude
by saying that I have had some mis-
givings about the United Nations and its
effectiveness in the past and with regard
to its potentiality in the future. As long
as the United Nations procrastinates in
facing up to basic issues, such doubts of
mine are going to continue. It is time
for a test. The survival of the United
Nations is not the issue here. The vital
question is whether the membership of
the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions will carry out the charter regarding
‘voting rights of nations in arrears.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. The question is whether
the rest of the countries in the United
Nations are going to assume their re-
sponsibilities. That is the gquestion.
And if they cannot assume their respon-
sibilities in the matter of paying assess-
ments that are levied upon them under
the Charter of the United Nations then
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this organization is doomed to fail. I
think President Hoover hit the nail on
the head the other day when he said, in
effect, that it has failed.

Mr. PELLY. I will say to the gentle-
man that basically I think the charter
provides that nations who are delinquent
will lose their voting rights. My objec-
tive is to establish whether the charter
will be lived up to in that respect. S.
2768 in my opinion should be defeated,
or, as I see it, the United Nations is
doomed as an effective international in-
strument of peace.

Mr. GROSS. If the Russians refuse
to pay their share of the support of the
United Nations in all its ramifications
there is no way I know of under the
United Nations Charter by which they
can be eliminated from the Security
Council, nor can any other permanent
member of the Security Council be
eliminated by reason of failure to pay
their assessments.

Mr. PELLY. I think that in the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations it is
time to find out whether its members are
going to live up to the charter and see
that those nations who are delinquent
are not permitted to vote. That is the
test I would like to bring to a head now
and not 25 years from now or some time
in the future,

Mr. GROSS. I thoroughly agree with
the gentleman and commend him for
taking this time to call the attention of
the House to this matter.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman from In-
diana has pointed out that we voluntarily
contributed $30 million in special assess-
ments. If the procedure for paying that
$30 million was legitimate and proper,
then there would be no need for this
proposed legislation which is coming be-
fore the House. On the other hand, if it
was not in order, if it was not proper,
then this legislation seems to give a little
respectability to a practice which should
not be approved.

Mr. PELLY. I would disagree to this
extent, that I think the U.S. contribu-
tions to the U.N. were perfectly legal and
proper. I realize that in order to get
funds to continue these peacekeeping
operations, especially in the Congo, the
United Nations has had to borrow funds
and use various devices in order to keep
going. I should like to see the issue of
its putting its financial house in order
faced now, not next January.

Mr. KYL. From what funds were
these accounts taken?

Mr. PELLY. As I understand, there
were certain trust funds that were bor-
rowed, but I yield to the gentleman from
Indiana, who, I think, has the full details
on that.

Mr. ADAIR. If the gentleman is
speaking about the voluntary contribu-
tions, they were made for this year from
chapter III funds in the Foreign Aid Act,
that is, funds for International Organi-
zations; previously they had come from
the contingency fund.

Mr. PELLY. It was perfectly proper,
as I understand, to utilize those funds in
that way. I would only object to the fact
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that our voluntary contributions have
helped out a lot of other nations includ-
ing those that are dominated by and are
a part of the Communist international
bloe. I do not like that. Nevertheless,
I think it was legal.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I would
simply sum up by saying I am forced to
take a position in opposition to legisla-
tion to authorize a loan to the United
Nations. I do so on the basis of the fact
that it would not wreck that institution,
that on the contrary, by making such a
loan, it would just put off the day when
the United Nations is going to have to
face up to the issue of its permanent fi-
nancing. I should like to see this done
now.

I should like to bring closer the day
when those nations who are delinquent,
and deliberately so, in the United Na-
tions, lose their vote in the General As-
sembly.

Mr. Speaker, S. 2768 should be defeated
or, as I see it, the United Nations is
doomed and the cause of peace in the
world will suffer.

EQUAL TREATMENT FOR U.S.
TEXTILES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from North Car-
olina [Mr. ALEXANDER] is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, fair-
play demands equal treatment for U.S.
textiles. I am deeply concerned at the
differential between the price American
mills have to pay for cotton and the
price at which it is sold to foreign manu-
facturers. Under existing regulations
foreign mills such as those in Japan and
Hong Kong can purchase cotton about
$42.50 per bale under what it costs the
American manufacturers.

It is manifestly unfair to U.S. mills to
allow our competitors to build up their
exports to the United States on the
basis of a cost advantage of $42.50 a
bale, established by action of the U.S.
Government. This disadvantage is
brought about due to the policies of our
Government which support the price of
cotton and at the same time sell it on
the world market for 815 cents per pound
less than it is sold to our own domestic
manufacturers.

Three points of the President’s May
2, 1961, seven-point textile assistance
program relate directly to providing re-
lief to the domestic industry from the
influx of foreign textiles. One deals
with international arrangements among
the principal cotton textile producing
countries designed to produce orderly
trading. Two such arrangements have
been negotiated: First, a Japanese bi-
lateral arrangement to run for the
calendar year 1962; and second, a multi-
lateral arrangement running from Octo-
ber 1, 1961, to September 30, 1962. Both
of these arrangements have been in op-
eration since their effective dates. A
third—a 19-nation, 5-year arrangement
to run from the expiration of the short-
term arrangements on September 30,
1962, to September 30, 1967, has been
negotiated but not ratified by the signa-
tory nations.
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The other two points suggest relief
by administrative and executive action.
‘Under these the industry instituted an
action under the national security pro-
vision of the Trade Agreements Act be-
fore the Office of Emergency Planning.
The public record was closed in this
case on October 15, 1961. No decision
has been rendered to date. On Novem-
ber 13, 1961, an action was instituted
under section 22 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act which was requested by
President Kennedy. Hearings were had
and the record was closed in this case
‘March 26, 1962. To date no decision
has been rendered in this case which is
the case known as the equalization fee
or the import fee needed to offset the
815-cent unfair competitive advantage
given to foreign mills by the U.S. cotton
policy.

Mr. Speaker, if is imperative that fa-
vorable action be taken by the Tariff
Commission immediately. It is impor-
tant because, under the agreements al-
ready entered into, the imports have
been steadily rising and no stern action
has been taken by the administration.
For example, the status of enforcement
of Japanese bilateral cotton textile ar-
rangement shows that this arrangement
permits Japan to ship up to 275 million
square yards of cotton textiles into the
United States in 1962. These shipments
were to be relatively evenly distributed
throughout the 12-month period.

The Department of Commerce figures
for the first 6 months of this arrange-
ment reveal that the Japanese have
shipped 185,300,000 square yards to the
United States. This represents 67 per-
cent of the allowable total; hence, as of
June 30, Japan had exceeded its 50 per-
cent pro rata quota by one-third or
47,800,000 square yards.

The status of enforcement of multi-
lateral cotton textile arrangement is as
follows: This arrangement did not have
specifically set forth in it a ceiling as
does the Japanese arrangement. The
President and his representatives, how-
ever, stated quite clearly and frequently,
that the imports under this arrangement
were to be held at or about the limit ad-
mitted into the United States during fis-
cal 1961, by country and by category.
This amounted to 567 million square
vards, exclusive of the amount admitted
under the then existent 5-year Japanese
bilateral arrangement. So, in faet, 567
million square yards was to be the ap-
proximate ceiling in the multilateral 1-
year arrangement just as binding as the
275 million sguare yard ceiling was in
the l-year Japanese bilateral arrange-
ment.

Briefly, the record of performance for
the short-term arrangement for the
first 9 months—October 1, 1961, through
June 30, 1962—is as follows:

First. Imports from all countries to-
taled 572 million square yards.

Second. This total represents 101 per-
cent of the fiscal 1961 base,

Third. The fiscal 1961 base is 567 mil-
lion square yards. The pro rata 9
months’ import total should not exceed
425 million square yards.

Fourth. The actual 9 months import
total of 572 million square yards is 147
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million square yards above the 75 per-

cent pro rata of the fiscal 1961 base.
Fifth. Imports in 27 out of 64 cate-

gories are now, after 9 months, already

.above 100 percent of their annual base.

The President stated in a letter to the
gentleman from Georgia, Congressman

.Vinson, on June 27, 1962:

I am requesting the Departments of Agri-
culture, Commerce, Labor, State and Treas-
ury, which are represented on the Interagen-
cy Textile Administration Committee, to
take such measures as may be necessary to
1imit imports of cotton textile products dur-
ing the remainder of the short-term agree-
ment to the desired level.

Similarly, it is our intention to use the
terms of the long-term agreement in such
a way as to limit imports of cotton textile
products during its life to a level designed
80 that the ratio of imports to consumption
would be approximately that of fiscal year
1961, adjusted to such mandatory increases
as are provided by the arrangement. To
prevent hardship to any one sector of the in-
dustry, the levels of imports in each category
will be held as closely as possible to the same
desired level.

It is my intention that these agreements,
together with such other powers as are avail-
able to the executive department, be imple-
mented and exercised in such a way as to
prevent any further deterioration in the
relationship between imports and domestic
consumption.

It is, therefore, necessary and im-
perative that favorable action be taken
immediately by the Tariff Commission
because so long as the U.S. mills pay
one-third more for their cotton than
oversea operators the huge windfall
profits on cotton textile sales to the
United States will continue to build up
pressure overseas for larger exports to
the United States.

Thus, effective enforcement of the
short-term cofton textile arrangement
is made more difficult and, as the figures
above show, is not being carried out.

The administration has promised
that if the 5-year multilateral arrange-
ment is ratified and hecomes effective
that the mandatory growth factor pro-
vided for in the arrangement will be in-
terpreted and applied to mean that
imports will be limited to an increase
above the 567 million square yards fiscal
1961 base to not more than 6 percent of
the total domestic consumption by the
termination date of the arrangement—
September 30, 1967. Actually the
figures are now running much higher
than 6 percent already.

I am getting reports of cutbacks of
workweeks in the textile industry and
fhere is a warning of more to come if
something is not done to protect Amer-
ican mills against foreign imports.

The President has called for action.
The State Department is dragging its
feet and in my opinion is advising against
a favorable decision by the Tariff Com-
mission.

It is high time that the State Depart-
ment quits dragging its feet and starts
working for the best interest of the
American workers. In my book, it is
not asking too much to ask our own rep-
resentatives in the State Department to
work for the jobs of the American people
instead of what they believe to be the
g?lc;d will and friendship of some of our

es.
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I have just seen in the Daily News

‘Record of August 13, 1962, headlines on

the front page: “Two More Cotion Pro-
ducers Take Steps To Curtail Output.”
° Other large mills throughout the coun-
try state:

Curtailment is imminent. Unless the flood
of imports is stopped soon, we are all going
to have to take drastic measures,

I think it is time that the Tariff Com-
mission takes favorable action on the
import fee case and that the textile
industry be declared essential to our na-
tional security. If these actions are
taken immediately and carried out, it
will be a step in the right direction to
protect the jobs of the American textile
workers.

The situation is rapidly becoming eriti-
cal. Something must be done or our
textile industry will have been done ir-
reparable damage and we will have tre-
mendously increased unemployment.

FOOD STAMP PLAN

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 2 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I was not
present yesterday at the time my col-
league, the gentleman from the Third
District of West Virginia [Mr. Bameyl,
addressed the House with respect to the
food stamp plan and the stories relating
to the same that were widely circulated
in the State of West Virginia.

First, I think it should be said in re-
sponse to those remarks that I made no
release with respect to this matter and
that the only stories released by AP and
UP were those telling of the remarks of
the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Dur-
WARD HALL. Therefore, the observations
of the gentleman from the Third District
were completely in error in indicating
that I was responsible for the distribu-
tion of this story.

However, I also think it should be said
that my name and district were men-
tioned by the gentleman from Mis-
souri, Congressman HaLL, at his news
conference, also it so happens I do have
a county in my district that is eligible
and meets the criteria for participation
in the food stamp plan. Perhaps the
gentleman from the Third District is not
aware of this. Furthermore, there are
several counties which have been added
to my district, effective January 1, 1963,
presently represented by the gentleman
of the Third District, that are eligible
and meet the criteria for participation
in the food stamp plan. Why he has
not been able to have these counties in-
cluded I am unable fo say.

It is obvious in the remarks by the gen-
tleman from the Third District of West
Virginia that he knows little about the
geography and economy of the First Con-
gressional District., It is a well-known:
fact that while in certain areas we have
our economic difficulties, by and large,
it is the part of the State of West Vir-
ginia that is on the move. I should
emphasize that the Panhandle area,
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which was loosely referred to by the gen-
tleman of the Third District, consists of
four counties, two of which are not eli-
gible for participation in the programs
of the Area Redevelopment Administra-
tion because they are not areas of per-
sistent and substantial unemployment.
If the administration were so

the gentleman from the Third District
knows well that there are several coun-
ties in my district as well as his district
that could qualify and would prefer par-
ticipation in the food stamp plan.

WHO PAYS FOR WHAT?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I have just
been reading the New York Herald Trib-
une of this date. I find therein the fol-
lowing:

Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy and
his vacation party have struck camp on the
Elwha River in Olympic Natlonal Park in
Washington State—and things now are sald
to be almost back to normal in the Govern-
ment-owned Northwest wilderness country.

But reports from Seattle yesterday were
that the President's brother had left a cou-
ple of reminders.

One is a well-manicured trail to the camp-~
site. Prior to the Eennedys' arrival, the
National Park Service cut the low-hanging
branches from every inch of the 11.5-mile
trail so the mounted party would have an
easy trip, according to the Seattle Times,

Then the New York Herald Tribune
goes on to state:

A speclal radio communication network
had been set up with a park ranger on con-
tinuous alert to relay vital messages from
Washington to the official roughing it in
the wilderness.

The Seattle Times said:

The Park Service took 4 or 6 days to prop-
erly set up the campsite. Thirty packhorses
were needed to bring in more than 2 tons of
gear.

It also notes that among the uni-
formed forest rangers accompanying the
Kennedys there is an individual de-
scribed as an “official photographer.”

Mr. Speaker, I think the Congress, and
the taxpayers of this country are en-
titled to know who is paying for what
in this expensive Robert EKennedy and
family vacation trip to the Northwest.
The public is entitled to know, down to
the last dollar, who is paying the bill for
all of this.

ADMINISTRATION’S ANNOUNCED $2
BILLION ACCELERATED HIGH-
WAY PROGRAM MEETS UNEM-
PLOYMENT PROBLEMS; PROVES
ACCELERATED PUBLIC WORKS
$900 MILLION PORK BARREL BILL
IS POLITICAL BOONDOGGLE THAT
IS UNWISE AND UNNEEDED
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 10 minutes, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include tables.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I noted
with a great deal of interest the an-
nouncement today by Mr. Rex Whiften,
Highway Administrator, to the effect
that the administration was making
available for obligational purposes—that
means for contract purposes—im-
mediately for highways throughout the
United States—listen to this figure—
$1,994,104,000 of additional obligational
authority to the States throughout this
Nation as an acceleration hizhway pro-
gram. At the same time he issued a set
of figures indicating the amounts by
States of additional money that will be
made available to the States for highway
construction immediately.

Let us examine some of those figures,
and I think this is important because I
am sure Members of the House know that
the administration at the same time is
proposing a political pork barrel, leaf-
raking $900 million of authority for the
President to provide Federal matching
grants up to 50 percent for all types of
public work programs not previously
made available for grant funds in the
past, including such items as ski slides,
swimming pools, golf courses, and in-
jecting Federal intervention further into
local public works programs, on an un-
precedented basis, pork barrel pre-
election programs to an extent never
before conceived and in local public
works activities never before under
Federal grant programs.

This more sound approach of making
available presently available, and un-
allocated or unused funds as amended
relating to highways today is $2 billion.
This is over twice the amount of $900 mil-
lion preelection pork barrel Presidential
handout proposal known as the public
works acceleration bill.

This is more than twice as much money
and the administration has had it avail-
able for some time in the trust fund for
spending and will do more, in my opinion,
to help unemployment and can be made
available to unemployment areas, can
do more for unemployment than the en-
tire $900 million pork barrel, grab bag
proposal of the administration.

I call upon the administration to do
the same thing in other public works
programs where funds are available if
the President determines that unem-
ployment exists in particular areas and
works acceleration is needed. I am glad
to see this accelerated highway program
rather than the program of public works,
leaf-raking, preelection boondoggle pro-
posed to be made available to the Presi-
dent to be used as he sees fit, where he
sees fit, on projects he designates by this
$900 million acceleration bill. This
highway acceleration, spending available
trust funds, on sound programs is the
way to help employment, assuming em-
ployment pump-priming is needed in cer-
tain places. Let us see how much this
means to the States.

It was proven under the previous ac-
celeration program of 1958 to help em-
ployment that the $400 million made
available by the Congress in the specific
area of highways, a proven program
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tooled up to be accelerated, resulted in
additional employment; that that was
one program of acceleration that got re-
sults. So this administration now is mak-
ing available $1,994,104,000. That means
more money for every State in the
Union to help unemployment if needed
for that purpose—but it is noteworthy
that this accelleration was not proposed
to be used in unemployment areas al-
though it would have been a simple thing
to suggest this to the States. Is the ad-
ministration afraid to make such a sug-
gestion—for fear of killing off the $900
million pork-barrel proposal?

It looks mighty suspicious to me—
and leads me to ask, Is the Kennedy
administration really interested in un-
employment depressed areas when no
mention of the use of this $2 billion in
those areas is made?

Let us look at some of the figures.
Some of them are amazing. Let us take
Virginia, $80,420,000 more is made im-
mediately available for obligational au-
thority. That is added to the quarterly
approved authority already made avail-
able as of June 14, 1962, of $28,494,000,
meaning that the State of Virginia has
$108,914,000 for highway construction.
That is this quarter. Add to that three
remaining quarterly allocations of $26,-
103,000, the total for this year for Vir-
ginia is $187,224,000.

If we want to help unemployment,
that is the way to do it if yon are going
to do it at all. This makes more sense
than the political pork-barrel accelera-
tion bill appproach.

Let us take Pennsylvania, an acknowl-
edged unemployment State in a number
of areas. Here is what Pennsylvania
will receive. This order makes avail-
able now $149,149,000 more immediately
for hichway construction. This means
interstate, primary, secondary, rural, and
urban. This means $149 million more
above the $49,725,000 already available,
or a total of $198,874,000 this quarter,
and the total for the year of $325 mil-
lion for Pennsylvania. This $149 mil-
lion is almost twice the maximum
amount of $90 million that could be
made available to Pennsylvania under
the 10-percent-per-State limitation in
lt;lill‘la $900 million acceleration pork-barrel

So the State of Pennsylvania is get-
ting immediate relief in a proven pro-
gram, with funds already in the trust
fund, under a program already author-
ized by Congress on a sound basis—and
nearly twice as much as would be pos-
sibly available under the much heralded
antiunemployment public works accel-
eration bill proposed as a “must” bill
to end unemployment in critical areas—
which it will not do. That is the way
to beat the unemployment problem, not
giving the President unlimited authority
for leaf-raking, pork-barrel activities,
and election handouts to be designated
solely by him, and doing away with all
the standards for public works provided
by the Congress.

Let us look at West Virginia. $4,991,-
000 more this quarter, in addition to the
$13,998,000 that would be otherwise
available, making a total of $59 million
immediately available for obligational
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authority. The three remaining quar-
terly amounts made for the balance of
the year is $12,937,000 each. The total
available to West Virginia this year for
highway construction, then, is a new
high figure, as is the case in all the
States, of $94,801,000.

Let us take the State of New York:
$64 million more, bringing its total for
the year to $251 million. This is the way
to meet the unemployment problem.
This is the program that the Republicans
proposed rather than the pork-barrel
approach, the preelection campaign,
leaf-raking, swimming pool, golf course
programs proposed by the New Frontier.
This pork-barrel proposal is being pushed
at the same time the administration says
a tax cut is not needed. Yet it wants to
spend $900 million over and above the
presently available and even proposed
budget funds to further unbalance the
budget at the same time they are saying
unemployment is not bad enough to re-
quire a tax reduction. How asinine can
one get?

I am glad to see the administration
taking the action recommended by the
Republicans all along with regard to ac-
celerated public works programs under
present authorizations and proven pro-
grams with money already available to
meet unemployment problems by an-
nouncing the additional release of nearly
$2 billion in roadbuilding funds as an-
nounced by Rex Whitton, Federal High-
way Administrator today.

This action should have been taken
a long time ago if the administration
really had a desire to do something about
unemployment, and this amount in this
one program alone amounts to over twice
the money under the pork-barrel public
works acceleration program of $900
million, and it is in a program proven
of value that can be accelerated without
waste or pork barreling.

This means to Florida $12,412,000 ad-
ditional funds for immediate obligation
and contracting and should pick up some
of the slack in unemployment there as
in other States—if the State authorities
desire to direct such construction into
areas where unemployment exists.

Incidentally, this means in the State
of Florida that the $12,412,000——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Florida has
expired.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, this
means in Florida that in addition to the
$18,292,000 available for this quarter,
bringing the quarterly amount for con-
tractual obligation up to $30,704,000,
when added to the $19,648,000 available
quarterly for the balance of the year, it
brings the total in the State of Florida
to a historical high from a Federal
participation standpoint for all highway
construction, to $89,648,000 for fiscal
1963.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the administration
to accelerate other public works pro-
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grams that have already been authorized
and funded and proven programs to
meet unemployment problems and to
abandon the leaf-raking and pork-
barrel program known as the public
works acceleration bill that starts new
federally funded programs on a political,
boondoggle basis.

There are other authorizations unused
in programs already legislated and in
effect that could likewise be used much
more effectively to increase employ-
ment—although admittedly not giving
the President as much pork to hand out
on a political, preelection basis as the
acceleration bill.
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Mr. Speaker, I have a list here of some
of the programs that could be acecelerated
on a similar basis as this highway pro-
gram is being done. We have the Vet-
erans’' Administration direct loans unob-
ligated—and listen to this—direct loans
for “Veterans’ Administration housing”
$500 million available and funded ; “Com-
munity Facilities Administration,” $451.5
million; “Urban renewal,” $1,193 bil-
lion; the “Maritime Administration for
shipbuilding,” $64 million; “Area rede-
velopment for public facilities grants and
loans,” $66 million; the “Farmers Home
Administration housing loan program,”
$334 million. I enclose the following
table to further illustrate the situation:

Current status of obligations of funds reported in minority views on H.R. 10118, on p. 44
of the committee repori

[In millions]
Amounts
Autf{?r{)zlst}ons obligated, =
available for upon Tnobligated
obligation latest balance
during fiscal information
years 1962-63 available,
July 24, 1962
Veterans' Administration, direct loans T 18700 2 m 0 3 T
Community Facilities Administration, public iacility loans . . ... ¥ 650 2198.5 “42? g
Urban renewal. oo cmemcmacaes - 2,000 802.0 11,198.0
Maritime Administration, for shipbuilding. . oo ceoooioiomocoo 153 89.0 64.0
Aliﬂa Redevelopment Admmjstratlon, publie facility grants and
oan. 90 24.0
Farmers Home Admimstration, housins loan program . ... ... 430 06,0 1 3;;&8
A ] TV AT LT e bee 4,023 1,400.5 2,613.5

$500,000,000 in 1962; moooominma
plans to obliga

sppmximately $200,000,000 during flscal 1963 for an estimated 23,400 loans. 8o far in 1963

1
VA

$5? % ,000 has been rrowed from the Treasury for obligation.
4

000,000 has been set aside for mass transportation.

£600,000,000 budgeted for 1963,
5§30, uuo 000 recently released for obligation by Bureau

Mr. Speaker, here are six programs in
which there are available authorized
funds—and this does not include the
highway program which has just made
available $2 billion more—of $2,613,-
500,000. If the administration wants to
go forward and accelerate proven, exist-
ing programs to help unemployment in
unemployment areas.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I would be delighted
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman mentioned
this direct loan program for veterans
housing. Was not that program cur-
tailed before the first of the year?

Mr. CRAMER. That is a very interest-
ing situation, and I am glad the gentle-
man mentioned it, because as I recall,
in October the President of the United
States made a public statement at one
of his press conferences to the effect that
he realized there was going to be a sub-
stantially unbalanced budget this year,
and it proved to be nearly $5 billion.
Therefore, he was asking all agencies to
curtail and cut back and, specifically, the
Veterans’ Administration, to cut back
some $300 million of funds available and
appropriated 'and authorized by Con-
gress. That amount of unobligated bal-
ance has now swollen to $500 million.
If there is any area which would aid
employment, it is in the home-construc-
tion industry, and that is the industry in
my part of the State hardest hit and
having the greatest difficulty in getting
back on its feet.

of the Budget.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I would be delighted
to yield to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Do I un-
derstand that the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. CramER] is objecting to the
allocations made to the State of Florida
under this program?

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman was
not listening very well.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I am ask-
ing the gentleman a question: Are you
objecting to it? :

Mr. CRAMER. Why, of course not.
The gentleman knows I did not object
to it. I said this announcement is fol-
lowing the Republicans’ proposal for tak-
ing care of unemployment by using pres-
ently unobligated funds to go ahead with
programs already tooled up and pro-
grams which can do something about
employment, without wasting money
and not done on a pork-barrel basis.
Therefore, this is the way it should be
done, and I congratulate the adminis-
tration for doing it and say they should
have done it a long time ago.

Mr, ROGERS of Colorade. Did not
the gentleman start off by saying that
the Commissioner of Roads, Mr. Whit-
ton, had made the announcement of
allocations?

Mr. CRAMER. Yes; and I congratu-
late him on that and say he should have
done it long time ago.

I am enclosing the following two
acceleration tables to illustrate what the
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revised schedule will mean to every State

in the Union:

Federal-aid highway reimbursable obliga-
tion schedule showing additional release
for first quarter of fiscal year 1963 to be
paid out of accumulated trust funds

[In thousands of dollars]

Federal funds._ .. 1,994, 104
State:

AIBDAIAR. - o S s e e 58, 211
Alaska o 10, 368
Arizona_ 32, 500
Ark: 39, 540
California 98, 302
Colorado. 40, 069
a1 vy = 1L s P G S R 26, 549
Delaware . 10, 733
Florida it 12,412
Georgla. 67, 641
Hawali 17, 007
Idaho. 21, 820
Illinois 48,276
Indiana. 86, 774
Iowa 18, 107
Eansas._ 28, 5564
Eentucky. 41, 336
Louisiana. 35, 262
Maine i 18, 598
Maryland 50, 227
Massach 25, 664
Michigan 68, 611
Minnesota 55, 862
Mississippl 37,886
Missouri 42,981
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Federal-aid highway reimbursable obliga-
tion schedule showing additional release
for first quarter of fiscal year 1963 to be
paid out of accumulated trust funds—Con.

[In thousands of dollars]

State—Continued

BEONSENN L L STy 35, 170
Nebraska 23, 830
Nevada 20, 910
New Hampehire_ .. _________ 6, 199
New Jersey 79, 224
sy e e e e e Y 13, 277
New York 64, 086
North Carollna. . .. 40, 695
North Dekote_ - ... ____ 14,419
Ohio._____ 2 (1)

Oklahoma 38, 212
Oregon . 11,822
Pennsylvania. 149, 149
Rhode Island 12, 830
South Carolina. 21,229
Bouth Dakobtl. e o ce e co e nna e 22, 0655
Ten b5, 940
Texas 91, 568
eyl N S I T LT 28,905
Vermont e 0N 16, 776
p et DO S 80, 420
Washington 33, 624
West Virginia 41,991
Wisconsln: . i 32, 926
Wyoming. . ___. 20, 469
District of Columbia 38, 351
Puerto Rico 6, 747

1 Previous 1st quarter release covered bal-
ance of apportioned funds.

Revised reimbursable obligation schedule, fiscal year 1963, by quarters (showing regular and

accelerated schedules)
[In thousands of dollars]
1st quarter
2d quarter, | 3d quarter, |[4th quarter,
available, { available, | available, Total
State Avallsble | Additional Oct. 1, 1062 | Jan. 1, 1963 | Apr. 1, 1063 | ($5,788,024)
June 14, release Total ($948,480) 480)
1062 ($1,994,104) | ($2,942,584)
($948,480)

19, 473 58, 211 77, 684 19,131 19, 131 19,132 135,078
9, 521 10, 368 19, 880 10, 227 10, 227 10, 226 50, 560
12, 157 32, 500 44, 657 13,058 13, 068 13,058 83, 831
13, 197 39, 540 52,7371 10, 570 10, 570 10, 571 84, 448
76, 401 98, 302 174,703 82,063 82,083 82,084 420, 803
13, 857 40, 069 53, 426 13, 028 13, 026 13, 025 92, 508
11, 452 26, 540 38, 001 12,301 12, 301 12, 300 74,003
4, 269 10, 733 15, 002 3, 683 3, 683 3,683 26, 051
18,202 12, 412 30, 704 19, 648 19, 648 19, 648 89, 648
22,049 67, 641 90, 590 18, 708 18, 798 18,799 146, 085
6, 190 17, 007 23,107 6, 648 6, 648 6, 640 43,142
i TIPS R ST s RS 7,274 21,820 29, 004 5, 583 5, 582 5, 582 45, B41
1linois 43, 780 48, 276 92,062 47, 031 47,081 47,031 233, 156
ndiana 29,009 86, 774 115, 783 23,158 23, 158 23,157 185, 256
13,032 18, 107 31, 139 13,998 13,008 13,998 78,133
9, 667 28, 564 38,221 10, 383 10, 383 10, 383 69, 370
17,023 41, 336 58, 359 18,284 18,284 18, 284 113,211
22,382 35,262 57,644 24,041 24, 041 24, 041 129, 767
6, 200 18, 598 24, 798 4, 088 4,988 4, 087 39, 761
16, T42 50, 227 66, 969 15, 738 15, 738 15,737 114, 182
17, 877 25, 664 43, 541 19, 202 19, 202 19, 201 101, 146
33,310 68, 611 101, 921 35, T 35,719 35,779 208, 258
22,309 55, 862 78,171 23, 962 23, 962 23, 063 150, 058
12, 620 37, 886 50, 515 12, 108 12, 108 12, 107 86, 838
22,658 42,981 65, 639 24,338 24,338 24, 337 138, 652
11, 724 35, 170 46, 804 10, 218 10, 218 10, 219 77, 649
7,043 23, 830 31,773 7,970 7,970 7,971 55, 684
7,004 20, 910 27,914 5,773 5,772 5 T2 45, 231
3, 044 6, 199 10, 143 4, 236 4,237 4, 236 22 862
26, 414 70, 224 105, 638 23,042 23, M2 23,043 174, 765
9, 623 18,217 22, 800 10, 228 10, 10, 228 53, 484
44, 460 64, 086 108, 5566 47, 764 47, T64 47, 766 251, B48
13, 576 40, 695 54,271 11, 601 11, 601 11, 602 89,075
5, 311 14, 419 19, T30 b, T05 5, 705 5, 704 36, 844
53, 538 £ 53, 538 53, 538 53, 538 53, 538 214,152
12, 738 212 50, 950 12, 061 12, 961 12, 060 80,932
14, 534 11,822 20, 356 15, 611 15, 611 15, 612 73, 190
49, 725 149, 149 198, 874 42,110 42,110 42,111 325, 205
4,217 12, 830 17, 107 3, 893 3,802 3,802 28, T84
8, 555 21, 229 29, T84 9, 180 9, 180 9,188 57, 350
ams| ool | 16828 | onasl| oxdet| mast| 1e1i6
43, 169 91, 558 134, 727 46, 368 46, 368 46, 360 273,832
11, 604 28, 905 40, 509 12, 464 12, 464 12, 464 77,901
b, 502 16, 776 22, 368 5,830 5, 839 5, 838 39, 834
28, 404 80, 420 108, 914 26, 108 26, 103 26, 104 187, 224
17,239 33, 624 50, 853 18, 517 18, 517 18, 516 106, 413
13, 908 41, 901 55, 089 12,037 12,937 12, 938 94, 801
10, 975 32,926 43, 901 11,733 11, 733 11, 732 79,000
8, 313 20, 469 28, 782 8, 920 8, 8,920 55, 560
13, 070 38, 351 51, 421 11, 356 11,355 11, 356 85, 487
uerto L e, 2,249 6, 747 8, 906 1,085 1,685 1,685 14, 051

1 Previous 1st quarter release covered balance of apportioned {unds,
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
CraMmeEr] has again expired.

AMENDMENT OF SMALL
BUSINESS ACT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend
my remarks,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Isthere
objection fo the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
announce that as chairman of Subcom-
mittee No. 2 of the House Banking and
Currency Committee that hearings are
scheduled on H.R. 10518, and similar
bills, commencing Wednesday, Septem-
ber 5, 1962, and continuing until all per-
sons desiring to be heard on this legis-
lation are accommodated.

The bill would amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide that the program
under which Government confracts are
set aside for small business concerns shall
not apply in the case of contracts for
maintenance, repair, or construction.

The construction set-aside program
was begun in mid-1958. In May 1959,
SBA concurred in a proposal of the De-
partment of Defense fo suspend con-
struction set-asides temporarily, pro-
vided that the small business share of
this work was not adversely affected.
Unfortunately, the participation of small
firms in military consfruction contracts
promptly declined; consequently the SBA
requested reactivation of the construc-
tion set-aside program.

Under the SBA's agreement with the
Department of Defense, all construction
procurements, except Capehart housing,
between $2,500 and $500,000 are con-
sidered to be within the set-aside pro-
gram where the established criteria has
been met. The procurement officers
determine, however, whether the set-
aside for each procurement is justified.
In the event of his nonconcurrence, the
contracting officer must state his reasons
therefor. Generally no procurement is
set aside without the concurrence of
both SBA and the procurement agency,
however, the procuring agencies may
unilaterally set aside procurements
where the criteria has been met.

Twelve members have introduced bills
on this subject, most of them identical
bills. I can assure all sponsors of the
measure that they will be given as much
of the subcommittee’s time as they re-
quire. In addition we will have wit-
nesses appear from the interested de-
partments and agencies concerned with
the administration of the set-aside pro-
gram.

Any organization or person interested
in testifying on these bills before the
subcommittee should notify the counsel
of the House Banking and Currency
Committee promptly so that they may
be scheduled to testify. The counsel
may be reached by telephone, Capitol
4-3121, extension 4248.

I wish to emphasize our subcommit-
tee’s determination to have full and ade-
quate hearings on these bills. The spon-
sors of the legislation are forewarned
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that the administration has expressed
itself quite forcibly as being opposed to
the bill. Consequently, there is a great
need to have adequate, complete, and
extensive hearings.

ACCELERATING RESEARCH ON CAN-
CER, HEART DISEASE, AND MEN-
TAL ILLNESS

Mr. RYAN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 10 minutes and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. RYAN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, this afternoon I introduced a bill,
H.R. 12912, to provide for a special addi-
tional appropriation for the purpose of
accelerating research with respect to the
causes, prevention, and cure of cancer,
heart disease, and mental illness.

I hope this bill will receive the imme-
diate attention of this Congress.

Today, about 45 million Americans
now living will eventually have cancer;
1 in 4 persons, according to present
rates. Cancer will strike over the years
in about two of three families. This
vear, about 800,000 Americans will be
under medical care for cancer.

In this year alone, there will be about
520,000 new cancer cases diagnosed for
the first time. It is estimated that
about 87,000 cancer patients will prob-
ably die in 1962. It is America’s No. 2
killer,

We should not ignore the statistics that
almost half of all the cancer deaths in
1962 will occur among persons under 65
years of age,

Each year, cancer costs the national
economy 50,000 man-years of productiv-
ity; about $215 million in services and
salaries; about $189 million in estimated
spending earning; at least $26 million in
income taxes; plus loss of other tax
moneys on the lower levels at least equal
to that

Cancer also costs American business
and industry very dearly; such as the
loss of valuable executives at the peak
of their efficiency and the loss of trained
workers at the height of their produc-
tivity, plus the general loss that occurs
when the disease strikes in an em-
ployee’s family.

Cancer is a deadly disease which has
no respect for age groups, sex, race, so-
cial status or profession.

‘We are very painfully aware of the sad-
ness and tragedy which cancer can bring.
This dread disease, only recently, took
the life of our beloved Speaker. The
whole Nation mourned the loss of House
Speaker Sam Rayburn.

Other leaders whose life was snuffed
out by this vicious disease were well-
known personalities such as the former
Secretary of State John F. Dulles, Actor
Gary Cooper, Duncan Hines, of hotel
fame, Madam Marie Curie, Irene Joliet-
Curie, daughter, Damon Runyon, Mark
Hellinger, Dr, John Von Newman, who
developed the first electronic brain, and
Enrico Fermi, nuclear scientist.
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It also has taken the lives of other
Americans not as well known who, never-
theless, left loved ones who grieved their
passing.

Cancer will continue to take its high
toll of American lives unless we quickly
find the causes and cure.

These figures on cancer are very star-
tling but we must never overlook the
No. 1 killer in America today—heart
disease.

More than 900,000 men, women, and
children are meeting death each year
from heart and circulatory diseases.
These diseases affect more than 10 mil-
lion Americans according to national
health survey of the Government, and
over half are in the 25- to 64-year-age
bracket.

The economic costs of heart disease
are enormous. In 1960, compensation
and pension payments to veterans dis-
abled by heart disease amounted to
$464,000. ‘The cost of lost productivity
in 1958 of persons in the labor force dis-
abled by heart disease has been esti-
mated at $1,210 million.

The costs and toll of heart disease
will further increase unless we make
greater progress towards its conquest.
There are real opportunities to achieve
such progress.

When we consider what resources we
must have to finish that job, there are
two main points it is well to have in
mind. One is the size and nature of the
problem of heart disease. The other is
the opportunity for greater progress and
the unmet needs in research, education,
and community services.

Advances have been made against the
greatest of heart killers: hardening of
the arteries, which leads to coronary at-
tacks and strokes. Surgery now can
help relieve some kinds of coronary and
arteriosclerotic heart disease; clot-
blocked arteries can be cleared or re-
placed. Drugs have been developed to
strengthen the heart and prevent fur-
ther blood clotting.

Although we have made strides all
along the way, there is still a vast
amount of knowledge we can gain by
further research to prevent, treat, and
control heart disease by providing ade-
quate means for further study of this
Nation's No. 1 killer.

Although Americans realize that can-
cer and heart disease are killers, it has
just been within the past few years that
our citizens have accepted mental ill-
ness in its true perspective. Although it
may not kill instantly, it tends to sever
the bonds that hold families together.
It separates individuals from their loved
ones and fends to put a stigma on a per-
son greater than any other disease now
known to humanity.

We should try to understand and ac-
cept the mentally ill, and we should do
something about their misfortune.

We must place cancer, heart disease,
and mental illness in their proper place;
that is in the pages of medical history as
diseases which our research must con-
quer. To do this job, I am today intro-
ducing a bill which calls for an author-
ization to appropriate $498 million to
drastically step up the amount of re-
search now being done in these fields.
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Since the ravages of cancer, heart dis-
ease and mental illness are taking a
heavier toll of life and health of Ameri-
can people; since existing research pro-
grams have thus far failed to produce
the substantial results we expected in
discovering the causes of, or the means
of preventing and curing these dread
diseases, it is of paramount importance
and interest to the American people to
expect that every reasonable effort be
made to eliminate, or at least decrease,
the threat of these diseases. I urge that
the House committee will take to heart
these threats on our American life and
begin hearings on this measure at the
earliest possible date.

We know we need action in these fields
of medical research and aid. We do not
need it at a date in the future. We need
it now. Tomorrow may be too late and
the subsequent cost of delay much more
than at present.

DEDICATION OF ALVIN R. BUSH
DAM

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SCHNEEBELI] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Jowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, August 8, the $6 million U.S.
Army Engineers flood control dam and
reservoir on Keitle Creek, Clinton
County, Pa., and recreation area devel-
oped by the State of Pennsylvania, were
dedicated in the name of Alvin R. Bush,
the late Representative of Pennsyl-
vania’'s 17th Congressional District. Al
Bush had many friends on both sides of
the aisle who can attest to his interest
and efforts in behalf of flood protection
on the West Branch of the Susquehanna
River. The Congress this year approved
H.R. 6676 to designate this project as
the “Alvin R. Bush Dam,” and it is most
appropriate that it should bear his name.

Many dignitaries participated in the
dedication ceremonies at the site, and
the dinner which followed in Renovo, in-
cluding Gov. David Lawrence, of Penn-
sylvania; Mr. Walter Wilson, who repre-
sented the Susgquehanna River System
Flood Control Association; Senator Jo-
seph Clark, of Pennsylvania; Gen. Rob-
ert G. MacDonnell, Director of Civil
Works, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;
Col. Warren R. Johnson, outgoing dis-
trict engineer for the U.S. Army Engi-
neer District, Baltimore; Dr. Maurice K,
Goddard, Pennsylvania secretary of for-
ests and waters; State Senator George B.
Stevenson; Judge A. H. Lipez, and Mayor
Carmen Rosamillia, of Renovo.

The first dam to be completed in the
comprehensive west branch flood control
plan was built by the State of Penn-
sylvania and named in honor of Senator
Stevenson. Mrs. Alvin R, Bush unveiled
the plaque officially designating the Alvin
R. Bush Dam, and the Bush family were
guests of honor at the ceremonies. The
entire proceedings were admirably
planned and executed with the coopera-
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tion of the Susquehanna River System

Flood Control Association under the able

leadership of Mr. Theodore S. Lombardo,

vice president; and the host chapter

under the able leadership of Mr. R. O.

Raymond, president of the Clinton

County division. The enthusiastic co-

operation of the entire town of Renovo as

well as the fine contribution of the Mil-

ton area high school band deserve spe-

cial mention.

Although Senator HucH Scorr and I
were unable to attend these ceremonies
because of our legislative schedule, my
representative read the following mes-
sage in my absence:

ADDRESS OF HON. HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELI, OF
PENNSYLVANIA, AT THE DEDICATION OF THE
ALviIN R. BusH DaMm
Honored guests, ladies, and gentlemen, you

must realize my disappoiniment in not being

able to be present at the ceremonies dedicat-
ing the Alvin R. Bush Dam and Reservoir,
but I know that Al Bush, from his long and
faithful service in the Congress would be the
first to urge me to stay on the job and rep-
resent your interests in Washington. There
are three or four Important rollcall votes
scheduled this Wednesday, and I feel it is
imperative for me to be here in Washington
during the closing days of this session of

Congress. To emphasis my point, many of

you here today, including members of the

Busquehanna River System Flood Control

Association, will recall that final action au-

thorizing this very project was completed in

the closing days of the 83d Congress.

This great project being dedicated today is
an ilmportant unit in the West Branch flood
protection and its completion marks a mile-
stone in the coordinated and integrated plan
of the U.S. Army Engineers and the State of
Pennsylvania. It is indeed fitting that it
bears the name of Alvin R. Bush, who as a
member of the House Public Works Commit-
tee was instrumental in securing authoriza-
tion of the project in 1954, Flood control in
the West Branch Valley was of great concern
to Al Bush and he spent much time and
energy on the problem. Almost as soon as
he took his seat in Congress he began to
work for the Kettle Creek Dam, and he never
let up in his efforts. Following the authori-
zation approval, year after year he went be-
fore the Appropriations Committee, first for
planning funds, then for construction funds,
and he continued to work unceasingly in
behalf of this project until his untimely
death.

In the words of the House and Senate com-
mittees reporting the bill which I introduced
to designate this important Army Engineers
project as the Alvin R. Bush Dam: “It is
most appropriate to name the Kettle Creek
Dam for the late Alvin R. Bush, in honor of
a great American and in recognition of his
long and outstanding service to the State of
Pennsylvania and to the Nation.” This hon-
or is richly deserved, and there are few peo-
ple in our country who will ever have a
structure of this magnitude and permanence
dedicated to their work.

I congratulate the U.S. Army Engineers,
the Pennsylvanlia Department of Forests and
Waters, the Susquehanna River System Flood
Control Association, and the many others
responsible for the successful completion of
this tremendous undertaking. Already the
benefits have been noted, and in the years
to come it will save countless lives and much
property downstream which otherwise would
be lost in devastating floods. Many will en-
joy the recreational features inherent in this
outstanding project.

This dam and reservoir will be a lasting
monument to the fine Congressman and
great American who helped spearhead the
drive to make it a reality. Al Bush had
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many friends in Congress who loved and re-
spected him, and our pleasure at this fitting
recognition is unanimous.

To Mrs. Alvin R. Bush and the Bush
family, and to the other distinguished guests
present, I express my sincere regrets that
circumstances prevent my being with you
for these memorable dedication ceremonies.

Sincerely,
HerMAN T. SCHNEEBELI,
Member of Congress.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. WHITENER (af
the request of Mr. HALEY), on August
16, 1962, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to Mr.
Morris K. UpaLr (at the request of Mr.
Rocers of Colorado), for 60 minutes, on
Wednesday, August 22, 1962,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. ALEXANDER (at the request of Mr.
Rocers of Colorado), to revise and ex-
tend the remarks he made under special
order today and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. PHILBIN.

Mr, SHELLEY.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. KEvr) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. JupD.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Rocers of Colorado) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. PowEeLL in four instances.

Mr. SHIPLEY.

Mr. ANFUSO.

Mr. FENTON.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 4449. An act to amend paragraph 1774
of the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to the
importation of certain articles for religious
purposes;

H.R. 10852. An act to continue for a tem-
porary period the existing suspension of du-
ties on certain classifications of spun silk
yarn, and to provide for the free entry of
a towing carriage for the use of the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute; and

HR.10928. An act to transfer casein or
lactarene to the free list of the Tariff Act
of 1930.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRE-
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on August 14, 1962,
present to the President, for his approval
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bills and a joint resolution of the House
of the following titles:

HR.23. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Arbuckle recla.mstion project,
Oklahoma, and for other pu

HR.2139. An act for the relief of Suraj
Din;

H.R.2176. An act for the relief of Salva-
tore Mortelliti;

HR.3127. An act for the relief of Amrik
8. Warich;

H.R. 3372. An act for the relief of Barbara
W. Trousil, Edward G. Trousil, and Robert
E. Trousil;

HR.3507. An act to provide for the with-
drawal and reservation for the Departments
of the Air Force and the Navy of certain
public lands of the United States at Luke-
Williams Air Force Range, Yuma, Ariz., for
defense purposes;

H.R. 3508. An act to amend the Tariff Act
of 1830, as amended;

H.R.5139. An act for the relief of Helena
M. Grover;

HR. 6219. An act to permit the vessel Bar-
Ho-IV to be used in coastwise trade;

H.R.6456. An act to permit the tugs John
Roen, Jr,, and Steve W. to be documented for
use in the coastwise trade;

H.R.T7549. An act for the relief of Lewis
Invisible Stitch Machine Co., Inc., now
known as Lewis Sewing Machine Co.;

H.R.7741. An act to permit the wvessel
Lucky Linda to be documented for limited
use in the coastwise trade;

H.R.B100. An act to amend section 109 of
the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1049, as amended, relative
to the general supply fund;

H.R. 8168, An act to admit the oil screw
tugs Barbara, Ivalee, Lydia, and Alice and the
barges Florida, DB 8, No. 220, and No. 235 to
American registry and to permit their use
in the coastwise trade while they are owned
by Standard Dredging Corp., a New Jersey
corporation;

H.R.10276. An act to change the name of
the Petersburg National Military Park, to
provide for acquisition of a portion of the
Five Forks Battlefield, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R.10308. An act for the rellef of Eliza-
beth A. Johnson;

HR. 11400. An act to continue for 2 years
the existing suspension of duties on certain
lathes used for shoe last roughing or for shoe
last finishing;

H.R. 11405. An act to provide for the main-
tenance and repair of Government improve-
ments under concession contracts entered
into pursuant to the act of August 25, 1916
(39 Stat. 535), as amended, and for other
purposes;

H.R.11643. An act to amend sections 216
(c) and 305(b) of the Interstate Commerce
Act, relating to the establishment of through
routes and joint ratés; and

H.J. Res. 439, Joint resolution authorizing
the State of Arizona to place in the Statuary
Hall collection at the U.S. Capitol the statue
of Eusebio Francisco Kino.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o'clock and 27 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, August 16, 1962, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
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the Speaker’s table and referred as
follows:

2425, A letter from the Compfroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on review of payments made by the
United States for the construction of airfields
in France; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

2426. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting a report to the Commit-
tee on Science and Astronautics of the House
of Representatives pursuant to section 3 of
the act of July 21, 1961 (75 Stat. 218, 217),
and submitted to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives pursuant to rule XL of
the Rules of the House of Representatives;
to the Committee and Sclence and Astro-
nautics,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause of rule XXII, public bills
and resolutions were introduced and sev-
erally referred as follows:

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H.ER. 12000, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that bleod
donations shall be considered as charitable
gontributions deductible from gress income;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

H.R, 12010, A bill to exempt for the 1963
crop year Wisconsin (type 54 and 55) tobaeco
from the lease and transfer provisions of
pection 816 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1988, as amended; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. MURRAY:

HR. 12011. A bill to eliminate eertain re-
strietions on the assignment of Government
field personnel to dl.ity in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. RYAN of Michigan:

HR. 12912, A bill to provide for a special
additional appropriation for the purpose of
accelerating research with respect to the
causes, prevention, and cure of cancer, heart
disease, and mental illness; to the Commit-
tee on Interstete and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R. 120138. A bill to modernize the mining
laws of the United States; to the Committee
on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R.12914. A bill to amend section 250(a)
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Texas:

H.J. Res. 853. Joint resolution relating to
the validity of certain rice acreage allot-
ments for 1962 and prior crop years; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

FPRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr, LIPSCOMB introduced a bill (HR.
12015) for the relief of Leslie Freeworth (also
known as Laszlo Freiwirth), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, AvcusT 15, 1962

(Legislative day of Tuesday, August 14,
1962)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., and
was called to order by the Vice President.
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, God, out of earth’s shad-
ows in which falteringly we make our
way, we turn to Thee, in whom there is
no darkness at all, asking that by Thy
strengthening grace we may open the
windows of our lives, that they may be
flooded with Thy light. We would lean
our human frailty against the massive
pillars of Thine almightiness.

With the revealing vision of Thy
beauty, deliver us this day from ugliness
in thought and speech and conduct.
May those who here serve the Nation
possess a hidden goodness which flames
with moral indignation at blatant be-
trayals of trust endangering the very
perpetuity of the Republie, Give us a
dedicated sense of our national destiny
and the calm assurance that, in all the
tumult of these disordered days, Thy
purposes are coming to their coronation
in the lives of men.

We ask it in the name of the One
who goes forth conquering and to con-
quer. Amen. ;

REQUEST FOR COMMITTEE MEET-
INGS DURING SENATE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, fol-

lowing a consultation yesterday with the

Senatfor from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]

and some of his colleagues, I ask unani-

mous congent that the Judielary Com-
mittee and the Government Operations

Committee may meet during the session

of the Senate this morning, and I ask

unanimous consent that the Foreign Re-
lations Committee may meet today, not-
withstanding the session of the Senate,

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection?

Mr, MORSE, Mr. President, because
some of us who are involved in this de-
bate serve on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and therefore our rights there
would not be protected while we were in
the Chamber, I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is
heard.

e e

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (HR. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques=
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment, as amended.

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, is an
amendment to the amendment pending?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Oregon withhold that
suggestion, briefly?

Mr. MORSE. Very well.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what is pending?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com-
mittee amendment, as amended, is pend-
ing.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. The committee
amendment, as amended?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes, as a
substitute for the entire bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their

names:
[No. 173 Leg.]

Aiken Jordan, N.C, Pearson
Allott Jordan, Idaho Prouty
Bartlett Keating Proxmire
Beall Kefauver Robertson
Burdick Kerr Russell
Case Euchel
Church Lausche Smith, Mass.
Douglas Mansfield Smith, Malne
Gore Metcall Talmadge
Gruening Miller Tower
R T

ollan Tger ‘oung, N. .
Hruska, Pasliora Young, Ohio

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr, BisLe]
and the Senator from Utah [Mr, Moss]
are absent on official business,

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr, AnpERsoN] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAvpEN]
are necessarily absent.

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr, BUTLER],
the Senator from Indigna [Mr. CAPE-
HART], the Senator from Illinpis [Mr.
DmkseN], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MpRPHY] are neges-
sarily absent.

The BSenator from EKentucky [Mr,
Coorer] is absent to attend a funeral,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jog-
paN of North Carolina in the chair). A
quorum is not present,

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana,

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I did not
hear the Senator’s motion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move that the
Sergeant at Arms be directed to request
the attendance of absent Senators,

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will execute the order of
the Senate.

After a little delay, Mr. BENNETT, MT.
Boces, Mr, Borrum, Mr. Buse, Mr, BYip
of Virginia, Mr, Byrp of West Virginia,
Mr. Cannvon, Mr. CArLsoN, Mr. CARROLL,
Mr, Caavez, Mr, Crarkg, Mr. CorToN, Mr.
CurrTis, Mr. Dopp, Mr. EAsTLAND, Mr, EL-
LENDER, Mr. ENGLE, Mr. ErvIN, Mr. FoNg,
Mr, FuiericHT, Mr., GOLDWATER, Mrf.
HarT, Mr, HICKENLOOPER, Mr, HICKEY,
Mr. HiLn, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, JACKSON,
Mr, Javirs, Mr, JounsToN, Mr. Long of
Missouri, Mr. LoNc of Hawaii, Mr. Lowe
of Louisiana, Mr. Mascnuson, Mr, Mc-
CaArRTHY, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. McGEE, Mr,
McNamara, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. MORTON,
Mr. MUNDT, Mr. MUSKIE, Mt. PELL, Mr.
RanpoLpH, Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. SMATH-
ERS, Mr. BPARKMAN, Mr, Stenwis, Mr.
SymINGTON, Mr. THurMonDd, Mr. WiL-
tiaMs of New Jersey, Mr. WirLiams of
Delaware, and Mr. YArsorouGcH entered
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the Chamber and answered to their
names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. DOUGLAS and Mr. KEFAUVER
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will yield to the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. MORSE. Isthe Senator yielding?

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Can the Senator
from Illinois yield to the Senator from
Tennessee?

Mr. MORSE. That is the point I
raise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator can yield for a question but not
for a statement, if some Senator makes
a point of order.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry. Who has the
floor?

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to con-
tinue, if I may.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I yield I lose the
floor, and I shall have to recover it again.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena-
tor can yield on his own time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield on my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Can the
Senator correct me about the wording
of that ancient English poem——

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I call
for the regular order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Cannot the
Senator yield for a question on his own
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator can yield for a question on his
own time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield for a question
on my own time,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Can the
Senator correct me on the wording of
that ancient poem which goes something
like this:

The law locks up——

Mr. DOUGLAS—
Both man and woman——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana—
Who steals the goose——
Mr, DOUGLAS—

From off the common——
Mr. LONG of Louisiana—
But then turns loose——

Mr. DOUGLAS—

But lets the greater felon loose,
Who steals the common from the goose.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Right.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is an appropri-
ate question at such a time as this.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, that is
a joint question and a joint answer.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
if I am still recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois has the floor,

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may
we have order, and may we proceed?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
vote yesterday is attracting a great deal
of attention all over the country. Many
of the newspapers which were strongly
in favor of the bill are beginning to have
second thoughts.

I ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of my remarks there may be
included the news article in this morn-
ing's Washington Post, written by Rob-
ert C. Albright, the headline of which
states “Leaders Jubilant as Liberal Bloc
Is Beaten,” and which in the body of the
text states:

Senate Democratic and Republican leaders,
jubilant over their success, promptly started
shelving like clockwork opposition amend-
ments to the bill,

Also, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that a very excellent article by
Mr. Tom Wicker, in the New York Times
for this morning, be included in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will finish in just a
minute.

And I ask unanimous consent that a
very able article written by Marquis
Childs, published in the Washington
Post and Times Herald be included at the
conclusion of my remarks. It prophesies
that the action of the majority leader-
ship through this debate will result in a
split in the Democratic Party.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I object to
the inclusion in the ReEcorp of any mat-
ter not read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Did I hear an ob-
jection?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec~
tion is heard.

Mr. DOUGLAS. This is very inter-
esting.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. A new twist.

Mr. DOUGLAS, This is a new twist
E;uthe tactics of the proponents of this

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I with-
draw my objection.

Mr. DOUGLAS. What has the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma done?

Mr. MANSFIELD. He withdrew his
objection.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am delighted. We
are still preserving some of the ameni-
ties of this body which the Senator from
Oklahoma would violate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is no objection; so, without objection,
the request of the Senator from Illinois
is granted.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an article by
Mr. Chalmers M. Roberts, titled “Liberal
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Democrats Have Tough Week,” be print-
ed in the Recorp at the conclusion of
my remarks.

I ask that this be printed in no spirit
of inflicting pain upon myself or my
friends but simply as a sober record of
what has happened. I also ask unani-
mous consent that an article by Mar-
jorie Hunter, titled “Absentees Play a
Key Role in Senate’s First Application
of Cloture Rule in 35 Years,” appear-
ing in today’s New York Times, be print-
ed in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, what
was the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For an
insertion in the RECORD.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a gques-
tion?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for a question
on my own time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Was the
news article which the Senator put in
the Recorp from the Washington Post
and Times Herald?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Three were from the
Washington Post and Times Herald.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Was one the
lead article?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The lead article is
entitled “Leaders Jubilant as Liberal
Bloc Is Beaten.”

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would the
Senator mind reading the last para-
graph of that story, which appears on
the inside page?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
mean the paragraph beginning:

After the vote to invoke cloture?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The last
paragraph of the article.
Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes.

After the vote to invoke cloture, Prof.
John P. Roche, professor of the Department
of Politics at Brandels University and na-
tional chairman of Americans for Democratic
Action, issued the following statement:
“What a sorry travesty that, after refusing
repeatedly to take this action (cloture) on
behalf of human rights on earth, it (the
Senate) has done so to establish a private
monopoly in space.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?
] Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for a ques-
ion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from

Illinois has mentioned twice that the

leadership of the Senate is jubilant over
the outcome of the vote. Isthat correct?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have quoted an
article written by the very distinguished
newspaper reporter, Robert C. Albright,
whom we all respect and who frequent-
ly speaks for the leadership and knows
its moods which states in the body of
the article—

Senate Democratic and Republican lead-
ers, jubilant over their success—

And this is quoted in the headline,
supposedly, put on by the city desk.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, does
the statement by a newspaper reporter
make that true?
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Not necessarily.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say, frankly,
I am not at all jubilant, and I would
not have been jubilant had the vote
gone the other way.

Mr. DOUGLAS.
thank the Senator.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield
for a question on my own time.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the
defeat yesterday was, of course, a hard
blow. But we who opposed the bill now,
and without acrimony at the demonstra-
tion of the will of the Senate, ask
whether it is not true that we had only
about 2 days in which to obtain real
consideration of the amendments.
There are quite a number of important
amendments that are necessary for the
improvement of the bill. Would not the
public interest be served if there could
be some brief but genuine debate between
the proponents and the opponents of the
amendments so that Senators could have
an opportunity to know the issues,
rather than merely slapping down every
amendment that is offered, regardless
of its merits?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
deeply regretted the policy which the
Democratic leadership adopted yesterday
in tabling each motion as it was pre-
sented, thus shutting off any effort to
reply to the brief arguments made by
the proponents of the amendments.
Notice was served yesterday by the Sena-
tor in charge of the bill that he intended
to do so on the amendment to be offered
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE]
and the Senator from Pennsyivania [Mr,
Crarg] an amendment which would
apply the principles of FEPC to the
private communications monopoly which
would be set up under the bill. It is upon
that subject that I should now like to
speak.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Because he made
an allegation which I think should be
answered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if the
Senator thinks I have made such an al-
legation, then of course I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to point
out that the leadership on this side did
ask for a limitation of debate, 1 hour
on each amendment, 3 hours on the bill.
It was objected to before the cloture peti-
tion was presented.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I understand. I was
merely quoting my good friend the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TorE], who said yesterday, when I rose
to mention the fact that the Morse-
Clark amendment would be presented,
that he would move to table that motion.
I hope that he has had an opportunity
to regret that statement, and that he
will not so move today.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. DOUGLAS., Certainly.

Mr. PASTORE. That is precisely
what the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] did last year with respect to his
bill on education and the Bush amend-
ment. When the Senator from Oregon

I understand. I
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was handling that bill, he voted to table
an amendment that would enforce eivil
rights. I am not following any different
procedure.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not scolding
the Senator from Rhode Island. I am
merely stating the facts. The Senators
in charge of the hill have apparently
adopted the program of tabling every
amendment, however worthy it may be,
and voting it down without their even
stating their reasons against it.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. Would the Senator
agree with the senior Senator from Ore-
gon that there is no comparable rela-
tionship between the satellite bill and
the educational bill, because the satel-
lite bill involves what the Senator from
Rhode Island and other Senators have
claimed would be a sort of mixed cor-
poration in which the Government would
have an interest, including, may I say,
the appointment of three directors by the
President of the United States, and that
all we are seeking to do under the Clark-
Morse amendment is to apply the same
rules for that type of corporation that
the Vice President of the United States
is seeking to have adopted in connection
with all U S. defense contracts?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so I can answer the
question?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield on the time
of the Senator from Rhode Island, with
the understanding that I can catch the
eye of the Chair when the Senator
finishes.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, is the
Senator from Oregon trying to tell us
this morning that the rights, inferests,
and welfare of our schoolchildren are
less important than the satellite bill, in
the matter of enforcing civil rights and
the dignity of man?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on his own time? The
answer is “No,” and the Senator knows
it. I do not intend to let the Senator
from Rhode Island get by with that kind
of misleading misrepresentation of the
Senator from Oregon’s position that the
Senator from Rhode Island is trying to
get by with on the floor of the Senate
today.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. MORSE. I will take on the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island in a civil rights
debate, and we will debate our positions
on civil rights after this satellite bill has
been disposed of. That is what we will
d

0.

Mr. PASTORE. I will take the Sena-
tor on at any time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL-
maDGE in the chair). The Senate will be
in order. The Senator from Illinois has
the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President——

Mr. KERR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Illinois yield to the
Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No, I should not
yield. I will not yield to anyone, un-
less further disorder breaks out upon the
floor of the Senate.
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Mr. President, the vote yesterday was
really quite extraordinary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will suspend until the Senate is
in order. The Senate will be in order.
Those not having business on the floor
of the Senate will depart from the Sen-
ate Chamber. Senators will refrain
from vocal conversation. The Senator
from Illinois may proceed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 63
Senators who voted for cloture were
made up of four very differing groups.
In the first place, the vast majority of
the 34 of the 36 Republicans who voted
for cloture had voted against cloture
when ecivil rights questions were involved.
They voted against civil rights when
they protected unlimited debate. They
were not for cloture when cloture would
have protected the Negroes of the South.
But they were for cloture when it would
help a private monopoly. They can an-
swer that question on the stump and
before the country as they may wish.

There were followers of the present
majority leadership who voted for clo-
ture, many of them my personal friends.
They can deal with this question as their
consciences dictate. I regret to see the
leadership of my party turn its backs
upon the prineciples of Bryan, Franklin
D. Roosevelt, and Harry Truman.

Then, interestingly enough, we have
two Senators from the Deep South who
had always opposed cloture in the past
and who had always said they believed
in the right of unlimited debate, but
who, when a question of granting rights
to a private monopoly came up, were not
for unlimited debate, but wanted to jam
the bill through. They had the courage
to come onto the floor and to vote for
cloture.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. DOUGLAS. On my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., Who was it
said, over Caesar’s dead body, “This was
the most unkindest cut of all”?

Mr., DOUGLAS. The statement was
of course attributed to Mark Antony.
by Shakespeare, commenting on Brutus
stabbing Julius Caesar to death. But
there were five Senators from the South
who did not appear to vote. One got lost
on the way from the Finance Committee
to the body of the Senate. As I believe
Plautus remarked, “Funny things hap-
pen on the way to the Senate.” One
found correspondence in his office so in-
teresting that he stayed there rather
than come fto the floor to vote. One
went to New York City to speak before
the Reader’s Digest, and stayed over, so
attracted by the fascination of that city
that he did not come to the floor to vote.

One Senator from the Old Dominion
stayed away. When the roll was called
he was not present. One procedural al-
ly of the South, from the Mountain
States, took the train back home. One
man from the Southwest found home en-
gagements very important and stayed
away.

Now, all those Senators, five from the
South, two from the West, by staying
away, actually voted for cloture. For

those who were not against cloture were
for it. By staying away they permit the
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bipartisan combination to impose clo-
ture. Had they appeared and voted
against cloture, it would not have com-
manded the reguired two-thirds. It is
interesting to see that, therefore, they
are against cloture when it does not serve
their purposes but they are for cloture
when it does.

I am not a resident of the South, so I
shall not make any comments upon this
subject. But I daresay that there will
be southerners who from time to time
will make comments, and I think in this
country they should have freedom of
discussion and freedom to scan the
record,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr, DOUGLAS. I yield for a question
on my time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Did it ever
occur to the Senator that imposing clo-
ture upon the Senate is somewhat like
getting olives out of a bottle? After
one gets the first olive out of the bottle,
the others come out easily.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is the test.

I have mentioned four groups of Sena-
tors. There is a fine group composed
of some very dear friends of mine who
are my close associates in the Senate,
and whose motives I highly respect.
They are Senators who are sincere ad-
vocates of civil rights, sincere advocates
of progressive legislation, but who voted
for cloture. They did so for highly con-
scientious purposes. I would call them
procedural pacifists or political nonre-
sistants; these are men who, from high
motives, will not take up weapons and
will not defend themselves when they are
attacked; who in a parliamentary jungle,
with tigers and lions all about them, will
not defend themselves. I applaud their
principles. I have many friends and
many religious friends of this type, and I
regard them individually as some of the
finest people I have known. I would like
very much to be like them, but I cannot,
because in a cruel world I realize that one
must be armed and one must use weap-
ons not only to defend oneself, but also
one’s prineiples. I believe in mutual dis-
armament, but not in unilateral disarma-
ment. So, while I appreciate the motives
of my friends, I think that they are in-
correct in this point of view.

I have quoted before on the floor the
Italian writer Niccolo Machiavelli, who
said:

« Now, all the unarmed prophefs have per-
ished and only the armed prophets have
survived.

That is true of prophets and of Sen-
ators. Their personal fate is relatively
insignificant. It little matters to history
what happens to us as individuals. But
what is significant are causes. Those
who refuse to take up procedural arms
in defense of causes are not only doomed,
but their causes are lost.

Cloture has now been voted. The
leadership of the Senate has announced
a policy of moving to table all amend-
ments without opportunity to debate.
The Morse-Clark amendment will be of-
fered some time today. Debate will be
limited. A rollcall will be demanded.
The majority will prevail. Senators will
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not be able to duck this issue.
will have to vote.

Senators will have to make up their
minds what to do when that happens.
I will not scold my Republican friends
about their duties. However, I would
like to remind my Democratic colleagues
that in the 1960 campaign the platform
of our party, upon which we went to the
country, there is this statement:

The right to a job requires action to break
down artificial and arbitrary barriers to em-
ployment based on age, race, sex, religion,
or national origin.

All that the Morse-Clark amendment
does is apply this principle to the spe-
cific issue before us; namely, to apply it
to the space communications monopoly
that is now being set up by action of this
body and of Congress.

This is a very important amendment,
because I hold in my hand a document
of the General Services Administration’s
report fo the Subcommittee on Civil
Rights dated June 26, 1961, which states
that they had difficulty in getting agree-
ments from companies on a racial basis,
and that the Southern Bell Telephone &
Telegraph Co., for example, canceled its
contract witk GSA in 1960, stating, as a
reason that no contract was necessary
under regulations of the General Ac-
counting Office.

That company is one of the great sub-
sidiaries of the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. It has refused to put into
effect a no-discrimination policy. I sub-
mit, therefore, that this is a very ger-
mane amendment. This is the pledge
we took at election time. Such pledges
should not be intended to fool the people.
There are unfortunately a great many
Democrats who like to run on the pro-
gram of equal rights and no discrimina-
tion, but when the fime comes to vote
in these matters, vote against them.

If principles mean anything, they
should apply to concrete instances. Ab-
stract advocacy divorced from concrete
application has no real substance.

So we will await with great interest
the rollcall which we will seek to get on
the Morse-Clark amendment. I believe
our Republican friends have taken simi-
lar pledges against discrimination in
their platform, but since I am not a
member of their party, never will be-
come a member of their party; and,
never will I become a member of the co-
alition which now rules the Senate and
dominates and controls the leadership of
both groups, I shall not lecture them on
what they should do.

1 yield the floor.

ExuIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 15, 1962]
RARE SENATE VoTE ENDS SATELLITE Biin FILI-
BUSTER—LEADERS JUBILANT AS LiBeraL Broc
Is BEATEN 63-27
(By Robert C. Albright)

The Senate yesterday voted 63 to 27 to
invoke debate-limiting cloture against a little
band of filibustering liberals waging a last-
ditch fight against the President’s commu-
nications satellite bill.

Senate Democratic and Republican lead-
ers, jubllant over their success, promptly
started shelving llke clockwork opposition
amendments to the bill. Debate on the
measure automatically is now limited to 1
hour to a Senator.

They
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It was the first time since February 28,
1927, and only the fifth time in history that
the Senate had been able to muster the
required two-thirds majority to curtail de-
bate on a talkbound bill. No present Sena-
tor was a Member of the body when the
Senate last voted to do it.

CONGRATULATES THE SENATE

Senate Majority Leader MIxe MANSFIELD,
Democrat, of Montana, promptly congratu-
lated the Senate on its “good sense.”

MawsFIELD announced his Intention of
calling up the farm bill, the drug control
bill, and other measures in the President's
long-blocked program, once the Senate votes
on the satellite bill, possibly later this week.

But Senator WayNE Morsg, Democrat,
of Oregon, a leader of the filibustering lib-
erals, called it a shameless action, which will
rise up and haunt the Senate for decades
to come. Opening an attack on the EKen-
nedy administration, he called it a give-
away greater than all the giveaway programs
of the Republican administrations and said
he will speak against it from coast to coast.

VOTING PATTERN SHIFTS

Gradually the Senate settled down to the
new talk restrictions and an entirely new
world for a generation of Senators. After
shelving opposition amendments to the bill,
almost at will MansFiELD finally recessed the
Senate at 4:56 p.m. until 10 a.m. today. He
plans to hold the Senate in session until
about 10 tonight.

The 63-t0-27 majority, 3 more votes than
were actually needed to impose cloture, was
achieved by a dramatic shift in voting pat-
terns on both sides of the aisle.

The Senate's bipartisan leadership, which
cooperated to achieve the 63-t0-27 vote will
shortly part company on the principal side
effect Mansfleld wants to start the Presi-
dent’s program rolling, and pass a long list
of priority bills. Senate Republican Leader
EvErerT M. DmRESEN, of Illinois likes the
satellite bill but wasn't interested in Mans-
FIELD'S broader objective. He already has
announced he will fight MANSFIELD'S move
to eall up the farm bill.

Thirty-four of the Senate's 36 Republi-
cans voted with 29 Democrats to roll up the
cloture majority. Two Republicans and 25
Democrats voted “no.” The two Republi-
cans were Senators JoEN G. Tower of Texas
and BARRY GOLDWATER, of Arizona. GoLDWaA-
TER promised DmEsSEN his vote if he needed
it. It wasn'trequired.

SOUTH BACKS CLOTURE

But what really helped the leadership was
a shift in the voting behavior of southern-
ers, who in the past have voted to a man
agalinst cloture. For years, unlimited debate
has been the chlef weapon of Dixle Senators
in their fight against civil rights measures.

Yesterday, two southern Members, Sena-
tors GEORGE A. SmarsERS, Democrat of Flo-
rida, and Seessarp L., Horrawp, Democrat of
Florida, actually voted for cloture, A dozen
others showed up in the Senate to cast their
traditional “no™ vote.

But the key to the success of the maneu-
ver was held by five southern Senators who,
by staying away, cut the two-thirds majority
of Senators required. They were BSen-
ators Harry F. Byrp and A. WiLLis ROBERT-
sox, Democrats, of Virginia, J. WiLriam FoL-
BRIGHT and JoHN L. McCLELLAN, Democrats,
of Arkansas, and B, EVERETT JorpaN, Demo-
crat of North Carolina,

Senator Byrp adjourned his Senate Fi-
nance Committee about 12:30 p.m., 30 min-
utes before the cloture vote, announcing
important business was coming up in the
Senate. He never arrived for the rolleall.

DIRKSEN EXPLAINS

“A lot of things can happen to a Senator
on the way to the Senate,” the irrepressible
DirxseN told a press conference with a grin.
“If anyone asked Harry Byrp what was in
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the tax bill, it would take a long time to
tell them, Or someone might stop a Sena-
tor and try to sell him a horse. You can
lose a lot of time in a horse trade.”

Liberal bloc Senators, still smarting from
the defeat, indicated they will try to give
their Dixie colleagues a bad time in the
Senate today. Senator JosepH S. CLARK,
Democrat, of Pennsylvania, has pending on
the desk a so-called FEPC amendment, re-
quiring fair employment practices in the
corporation which would operate the new
satellite system, and in all contracting com-
panies. Senator PAUL DOUGLAS, Democrat,
of Illinois, said the southerners may have
overlooked it.

After voting to limit debate, the Senate
yesterday beat down by lopsided margins a
long line of liberal bloc amendments aimed
at alleged “monopoly” aspects of the bill.
One of the first to fall was a complete sub-
stitute bill offered by Senator MorsEe, de-
signed to set up a Government-owned satel-
lite system, with private leasing rights, under
the national space agency. This was shelved
74 to 156. Another key liberal block amend-
ment would have empowered the President
to determine a constructive role for the
United Nations to play in satellite communi-
cations. This was tabled 70 to 17.

Doucras accused the leadership of using
the guillotine as other amendments were
killed by margins ranging from 66 to 20, to
63 to 27.

During the brief debate leading up to the
vote, several Senators who traditionally have
opposed cloture announced they would sup-
port it on this bill, Senator FRANK LAUSCHE,
Democrat, of Ohlo, said he was influenced
by the fact that “this entire proceeding has
turned into a circus.” Senator MmLTON R.
Youwne, Republican, of North Dakota, said
he changed his position because a small
minority want the Government to own, oper-
ate and control the communications satel-
lite system.

COMMENT BY ROCHE

After the vote to invoke cloture, Prof.
John P. Roche, professor of the Department
of Politics at Brandels University and na-
tional chairman of Americans for Democratic
Action, issued the following statement:
“What a sorry travesty that, after refusing
repeatedly to take this action [cloture] on
behalf of human rights on earth, it [the
Benate] has done so to establish a private
monopoly in space.”

[From the New York Times, Aug. 15, 1962]

BEnATE CumBs DEBATE ON SATELLITE BmL;
Vores 63-27 rFor Fmst CLOTURE SINCE
1927—MaJorITY INCLUDES MANY WHO HAVE
DEFENDED UNLIMITED SPEECH

(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, August 14.—The U.S. Sen-
ate upset its ancient allnements today by
voting for the first time in 35 years to silence
& dissident minority of its Members.

By a margin of 63 to 27, 3 more than
the required two-thirds majority of those
voting, an unusual assortment of Repub-
licans, Democratic moderates and southern
Democrats voted to curtail an extended de-
bate on the Kennedy administration’s com-
munications satellite bill.

The filibuster, as such debates are called,
will not end immediately. Each Senator is
entitled to an hour of further discussion
and many amendments will be voted on.
The expectation, however, is that the satel-
lite bill will probably be brought to a vote
this week.

LIBERALS THWARTED

The winning coalition, composed mostly
of erstwhile defenders of the principle of
unlimited debate, imposed its will on a
group of Democratic liberals who had been
fighting the measure for 14 legislative days.
Some of the liberals ordinarily are among
the strongest critics of unlimited debate.
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Twice before in the 1062 session of the
87th Congress, moves to shut off debate and
bring a civil rights bill to a vote failed.
Neither received the support of even a ma=
jority of the Senators. >

In all its history, the BSenate had ap-
proved cloture—a limit to debate—only four
times before today. The last occasion was
in 1927, on a matter concerning prohibition.

Packed galleries witnessed the historic
turnabout. Issues affecting the Senate’s
procedures and bound up with its hallowed
rules always bring tension and high drama
to the old Chamber in the north wing of
the Capitol. And nothing so captures the
imagination of Washington as a filibuster.

Those who could squeeze in were treated
to an hour of occasionally impassioned de-
bate and a tense rollcall that was in doubt
almost to the final vote.

They also witnessed as curlous a display
of conflicting interests, obscure motivations,
agonized decisions and political ironies as
any Senate dudience has seen in years.

Strangest of all, perhaps, was the reac-
tion of the southern Democrats to the
cloture petition, which had been offered by
the majority leader, Senator Mixe MANS-
F1ELD, of Montana.

Only 15 of the 22 Senators from the
States of the Confederacy voted—as Sen-
ators from their region nearly always have—
to resist cloture and uphold unlimited de-
bate. Two Senators SPESSARD L. HOLLAND
and GrorGE A, SmartHERS, both of Florida,
voted for cloture.

FIVE SOUTHERNERS ABSENT

Five were not present, thus reducing the
number of Senators required to produce a
two-thirds majority of those voting. They
were Senators HarrY F. Byrp, and A. WiLL1S
RoeerTsoN, of Virginia, JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,
and J. W. FuiericHT, 0of Arkansas, and
B. Evererr JorDAN, of North Carolina.

Had these southerners cast their customary
votes against cloture, the Mansfield petition
would have failed, assuming that all the
other Senators present maintained their
positions.

The 11 States of the Confederacy were Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Loulslana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.

Democratic Senators CArL HAYDEN, of Ari-
zona, and AvLan BisrLe, of Nevada, were also
absent. Paired and not voting were Senator
GaLE McGee, Democrat, of Wyoming, who
opposed cloture, and Senator FRANK E, Moss,
of Utah, and CrLinTON P, ANDERsSON, of New
Mexico, Democrats, who favored it.

Because a two-thirds majority was required
for cloture, Senator McGEE's single vote in
opposition had to be offset by two in favor, in
order to establish a pair. This is a device by
which Senators who cannot be present—the
situation of Senators AnNpeErsoN and Moss to-
day—can still be recorded on an issue.

GOP BACKS CLOTURE

Almost as strange as the schism in the
southern ranks was the nearly unanimous
support of the Republicans for -cloture.
Senators BARRY GOLDWATER, of Arizona, and
Jouwn G. Tower, of Texas, the two most con-
servative Republicans in the Senate, backed
the liberals in opposing cloture.

The 34 other Republican Senators, many
of whom had been consistent allies of the
southerners in opposing cloture petitions in
other matters, lined up solidly to limit de-
bate. The entire Republican membership
voted on the petition.

The dilemmma in which many Senators
found themselves was summed up by Sena-
tor Paur H. Doucras, Democrat, of Illinois,
a charter member in the antifilibuster ranks.
He had not been part of the group opposing
the satellite bill.

He would oppose cloture on this occasion,
Senator Doucras told the Senate, for two
reasons. One, he said, was that he had more
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questions he wanted to ask of the proponents
of the bill before he voted to approve it,

The other, he declared, was that he was
“tired of the one-sided application of the
rules of the Senate” to defeat what he called
progressive legislation.

FOR MUTUAL DISARMAMENT

He would still join in moves to change the
rules to prevent all filibusters, Senator Douc-
LAas declared. But while the present rules
were in effect, he said, the liberals had as
much right to take advantage of them as did
groups fighting civil rights or other bills.

“I believe in mutual disarmament,” Sena-
tor DoucLas sald. "I do not belleve in uni-
lateral disarmament."”

The strange alliances and discords of the
day produced an appropriate scene after the
vote. Benator DovucLas, sitting directly
across the aisle from Senator JoEN STENNIS,
Democrat, of Mississippi, leaned over and
solemnly shook hands with the southerner—
a frequent foe in the past but an ally in to-
day’s fight against cloture.

One result flowing from today’s vote can-
not yet be clearly foreseen. That is the
effect it will have on the biennial move
to change rule XXII, under which the Sen-
ate can limit debate only by a vote of two-
thirds of the Senators present and voting.

Such a move is expected next January, at
the opening of the 88th Congress. Similar
moves have been made at the beginning of
each Congress since 1957, and the possibility
of a rules change has been growing.

Today’s vote, however, may enable pro-
ponents of the present rule XXII to argue
that cloture is possible under its provisions
and that no change is needed. Opponents of
the rule have called for a reduction in the
number of Senators required to cut off
debate.

This possibility may have been in the
mind of Senator WAYNE MogsE, Democrat,
of Oregon, one of the current fillbusterers,
when he said in an angry speech that to-
day’s “historic vote—will rise to the Senate
for decades to come.”

The Republican leader, Senator EVERETT
McEKINLEY DIrkseN, of Illinois, made the
point explicitly. The vote, he sald, was “a
demonstration that if you've got a case you
can get cloture under rule XXII."

On the other hand, those arguing for an
end to all fillbusters will be enabled to point
out, following today's decision, that many
Senators apparently support unlimited de-
bate only when it suits their interests—as
when Southerners have opposed cloture on
filibusters against civil rights bills.

Thus, the vote could have weakened the
moral arguments for unlimited debate, sum-
med up in the declaration, frequently heard
in the Senate, that every Member is entitled
to be heard, no matter how unpopular his
stand.

Senator E. L. BARTLETT, Democrat of Alas-
ka, took this attitude today. He said he
would oppose cloture because “there ought to
be one parliamentary body in the world
where there is the right of unlimited discus-
sion.”

Senator MansFiELp said he respected this
right, but he said he also respected “the
higher responsibility” of the Senate to trans-
act the Nation's business. That is the argu-
ment usually adopted by liberals when they
argue against the right of unlimited debate.

PROVISIONS OF BILL

The struggle today was the climax to a de-
termined liberal effort to defeat an admin-
istration bill that would set up a private
corporation to build, launch, and operate
communications satellites such as Telstar.
It would be half owned by the public,
through stock holdings, and half owned by
communications carriers such as the Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph Co.
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The liberals contend that such satellites
should be owned and operated by the Fed-
eral Government.

Today's vote was set up when Senator

filed the cloture petition last Sat-
urday. Under existing rules it had to be
acted on 1 hour after the Senate convened
on the second legislative day that followed.

Senators were called to order at noon to-
day, and an hour's debate ensued. It reached
its peak when Senator MawnsFiELD, whose
manner ordinarily is no more agitated than
an undertaker's, passionately denied that he
had been unfair to the fillbusterers.

“It hurts and its hurts deeply,” he cried,
“to hear these unwarranted charges."” If he
had been unfair in seeking cloture, he con-
tinued, “I don't know what is fair under
the Senate rules.”

If other vital bills were to be debated and
acted upon, he declared, there was "‘no other
alternative but to offer a cloture motion.”

MRS. NEUBERGER'S STAND

In quiet contrast was the brief speech of
Senator MAvRINE B. NEUBERGER, Democrat, of
Oregon, who quoted an A.T. & T. advertise-
ment in a newspaper today. It declared that
with out AT. & T. “we could not call home
or fight a nuclear war.”

She would oppose cloture and the satellite
bill, Benator NeveBeERGER sald, because "I do
not want a private corporation having this
hold upon me.”

As the hour of voting neared, the galleries
were overflowing and aids of Senators were
standing several deep around the rear of the
Chamber. Vice President Jornsow, a vig-
orous gavel wielder, presided. He repeatedly
and fruitlessly demanded quiet.

“I am unable to understand why the Sen-
ators need so many alds here,” he com-
plained. Few left, even when the Vice Presi-
dent demanded that they do so.

Then the rolleall began and silence fell on
the Chamber. The clerk droned the names
and the “ayes"” and “nays,” committing the
Senate to one of its most dramatic actions,
could be heard clearly.

EIGHT LATE VOTES

The final name was that of Benator
SterHEN M, Youna, Democrat, of Ohlo, who
voted against cloture. The count stood at
59 to 23 to end debate. That was five votes
more than the two-thirds needed.

Four Senators seated in the Chamber, who
had not voted when their names were called,
rose immediately and voted “aye” on the
Mansfield petition.

They were DENNIS CHAVEZ, of New Mexico;
FraNk CHuURrCH, of Idaho, and JoserH 8.
Crark, of Pennsylvania, all Democrats, and
Homer E. CaPeHART, of Indiana, a Republi-
can,

That increased the margin to 63 to 23 for
cloture.

Four other Senators, none of whom had
been in their seats when their names were
called, entered at this point and voted “nay.”
They were Senators RoseErT C. BYrDp, of West
Virginia; Howarp W. Cannon, of Nevada,
and Sam J. ErviN, Jr., of North Carolina,
Democrats, and Senator GOLDWATER.

Thus the final vote was 63 to 27, with 29
Democrats and 34 Republicans on the win-
ning side.

The four late voting Senators who sup-
ported cloture apparently would have voted
against it if they could have changed the
outcome. Simlilarly the four who voted
“nay"” appeared ready to have backed the clo-
ture petition if their votes had been needed
to insure its approval.

The Senate ed almost immediately

proceed
to the job of disposing of a number of
amendments to the satellite bill, most of
them proposed by the lberals. Senator
MansFiELD and other leaders want no changes
in the bill, which has been passed by the
House of Representatives, so that a House-
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Senate conference to iron out differences will
not be necessary.

Beaten or tabled were amendments to per-
mit the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration to lease satellite systems, to
limit the communications carriers’ partici-
pation in the new corporation to 10 percent
each, to put a $100 ceiling on all stock sold
to the public, to bring the United Nations
into some control of satellite systems, and
to forbid exclusive patents on investments
growing out of such systems.

The Senate adjourned in midafternoon
with more amendments pending.

BSENATE'S RoLLCALL VOTE INVOKING
CLOTURE RULE

WasHINGTON, August 14 —Following is the
63-t0-27 rollcall vote by which the Senate
invoked its cloture rule today to limit fur-
ther debate on the communications satellite
bill (a two-thirds majority was required).

FOR CLOTURE—63

Democrats, 29: Chavez, New Mexico;
Church, Idaho; Clark, Pennsylvania; Dodd,
Connecticut; Engle, California; Hart, Mich-
igan; Hartke, Indiana; Hickey, Wyoming;
Holland, Florida; Humphrey, Minnesota;
Jackson, Washington; EKerr, Oklahoma;
Lausche, Ohio; Long, Missouri; Long, Hawaii;
Magnuson, Washington; Mansfield, Montana;
MecCarthy, Minnesota; Metealf, Montana;
Monroney, Oklahoma; Muskie, Maine; Pas-
tore, Rhode Island; Pell, Rhode Island; Prox-
mire, Wisconsin; Randolph, West Virginia;
Smathers, Florida; Smith, Massachusetts;
Symington, Missouri; and Williams, New
Jersey.

Republicans, 34: Aiken, Vermont; Allott,
Colorado; Beall, Maryland; Bennett, Utah;
Boggs, Delaware; Bottum, South Dakota;
Bush, Connecticut; Butler, Maryland; Cape-
hart, Indiana; Carlson, Kansas; Case, New
Jersey; Cooper, Kentucky; Cotton, New
Hampshire; Curtis, Nebraska; Dirksen, Illi-
nois; Fong, Hawall; Hickenlooper, Iowa;
Hruska, Nebraska; Javits, New York; Jordan,
Idaho; Keating, New York; Kuchel, Cali-
fornia; Miller, Iowa; Morton, Eentucky;
Mundt, South Dakota; Murphy, New Hamp-
shire; Pearson, Kansas; Prouty, Vermont;
Saltonstall, Massachusetts; Scott, Pennsyl-
vania; Smith, Maine; Wiley, Wisconsin; Wil-
liams, Delaware; and Young, North Dakota.

AGAINST CLOTURE—2T

Democrats, 25: Bartlett, Alaska; Burdick,
North Dakota; Byrd, West Virginia; Cannon,
Nevada; Carroll, Colorado; Douglas, Illinois;
Eastland, Mississippl; Ellender, Louisiana;
Ervin, North Carolina; Gore, Tennessee;
Gruening, Alaska; Hill, Alabama; Johnston,
South Carolina; Eefauver, Tennessee; Long,
Louisiana; McNamara, Michigan; Morse,
Oregon; Neuberger, Oregon; Russell, Georgla;
Sparkman, Alabama; Stennis, Misslssippi;
Talmadge, Georgla; Thurmond, South Caro-
lina; Yarborough, Texas; and Young, Ohio.

Republicans, 2: Goldwater, Arizona;
Tower, Texas.

Not voting but announced as palred with
a two-thirds majority required, two votes for
were required to offset one vote against:

Anderson, Democrat, New Mexico, and
Moss, Democrat, Utah, for; and McGee,
Democrat, Wyoming, against.

Not voting nor paired were: Bible, Demo-
crat, Nevada; Byrd, Democrat, Virginia; Ful-
bright, Democrat, Arkansas; Hayden, Demo-
crat, Arizona; Jordan, Democrat, North
Carolina; McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas;
and Robertson, Democrat, Virginia,

|From the Washington Post]
A SPECKE N SPACE DIVIDES A PARTY
(By Marquis Childs)

No matter what the final outcome—and
the odds are heavily weighted on the side
of the powers that be—the struggle in the
Benate over control of the satellite communi=-

16567

cations system will leave a wounding divi-
sion in the Democratic Party.

The Iideoclogical nature of the struggle
touches the roots of Democratic Party con-
viction. The little band of willful men, to
appropriate a phrase out of an earller and
even more embittered struggle, see them-
selves as defenders of the great mass of the
people against the ever-increasing reach of
corporate power.

They see themselves as the heirs of the
populism of William Jennings Bryan and
the social advances of Franklin Roosevelt’s
New Deal. This was the ideological base
from which the Democrats, beginning in
1932, made themselves the country’s majority
party. If this is no longer to be the party's
base, these men are in effect asking: Then
for what does the party stand?

One evidence that this may touch the con-
science of many reflective party members is
the fact that the Democratic conference of
13 Western States showed sympathy for the
fight of the dozen or more Senators who have
been fililbustering to prevent passage of the
administration bill putting the satellite com-
munications system in a private corporation.

There is a disturbing analogy, as Senator
AreerT GORE of Tennessee noted, out of the
recent past. Despite the blow of the stock
market crash in the fall of 1929, the Repub-
lican Party was still the confident instru-
ment of America’s glowing and prosperous
future. On the night of November 7, Sen-
ator George H. Moses, of New Hampshire,
delivered a speech in which he used a phrase
that was to become famous.

Moses denounced the rebels in the Repub-
lican ranks as “sons of wild jackasses” and,
in effect, read them out of the party. These
were the western Senators, George Norris
of Nebraska, William E. Borah of Idaho, Rob-
ert M. La Follette, Jr., of Wisconsin.

A yeasty, leavening element was lost. Nor-
ris became technically an independent, in
fact a Democrat reelected with the help of
F.D.R. As today's opponents of the adminis-
tration measure like to recall, 1t was Norris
who on at least three occasions led a filibus-
ter to block a measure giving the great power-
site at Muscle Shoals to a private corporation.

The powers that be in this struggle are
powerful indeed. They include the admin-
istration, the majority and minority leader-
ship in the Senate, most of the Democrats
and all of the Republicans and last, but far
from least, the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co.

The opponents contend that A.T. & T. will
inevitably dominate the private corpora-
tion—with three Presidentially appointed di-
rectors on the board—and they charge, in
effect, that the Government is glving away
half a billion dollars in research.

As was perhaps bound to happen, the
little band in opposition has a feeling of
martyrdom. They see the rich and powerful
leaders of their own party leagued agalnst
them. At the head of this list they put Vice
President Johnson. He is overlord of the
empire of space, and a hefty empire It is,
with billions in contracts.

Next on the roster they put Senator RoserT
S. Kerr of Oklahoma who, as chalrman of
the Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sclences, 1s the Vice President’s close ally.
KEerr is probably the wealthlest man in Con-
gress. The uranium contracts of his own
company with the Government encompass
hundreds of millions of dollars. His own
oll and gas interests are extensive and he
has major allies in the industry. KEerR's po-
sition as No. 2 Democrat on the Finance
Committee is possibly enough in itself to
insure that any move to close or even nar-
row the 2714 percent depletion allowance tax
loophole of the oil industry will fail

In the view of most of their colleagues, the
little band is a group of soreheads. Their
martyrdom gives them away. They are sons
of wild jackasses braying before the imgnge
of a past that is gone forever.
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So rigid have the postures of the opposing
sides become that the substance of the de-
bate has largely been lost sight of. Would
not a Government-operated satellite system
become merely another part of the swelling
military bureaucracy? What about a lease
to private communications companies, with
the Government retaining ownership?

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 15, 1962]

GOP Unity HURTS PRESIDENT—LIBERAL DEMO-
CRATS HAVE ToUGH WEEK
(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

It's been a tough week in Washington for
the liberals. And not a very happy one for
the President.

Indeed, it even raises the question in a
gerious fashion, which has been raised so
hilariously in a paperback book entitled
“Who's in Charge Here?"

On Monday President Kennedy took to
television to put the best face possible on his
inability to get the keymen in an over-
whelmingly Democratic Congress to agree to
vote a tax cut now.

It didn't take much reading between the
lines to see that his conclusion was the re-
sult of an inability to get a tax cut passed
rather than a feeling that now was not the
time.

And so the dreams of the liberal econo-
mists to give the economy a big shot in the
arm to “get the country moving again” gave
way to the conventional wisdom of wait un-
til later.

Mr. Kennedy may have won a Pulitzer
Prize for his “Profiles in Courage” but he
was in no mood to take some of the liberal
advice and risk a battle with Congress he
apparently felt he could only lose.

Then yesterday the little band of liberals
in the Senate, all of them Democrats, were
treated as though they were what Woodrow
Wilson once called other Senate liberals back
in 1917, “a little group of willful men" block-
ing the will of the majority.

It was the Southern Democrats who de-
cided the issue, not on the merits of the
communications satellite bill under discus-
glon but as a question of how best to protect
their own minority position on civil rights.
And so enough votes were cast with the lib-
erals to preserve the ideal of unlimited de-
bate but not enough to prevent the first ap-
plication of cloture in the Senate in 35 years.

The liberals themselves were split and the
holdouts got no help whatsoever from the
President or his Cabinet members. The ad-
ministration long ago had backed away from
its initial position on the satellite bill to
take the best compromise it could get.

It probably will take some time to find
out from actual application of the Govern-
ment-industry partnership concept to deter-
mine who was right and who was wrong.
But the point yesterday was that the Senate
liberals couldn't even muster one-third of
the votes plus one to prevent cloture.

The Republicans, with only a couple of
exceptions, were clever enough to stick to-
gether on this one though procloture votes
by some of their number may come home to
haunt the GOP next year in the annual
argument over halting a Southern filibuster
on civil rights.

Monday evening out in Minneapolis, Sec-
retary of State Dean Rusk responded to right-
wing criticism that the New Frontier is
operating on a “no win"” foreign policy. He
sald it wasn’t so but then he went on to list
‘as administration policy a lot of the things
which Senator Barry GoLDWATER, Republi-
can, of Arizona, insists are the elements of
C(no Win."

In his inaugural the President declared:
“Let us never negotiate out of fear. But let
us never fear to negotiate.” He is sticking
-to this position but it can hardly make him
very happy to know that the GOP is com-
plaining that the Soviet Ambassador was
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“chit-chatting” with Rusk on the anniver-
sary of the Berlin wall.

On top of all these headaches for the
President and the Democrats, a Republican
Congressman is trying to make something
out of Attorney General Robert Eennedy's
dog. It seems even a dog can’t enter a Fed-
eral building without running afoul of some
law.

Add to this the pain Democratic politiclans
rather uniformly report over the highjinks
at Brother Bobby's swimming pool. Now
Look magazine comes along with an article
saying that the President’s “honeymoon with
the press * ‘* * is on the pebbles, if not the
rocks.” As a matter of fact it is rather
amazing that Mr. Kennedy and his family
have had such a good press so long.

The only thing missing from all this
Washington gloom is a new Berlin crisis.
And that may be just around the corner.

Probably it is best to be philosophical
about all these problems., After they have
been in office a while, most Presidents have
begun to feel as though Washington were a
jail. They seem to get a uniform urge to
get out of town, to take the offensive on the
political stump and to hear those cheering
thousands once again.

Congress, at long last, soon will be going
home. Mr. Eennedy, like his predecessors,
then will be able to hit the road. And that
doubtless will give him the boost any harried
President must need to keep at the job.

|From the New York Times, Aug. 15, 1962]

ABSENTEES PrLay a KeEy ROLE IN SENATE'S
FIRST APPLICATION OF THE CLOTURE RULE IN
35 YEARS

(By Marjorie Hunter)

WASHINGTON, August 14.—The last time it
happened was in 1927.

That was the year in which Sacco and Van-
zetti were executed, Lindbergh flew the At-
lantic and Babe Ruth set his record of 60
home runs.

It was the year the Senate, debating a bill
to provide for machinery to enforce prohibi-
tion, put an end to a fillbuster by voting
cloture. Nothing like it happened again
until today.

Today, the Senate rolleall vote to cut off
a filibuster against the communications
satellite bill took just 15 minutes. Nine
Senators were occupled elsewhere—and a
tenth was present but did not have his vote
counted to accommodate two of the absen-
tees.

Connoisseurs of politics will argue for a
long time about what might have happened
if all or some of the nine had been there.

Who were the missing men? And why did
they miss the brief but dramatic chapter in
Senate history?

Senator B. EVERETT JorDAN, Democrat, of
North Carolina, spent the 16 minutes sitting
in his office. Later, he explains why:

“I am for the [satellite] bill. I think the
Senate should get on with it, as well as
other business before it. But I could not in
good conscience vote to invoke cloture, so I
withheld my vote.”

Senator J. W. PuruericHT, Democrat, of
Arkansas, was in New York City. He had
spoken there at noon yesterday to the Read-
er's Digest Foundation for International
Journalists and stayed over for an extra day.

Senator Aran BisrLe, Democrat, of Nevada,
left at noon today for a visit to his home
State. That was an hour before the Senate
began voting.

Senator Franx E. Moss, Democrat, of Utah,
was representing President Kennedy at a
festival in Vancouver, British Columbia. He
was paired in favor of cloture.

Senator Carr HAYDEN, Democrat, of Ari-
zona, has been in his home State since last
Friday.

Senator A. WiLL1s RoBErRTSON, Democrat, of

- Virginia, stayed away from the floor because
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according to an aid, “he had determined he
could not vote for cloture.”

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Democrat,
of New Mexico, was in his home State taking
a rest, under doctor’s orders. He was paired
in favor of cloture.

Senator HArrY F. Byrp, Democrat, of Vir-
ginia, went to a Senate Finance Committee
meeting in midmorning and did not return
to his office, aids said.

Senator Joun L. McCrLELLAN, Demoerat, of
Arkansas, arrived at his office at 8 a.m., and
departed at 9:30. Alds sald they did not
know where he had been during the Senate
vote. X

Senator GarLE W. McGeg, Democrat, of
Wyoming, was present and announced a pair
with 8Senators AwnpErRsoNn and Moss. If
present, they would have voted “aye” and he
would vote “no”, he announced.

Paring is a device by which a legislator
can have his vote recorded but not counted.
To pair, he must find someone who would
otherwise vote on the opposite side of an
issue. On an issue requiring a two-thirds
vote to carry, such as today’s cloture vote,
two “ayes” equal one “no.”

Filibusters are nearly as old as the Senate
itself. Over the years, Senators seeking to
kill bills have droned on for hours, some-
times reciting the Lord's Prayer, reading
“Childe Harold” by Lord Byron or giving
recipes for turnip greens and fried oysters.

In 1935, Senator Huey P. Long, Democrat
of Louisiana, extolled the virtues of pot
likker (corn bread crumbled up in the liquid
left in the bottom of a pot of greens or
field peas) in filibustering against extension
of the National Recovery Act.

Many dozens of fillbusters, big and small,
have been staged, but seldom has the Senate
tried to cut off debate by cloture.

The cloture rule was adopted in 1917.
Since then, only 25 attempts have been made
to impose cloture, and only 4 had suc-
ceeded until today.

Prior to 1917, unlimited debate was al-
lowed in the Senate. During a 2-week fili-
buster against the reestablishment of the
Bank of the United States in 1841, Senator
Henry Clay threatened to seek the adoption
of a cloture rule, but the debate finally
ended and the bill was passed.

The first successful cloture vote came in
1919, when the Senate was considering ap-
proval of the Versallles Treaty. The cloture
motion was adopted, 78 to 16.

In 1926, the Senate was debating a hill
calling for adherence to the World Court.
A cloture motion was approved, 68 to 26,
but the bill later was modified before
passage.

Cloture was invoked a third time in 1927,
during debate over a branch banking bill,
by a vote of 68 to 18.

Later that year, the cloture motion to
cut off debate on a bill setting up a Treasury
Department bureau to enforce prohibition
was adopted, 55 to 27.

Of the 25 attempts to impose cloture, 9
have dealt with civil rights bills, all of
these since 1938. None was sucecssful.

CHARGING TIME ON QUORUM CALLS

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on
page 16441 of the REcorp there appears
my inquiry of the Presiding Officer as to
the conditions under which the Chair
would charge the time against a Senator
who suggests the absence of a quorum.
The Presiding Officer said, on that page:

The PrEsSIDING OFFICER. If the debate is not
concluded prior to the calling of the quorum,
it will be taken out of that Senator’s time.
The only time that a quorum can be called
without it coming out of his time is just
preceding the vote.

My question is, Is that the Chair's
ruling today?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TAaLMADGE in the chair). The Chair is
informed by the Parliamentarian that
the Senate has no precedents on that
question whatever. If the question is
raised, it probably would be this Presid-
ing Officer’s intention to submit the
question to the Senate for deecision.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Chair.

Mr., COTTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Hampshire has
derived a little quiet amusement from
the fact that yesterday the distinguished
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovcras], and
only a few moments ago the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEFAUVER] expressed sorrow that during
the long period of discussion of the pend-
ing measure the proponents of the bill
did not see fit, with the exception, I be-
lieve they said, of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE],
to speak for the bill, so that they could
not have the opportunity of hearing the
arguments in its favor. I was amused,
because for the past 2 weeks the Senator
from New Hampshire, who is a member
of the Commerce Committee, and who is
also a member of the Subcommittee on
Communications which considered the
bill has been awaiting an opportunity to
present a brief speech in favor of it.
During all the time of this filibuster, it
has been impossible for anyone not a
member of the filibusters to secure the
floor.

In eloguent words the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee yesterday
said, “We do not plead for mercy; we
plead for justice,” the Senator from
New Hampshire is happy that at last
with cloture, 1 hour under the rule is
available to every Member of the Sen-
ate. I now have an opportunity to
gratify the longings of those Senators
who have been wondering why someone
who was in favor of the bill did not
raise his voice for it.

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

Mr. COTTON. Of course I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to thank the
Senator from New Hampshire for
getting up to state a r=assii for the bill,
"1 shall listen very carefully, because this
will be the first argument that will have
been made on the floor in favor of the
bill.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, the Senate and the
Nation have reached a momentous point
of decision in a project that only a few
years ago would have seemed a fantas-
tic dream: the establishment of a world-
wide communications system using orbit-
ing satellites as relay stations.

Such an intercontinental system could
carry telephone, telegraph, and television
signals to every corner of the globe. It
would be capable of handling a thousand
telephone calls at one time and could
meet the world’s fast growing needs for
oversea communications for the fore-
seeable future. The first nation to set
up such a system will have gained a clear
advantage in the race for space. It will
also reap the prestige of being the first
to put space sciences to a practical,
peaceful use. Nor are the rewards
limited to the economic or prestige fields
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alone. The impact of global TV and
telephone service on underdeveloped
countries 10 or 15 years from now may
be decisive on their culture, their out-
look, and even their language. The race
to establish a workable satellite com-
munications system may even determine
whether the world will speak English or
Russian in the generations to come.

One thing is certain: We cannot win
that race by waiting. We must start,
and start now. Every delay will be
costly. That is the main reason why 1
voted yesterday for cloture. I did so
in order that we might not sit and wait
until someone stole the fruits of victory
from us in this great “first” which we
have made—and our “firsts” in the space
contest are few these days.

The bill before the Senate, H.R. 11040,
as drafted by the Space Committee and
the Commerce Commitee, makes such a
start. It would set up a new corporation
to own and operate the U.S. portion of
such a space communications system,
and enable it to begin in earnest the
task of creating the system.

It has been suggested in this debate
that we ought to delay action for a couple
of years until we have more information
about some of the technical problems in-
volved in space communications. Wait,
these people say, a little longer and we
will know what type of satellites to use
and whether to put a large number into
random orbits, or just a few into high
stationary, or synchronous orbits about
the earth. This plausible sounding
argument has two fatal flaws, as I see
it:

PFirst, while we have the ability now, I
believe, to establish a workable space
communications system, the improved
technology these people seek may be
farther into the future than they think.
For instance, high-altitude, stationary
satellites may be more useful, but the
technology for launching them and keep-
ing them in orbit is not just around the
corner. The Defense Department pro-
gram for launching such a system, the
Advent program, has just undergona =
drastic shakcip because it is more than
2 years behind schedule. Its plans have
been completely revised, the timetable
set back again, and Defense officials are
even reported to be unable to say how
much of the $170 million spent on the
program will be a total waste. Further-
more, technical improvements in this
field will be a continual process, and if
we wait for the last word we will never
get started at all.

Second, the legal, organizational, and
regulatory issues in this legislation will
neither be affected nor resolved by tech-
nical developments. Even if we wait 1
or 2 more years, we will still be faced
with the same problems, the same de-
cisions and the same arguments, regard-
less of the number of technical questions
which may have been answered in the
meantime, Waiting will not end any of
the controversy about this bill. It will
only hold up our entry into this vital
race, and gravely handicap our chances
for victory. :

Delay in acting on this legislation, and
delay in setting up the communiecations
satellite corporation could have another
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adverse effect. A key element in the
whole development of a communications
satellite system is the availability of ade-
quate room, on a worldwide basis, in the
electromagnetic spectrum. TUnless spe-
cific and effective frequencies are set
aside for space communications, the
problems of interference, statie, and un-
intentional jamming may be overwhelm-
ing. To deal with this matter, an ex-
traordinary international conference will
be held in Geneva next year to negotiate
the use of space frequencies. U.S. nego-
tiators will have a crucial task, and the
affected agencies of the Government are
already hard at work in preparation for
this conference.

Mr. President, this is another reason
why it would be dangerous, if not fatal,
to delay the bill until next January. I
believe their difficult assignment will be
eased if we can go into that conference
fully prepared to move ahead in com-
mercial space communications, with an
effective, able, and qualified corporation
ready to go. The simple existence of
such a corporation will, in my opinion,
greatly strengthen the hand of our nego-
tiators. It will be best possible evidence
of the need for adequate frequencies.
Furthermore, the corporation, itself,
ought to be on hand to advise and assist
our negotiators in what will be virtually
a life-and-death matter as far as it is
concerned.

Mr. President, let me turn now to the
bill before us. Its provisions have been
spelled out in detail during the course of
this debate. Briefly stated, the bill would
declare it to be the policy of the United
States to establish, in cooperation with
other nations, as quickly as practicable
a global commercial communications
satellite system. The bill spells out in
considerable detail, the responsibilities
which the President, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, and
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion will bear in connection with this
undertaking. The bill would also au-
thorize the estaklishment of a private
corporation to own and operate the U.S.
share of the global system, and would
provide for extensive Government regu-
lation of the corporation.

The bill, like most legislation, is a
compromise. Many changes have been
made to meet objections raised by both
the bill’s friends and foes. Frankly, I
think too much may have been com-
promised. Presidential selection of
three members of the board of directors
is a most unusual step. It may have the
unfortunate effect of putting the Presi-
dent and the Federal Government deep
into the day-to-day management of a
private corporation. In addition, the
regulatory restrictions which the bill
would impose on the corporation are
far-reaching indeed. The FCC will have
power over the corporation's rates,
charges and earnings and a veto over
its financial structure, its procurement
and its construction. Viewed in the
worst light, these provisions could ham-
string the corporation. Furthermore
they could divide the responsibility and
the authority to such a degree that ef-
fective and fast-moving operations
would be all but impossible.
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Another aspect of the bill requires a
solemn word of caution. This is the
provision in section 304 which requires
that the corporation’s stock be sold “in
a manner to encourage the widest dis-
tribution to the American public.,” My
concern is that many Americans may
expect too much of the new corporation
and invest on the basis of such expecta-
tion. The strong role of the Govern-
ment with respect to the corporation
and the very fact that it is authorized
by act of Congress may lead the unwary
to regard it as a Government corpora-
tion whose profits and dividends are
assured. This may even encourage some
persons to cash in their Government
bonds and plunge into the purchase of
the corporation’s stock.

The full facts must be made clear.
Despite its hopeful promise, the venture
is untried and untested. The manage-
rial powers of the corporation are nar-
rowly restricted by the bill, as I have
indicated. Initial costs may be very
high and expenses heavy. Profits of the
early years may be slim, if they exist
at all. Investors seeking quick, sure
gains may be deeply disillusioned about
the corporation.

Both the corporation and the Gov-
ernment have a clear duty to fully in-
form the public before soliciting their
investment. This language in section
304 must not claim any priority over
prudence.

Despite my misgivings about these
provisions of the bill, I shall support its
enactment and oppose any major
amendment. I suspéct that the bill,
since it is a compromise, is not exactly
what any one of us would like it to be,
but I regard it as a basically fair and
just compromise and one which can be
further improved in the committee of
conference which will have to reconcile
the provisions of this bill with the meas-
ure already passed by the House. With
a proper appreciation of the prime im-
portance of the task before the corpora=
tion, I think reasonable men can make
the bill work, and ean fulfill the magnifi-
cent promise of communications satel-
lites.

At the same time, I am impelled to
warn that further changes whieh would
restrict the authority of the eorporation
or impose additional burdens of regula-
tion upon it could create a corporation
with an imposing facade, but no sub-
stance.

As it comes before the Senate, the
bill strikes what I regard as a workable
balance between corporate power and
Federal regulation. To upset that bal-
ance, as additional amendments might
well do, could endanger or fatally delay
the undertaking.

My coneern over this matter is height-
ened by another factor which will have
a major effect on the corporation and
the communications satellite system. I
refer to the fact that this corporation
will own only the American portion of
the system and will have to work in con-
junction with foreign governments or
business entities in the establishment of
a workable worldwide space communica-
tions network.
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* Like the need for international agree-
ment on the radio frequencies for space
communications which I mentioned
earlier, this is a matter which cannot be
spelled out in detail in the bill. In-
stead, it must be worked out on a mu-
tual basis by those involved. Without
cooperation at the other end, the system
will be doomed from the start.

The corporation will have to deal with
foreign governments and business en-
tities for the establishment of ground
terminal stations and for conneéction
with their communications systéems. In
the somewhat comparable case of sub-
marine ecables which now carry the
communications services between this
country and Great Britain, the British
paid half the cost. They own half the
system and participate jointly in its
ownership, its operations, and its profits
or losses. With respect to the commun=
ications satellite systems, some nations
may wish to own their own terminal
stations; some may wish to own part of
them; some may wish to rent a share.
Some nations may wish to own a pro=
portiondte share of the satellite system
itself, depending on their use of it; and
others may be content to let the U.S.
corporation own and finance the sys-
tem. Those who elect to pay pari of
the eapital costs of the system, and thus
own part of it, will also, of course, have
a voice in the determination of the rates
which the system will charge and the
profits it will make.

The bill is properly silent on these
matters, because Congress can legislate
in this field only at the expense of an~
other country’s national sovereignty.
The corporation must have the author-
ity and ability to negotiate effectively
with similar business entities ih other
countries to be served by the system.
Such business arrangements have been
routine for American international
common carriers for many, many years,
and need not impose any insurmount-
able barriers to the new satellite com-=
munieations system, if we give the cor-
poration the proper range of authority.

As it was reported by the Senate
Commerce Committee, the bill gives to
the corporation sufficient authority te
enable it to eope with these preblems.
Its authority must not be diluted by ad-
ditional amendments.

To summarize, Mr. President, in con-
cept this is a bill which meets the need
for action, instead of apathy. In tech-
nology, it deals with the realities of
today, instead of idly waiting for the
promises of tomerrow. In substance,
it is as near a proper meld of private
initiative and government restraint as
we eould hope to obtain.

And it has one more major virtue, in
my view: The bill creates, not a mo-
nopoly system, but a eompetitive com-
munieations service. The facilties of
the new corporation will compete di-
rectly and indireetly with the existing
services of both the international tele-
phone and telegraph communication
companies.

I rejoice, too, that the bill provides for
a private corporation, and rejects the
suggestion that the Federal Government
undertake this task, in keeping with our
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essential concept of private enterprise.
To borrow a phrase often used in an-
other connection, this communications
satellite system is the New Frontier, in
which the communistic and the free sys-
tems compete for supremacy. It would
be a sad error to launch a corporation
that did not contain the best features of
the free enterprise system. America’s
major effort for the peaceful use of
space must not be launched under the
red banner of government ownership,

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment, as amended.

PROPOSED SECOND-CLASS POSTAL
RATE INCREASES

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, the
Senate Post Office and Civil Service
Committee has for some time been con=
sidering H.R. 7927. This bill passed the
House some months ago, and deals with
increased postal rates. It may well
reach the Senate floor in the not too dis-
tant future.

I favor many of the rate ineréases as
eontained in the House version of the
bill. I am absolutely opposed to the rate
increases in second-class mail, because of
my deep concern over the impact which
the House-passed rates would have on
weekly and small daily newspapers. It
is my hope that the committee in its wis=
dom will either eliminate entirely or sub-
stantially reduce the increases in this
area. I have every reason to believe that
the committee will do so. If, however, it
does not, it will be my purpose to offér
amendments to this end;, when the bill
réaches the floor, for action.

In my opinion, the rates as established
in the House-passed bill would put many
weeklies and small dailies out of busis
ness. I know this to be a faet in the
State of Kentucky.

If representative government is to sur-
vive in today’s challenging world, we
must have an informed electorate. The
value of the press, both daily dand weekly,
is tremendous in achieving that purpose.
Free press has t America. A free
press can be killed in Twe ways: first, by
censorship; second, by prohibitive costs
of cireulation,

Postmaster General Day stated that
the propesed rates would not be overly
burdensome on small newspapers. He
indicated that the free in-county pro-
vision would take care of the situation,
In a State such as Kentucky, with its
many small counties, this just plain is
not so.

In Kentueky, a State, relatively small
in area, there are 120 counties, The
average pepulation is 25,318 per county,
and the average area is 332 square miles.
If we eliminate the 20 most populous
counties, we find that the remaining 100
eounties have an average population of
only 138,863, or just about 3,600 families.
To suceessfully operate a weekly news-
paper in a eounty of this size presents a
real economic challenge,

In many instances a paper must be
mailed to a post office outside the coun-
ty, for delivery to a subseriber within
the county of publication. I am sure
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the same situation prevails in many other
States; notably, Virginia, Georgia, Penn-
sylvania, Alabama, Mississippi, and the
Carolinas.

On March 22 of this year Mr. Maurice
K. Henry appeared before the Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committee. Mr.
Henry is the publisher of the Middles-
boro (Ky.) Daily News. He is also
chairman of the Postal Affairs Commit-
tee of the Kentucky Press Association.
This association represents 25 daily and
140 weekly newspapers, with a combined
circulation of over 1 million copies.
Knowing that most Members of the Sen-
ate will not have time to study complete-
1y the voluminous hearings on this meas-
ure, I should like to quote briefly, for the
information of my colleagues, from Mr.
Henry's testimony:

The surcharge in H.R. 7927 will be the
death toll for many weekly and small daily
newspapers.

First, let us cite our own postal circulation
situation for the Middlesboro (Ky.) Daily
News. We are a daily newspaper publishing
Monday through Saturday with a 6,600 cir-
culation. Our basic circulation covers three
counties in three States: Bell County, Ky.;
Lee County, Va., and Claiborne County,
Tenn. Middlesboro corporation limits are
2 miles from the State lines of Tennessee
and Virginia. The much talked about free
in-county circulation item is a myth in many
counties in Eentucky as well as throughout
the United States.

The theorist would make it appear that all
publishing newspapers are located in the
geographical center of the county and that
all subscribers are located within the con-
fines of the publishing center or county.

Out of our circulation of 6,500, 39.3 per-
cent, or 2,554, is out-of-county mail circula-
tion, and only 6.9 percent, or 454 subscribers,
are free within the county. This is not an
unusual situation, but more typical than
many of the postal authorities would indi-
cate to you.

Going further Into our postal financial
situation for the Middlesboro (Ky.) Daily
News, our records reveal that in 1951 the
Dally News paid 80 cents per subscriber per
year for out-of-county subscribers. In 1861
this had increased to $1.56 per year per sub-
scriber, and H.R. 7927 will jump this rate
to $4.68 per subscriber per year. This will in-
crease our postal bill 687 percent over our
1951 charges.

This can be stated another way for the
Middlesboro Daily News:

1951 monthly postal bill average... $117.65
1961 monthly postal bill average._. 307.05
New bill proposal (HR. T927)_..___ 921.21

This type of new postal increase is equal
to approximately 50 percent of our net prof-
it. If the quick and easy recommendations
come to mind—raise rates, let me say trying
to Increase rural circulation rates s a dead-
ly procedure as we tried it 1 year ago and
lost 900 or 14 percent of our subscribers and
after trylng to regaln the lost customers
over a perlod of months and in order to stab-
ilize retall sales in our city, we were forced
to go back to our old rates.

The publisher of another small Ken-
tucky daily indicates that if this in-
creased postal rate is passed on to the
subscriber, many will just cancel their
subscriptions. Such action will certain-
ly not be of any financial benefit to the
Post Office. More important, it will
deny many of our rural families the serv-
ices and enlightenment of a daily paper.

Now, Mr. President, let me discuss the
impact of the House-passed bill on the
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weekly newspapers which render such
great service throughout the Nation.

The postal increase would run for
Kentucky weeklies from a minimum of
$316 to $3,600 a year. For some of the
Kentucky weeklies, this proposed sur-
charge rate increase would equal 5 per-
cent of gross revenues for 1961. One
Kentucky weekly newspaperman had
this comment to make on this matter, as
he analyzed it:

Last week the Todd County Standard car-
ried 19 stories concerning various Govern-
ment agencies such as ASC, soil conservation,
Selective Service, Farmm Home Administra-
tion, savings bonds, USDA Extension Service.
The majority of these notices were advising
subscribers of benefits available to them, or
deadlines for filing for them, or services that
would help them. If these items had been
run for a private business, we would have
considered them advertisements and charged
for the space they used.

This is a serious matter, because if
postal rates legislate weekly and small
dailies out of business, how much ex-
pense will be added to the Government
operation in order fo get this informa-
tion disseminated?

Douglas Galbraith, of the Paintsville,
Ky., Herald, said in the survey:

No medium disseminates more needed in-
formation to the people who need it most
than a newspaper. I know that publishing
a weekly requires much beyond the call of
duty, but this nibbling away at profits will
finally stop a needed service to the people.
We talk of enlightenment for the world, but
this postage bill is like a curtain of darkness
for the American people.

The Falmouth, Ky., Outlook said:

This bill will drive many weeklies out of
business, We have not been ashamed to tell
our Senators our newspaper gross and the
profit is simply not there. We are now
working an average of 70 hours per week.
We would hate to see the American weekly
newspaper driven from the scene by these
excessive postal newspaper costs.

The Herald-News, of Hardinsburg, Ky.,
said this on the proposed rate increase:

I have a letter over the President’s signa-
ture written during his campaign in which
he pledged: “First, restore the principle that
the postal service 1s a public service. Second,
separate the public service costs from those
to be borne by the users of the mails.” Also
the Eennedy letter sent to George Wilson,
stated the desire to make “much needed
improvements in the postal services.”

One Kentucky weekly publisher com-
ments on the postal-rate increase in the
McLean County News:

We will have to pay the 1-cent surcharge
on hundreds of our papers that go to sub-
scribers who live in the county because they
go through post offices that are out of the
county. It is a good example of our having
to pay for the Post Office Department’s ossi-
fication.

Mr. President, as previously stated, I
have every confidence in the senior
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JornsToN] and the senior Senator from
Kansas [Mr. Carrson], the chairman
and the ranking minority member, re-
spectively, of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee. They have had long
service in this body. I served on this
committee for several years, and in 1957
helped to lead the fight against exhorbi-
tant second-class rate increases. I know
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the committee will take into considera-
tion the enormous percentage increases
which have occurred since 1951 in the
matter of second-class mail rates. These
increases have been much greater than
those applied to other classes of mail,
especially first class.

No Member of Congress is unwilling to
fight to the end for freedom of the press.
Let us not make the mistake of killing
a free press with excessive economic
burdens. To be effective, a free press
must be read. To be read, it must have
circulation. Let us be sure that all possi-
ble economies are effected in the postal
service, and let us also be sure that the
costs of the many public services per-
formed by the Post Office Department
are fairly and properly assessed.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, all of us
have a tendency at times, often inad-
vertently to make broad, general, cate-
gorical statements which will not stand
up under a close examination of the
record. Among some of the broad, if not
reckless, statements which one hears is
the one that the communications satel-
lite bill during the period of 3 weeks
or more has never been explained on the
floor of the Senate.

I respect Senators who hold that view;
and I do not question their right to hold
it or to express it, however much in con-
flict it may be with the actual record
which has been made here over a period
of a number of weeks.

The communications satellite bill was
carefully explained in detail by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastorel, the chairman of the
Communications Subcommittee of the
Commerce Commiftee not once, but sev-
eral times. The bill has been explained
time and again by the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerrl, the
chairman of the Space Committee.
More than 60 Senators were familiar with
the bill by reason of their attendance
at the committees’ hearings. The
junior Senator from Pennsylvania made
a fairly lengthy speech on the floor in
regard to this bill, while it was still in
committee; and he had hoped that his
speech would be classified as an explana-
tion of the bill and as affirmative evi-
dence of his support of it. One does not
expect that Senators who are opposed to
the bill would be required to listen, but
one might suggest that they be invited
to learn, by reading the REcorD. Any
Senator has the opportunity to inform
himself, as the public has been informed,
that this bill has been thoroughly and
exhaustively and lengthily explored by
those in support of it, and it has been
equally explored, perhaps even more ex-
haustingly, by those Senators who are in
opposition.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr, SCOTT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. The distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania realizes that
there are more than 150 amendments
that have been submitted. Under the
rule, the Senator from Rhode Island,
who chances to be in charge of the bill
for no more reason than that he hap-
pens to be chairman of the Communica-
tions Subcommittee of the Committee
on Commerce, has 1 hour, just as any
other Senator has. If the Senator from
Rhode Island must stand here and
answer all the gquestions that are going
to be asked on 150 or 200 amendments,
how long will his hour last? It will not
be long before he uses all his time on
the amendments.

Why have we reached this impasse
and awkward situation? The distin-
guished majority leader asked for lim-
ited debate of 1 hour on each amend-
ment, The request was rejected by
those in opposition to the bill. The clo-
ture was brought about through their
own fault. We could have had a limita-
tion of one-half hour’s debate to a side
on each amendment, for the proponents
and opponents. The opponents refused.
That situation brought us to the position
where cloture was applied. By whom?
By the Senator from Rhode Island?
No; by the Senate of the United States.

The point I make is, that it would be
impossible for me to answer all the ques-
tions on the amendments that would be
asked during the cloture period, for the
simple reason that I have only an hour,
as every other Senator has an hour. I
have to answer the questions of prac-
tically every Senator. When I make a
motion to table, even the time for that
motion is taken out of my time.

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. My references were
principally to procedures in the Senate
and in committee prior to the cloture
motion. There is a great deal of breast-
beating around here, to the effect, “We
do not ask for mercy; we ask for justice.”
The crying towel has been exhibited ad
nauseum, the crocodile tears have
flowed unceasingly, all because a small
group of Senators, within their rights,
have opposed the bill.

Mr. President, I recall on a number
of other occasions—certainly on one or
two recent occasions—when an amend-
ment prohibiting discrimination on the
grounds of race or creed or color or na-
tional origin was offered. I voted for
those amendments. But I heard some
of the Senators who are now in opposi-
tion to the bill, and who are asserting
that they are in support of this amend-
ment now, say on other occasions when
such amendments were offered to other
bills that, great and potent civil rights
advocates as they asserted themselves
to be, nevertheless they were going to
vote to table those amendments. And
why? They gave the reason clearly.
Because they thought the amendments
were offered solely for the purpose of
killing the bill.

Now this righteous attitude is suc-
ceeded by another. The same Senators
come in and now offer the same amend-
ment to this bill which they themselves
voted against on other occasions, for
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reasons of outward piety, let us call it,
for sweet charity's sake.

This amendment has a plausible ap-
peal. I myself expect to vote for it,
after I expose it for what it is. I expect
to vote for it because years from now,

-should I be around, the question will

arise whether the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania has been consistent. Well,
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania is
going to be consistent, all right, but he
is going to expose the inconsistency of
those breast-beating so-called liberals
who will use a device to kill a civil rights
amendment on one occasion because it
would kill a bill, but who will—

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, will
fhe Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I decline to yield at this
time.

Mr. BURDICK. I ask the Senator
from Pennsylvania——

Mr. ECOTT. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania declines to yield at this time.
I will yield later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania declines to
yield.

Mr. SCOTT. But the same Senators
will now come here and introduce the
measure and say openly, as the Senator
from Illinois has said, that this amend-
ment will embarrass some Members of
the Senate, and he jokes about the di-
lemma which he supposes is created for
some of the Senate Members, largely on
his side of the aisle.

I think amendments ought to be of-
fered in good faith. I think an amend-
ment which will kill a bill in one case
ought to be admittedly offered in this
case for the same purpose if Senators so
believe, and the Senators who offer the
amendment know it is intended to kill
the bill if it is adopted. Their purpose
is to kill the bill. Their purpose is to
go on jamming Telstar while the Rus-
sians talk to each other in space; and
while the Russians in orbit can agree
among themselves upon the advantage
which they have gained over us, we in
the Senate cannot get off the ground
and agree on a basic bill which will ad-
vance our ability to compete with the
Russians.

Mr. President, I think this is a shame-
ful situation.

If the Senator from North Dakota
wishes me to yield to him, I shall be
glad to do it on his time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania yields to the
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. BURDICK. I ask the able Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania if there is not
a difference between the civil rights
amendment on this bill and a civil rights
amendment on an education bill. A eivil
rights amendment on this bill will not
kill the bill, because we are under con-
trolled time. A civil rights amendment
on an education bill would be under a
filibuster. There is that difference.

Mr. SCOTT. I do not agree, because
the purpose is the same, and whether
the Senate is operating on controlled
time or not, if it is offered to the bill, it
is obviously the hope that with it in the
bill, Members of the other body will re-
ject the amendment and so the bill will
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fall. Iquestion whether the fact that the
time is under control is the motivation
which compels some Senators to come
rushing in with an amendment that
would kill the bill.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that,
if the FEPC measure is added, the bill
will have to go to the House, then if and
when the bill comes back here, we will
have a filibuster not only by Senators
who are against the bill, but, we will
have a filibuster also by Senators who
are against an FEPC? We will have a
double-barreled filibuster.

Mr. SCOTT. Yes. Instead of a
single, long-tailed filibuster, we will have
a double, fork-tailed filibuster.

Mr. PASTORE. And this strategy has
been formulated to accomplish what?
Not to impart dignity to all men, which
I am for, and will fight for to the end,
No, it is being done to kill the bill.

Mr. SCOTT. Let me make it clear
that, notwithstanding any allegations to
the contrary whatsoever, while this de-
laying procedure goes on, the drug bill,
designed to do what ought to be done
with regard to protection of the public
against dangerous drugs, cannot be re-
ported from the committee which has
been considering it. It certainly can-
not be considered on the floor of the Sen-
ate. The trade bill cannot be considered.
The tax bill, if any, cannot be considered.
The farm bill cannot be considered.

The Senate of the United States has
been hung on dead center by a small
group of Senators, and the blame is
theirs, Mr. President. They cannot
shift it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment, as amended.

Mr.BURDICK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Dakota is recog-
nized.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, for
myself and other Senators, I eall up my
amendment 6-15-62—Q.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LeGisLATIVE CLERK. On page 31,
&nge 14, it is proposed to add the follow-

Such articles of incorporation shall there-
after be amended only upon the initiation
by or the approval of the President.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, this
amendment treats with the process of
organization of the corporation.

The original language, approved by
the administration, would have given to
the President authority for approval of
the articles of incorporation both in the
beginning and with respect to all
amendments thereafter. The language
is as follows:

The President of the United States shall
designate incorporators who shall arrange for
an initial stock offering and take whatever
other actions are necessary to establish the
corporation, including the filing of articles
of incorporation which shall thereafter be
amended only upon the initiation by or the
approval of the President.
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In the bill as reported the language is
altered considerably. I read the perti-
nent portion from section 302:

Such incorporators shall arrange for an
initial stock offering and take whatever other
actions are necessary to establish the corpo-
ration, including the filing of articles of in-
corporation, as approved by the President.

In other words, the President would
have authority to approve the articles
in the first instance, but any amend-
ment thereafter would not require Pres-
idential approval.

Any curbstone lawyer knows that the
corporation representatives could meet
in 1 year, or in 1 month, or in 1 week,
and change the articles of incorpora-
tion. If there is to be executive sur-
veillance of the organization, certainly
the President should have the right also
to approve amendments, which right
was contained in the original language
of the bill.

Mr. MORSE and Mr. EEFAUVER ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his suggestion, so
that I may speak on this amendment?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I with-
hold the suggestion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator withdraws his suggestion of the
absence of a quorum, and the Senator
from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, this
amendment is very important, as are all
amendments which will be offered by
those of us opposing the bill.

Again I wish to point out that, so far
as we who are opposing the bill are con-
cerned, we have had 2 days of earnest
and useful debate on three amend-
ments. We were prepared to bring up
amendment after amendment of great
importance, which would improve the
bill, and which would do something
toward protecting the public interest
and the people of the United States.

We have, of course, been put under a
cloture rule. We have, of course, been
informed by the Senator in charge of
the bill, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore], that there will be no de-
bate back and forth, or no answer to our
arguments; that there will be only mo-
tions to table. I think this is really—
and I say this sincerely—not in the in-
terest of improving the bill, because the
amendments would improve the bill.

The amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
simply provides added protection. For
some reason or another, the corporation
laws of the District of Columbia were
decided upon for the guidance and di-
rection of the corporation. Under the
corporation laws of the District of Co-
lumbia, after the board of directors
met and adopted the original ar-
ticles of incorporation, as to which the
President would have some influence
and must approve, the following day it
would be possible for the directors of the
corporation under the corporation laws
of the District of Columbia to change
the articles of the corporation so as to
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merge the corporation with some other
corporation, so as to dissolve the corpo-
ration, so as to merge it wholly and make
it a wholly-owned subsidiary of the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co., or
so as to do anything with the corpora-
tion they wish, and the President would
be helpless and the country would be
helpless to do anything about it.

As the Senator says, it does not make
sense to have the President approve only
the original articles of incorporation
when, by a majority vote, the articles
could be amended the day after they
were approved and the President could
not do anything about it.

Certainly the President should have
the authority to approve at least any
amendments to the articles of incor-
poration.

As a matter of fact, the President also
ought to have a right of veto of changes
in the bylaws of the corporation, which
he would not have under the terms of
the bill. As a minimum, the President
should have the right to veto changes,
if he wishes. He should have the right
of approval, not only of the original ar-
ticles of incorporation, but also of all
amendments thereto. Otherwise this
little “window dressing” for the Presi-
dent would be entirely meaningless.

Mr. President, I do hope, in a spirit of
improving the bill and protecting the
President to some extent, that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
will not merely move to table the amend-
ment and block off real consideration of
it, as he has of other amendments.

I yield the floor.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized.

Mr. KEATING. I merely wish to say
a very few words about yesterday’s vote.
I have heard on the air and have read
in some accounts by news commenta-
tors that yesterday's vote was a great
victory for the President.

I wish to point out that, in my judg-
ment, it was a great victory for respon-
sible behavior in this body; and the tally
by which that was achieved carried
more Republican names that Democratic
names.

Yesterday’s vote was a classic illustra-
tion of the facts of life in this 87th Con-
gress. I hope there will not be any
further question on two points. First,
the vote shattered completely the irre-
sponsible accusations that Republicans
are obstructionists. As we all know, the
national chairman of the Democratic
Party has repeatedly made these
charges. The President himself has both
directly and obliquely blamed the Re-
publicans for the failures of this legis-
lative session.

It is apparent now that the communi-
cations satellite bill, written with the
best interests of all Americans in mind,
having the support of the administra-
tion, will pass. Why will it pass? It will
pass, Mr. President, because 34 Repub-
licans—all but 2—as compared with 29
Democrats, voted responsibly to cut oft
this “talkathon.”

The second fact it underscores is a
fact which should be obvious through-
out this session, that Republicans—or
many Republicans—will support worth-
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while legislation when it is put forward
regardless of its parentage. This was
demonstrated earlier, for instance, on
the manpower retraining bill.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from New York yield to the
Senator from Alaska?

Mr. KEATING. In one moment I will
yield, on the Senator’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEATING. I will yield on the
Senator's time, not on my own time, Mr.
President.

Mr. GRUENING. That will be satis-
factory.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state his point of order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe the Pre-
siding Officer has ruled that the Senator
cannot yield on that basis without los-
ing his right to the floor. Is that cor-
rect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair believes that is the rule.

Mr. KEATING. If that is the rule,
then I do not care fo yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator
yields, under the procedures of the Sen-
ate he will have to yield on his own time,
will he not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator yields on the time of the Sen-
ator requesting him to yield, he will
lose his right to the floor. Does the
Senator yield?

Mr. KEATING. Mr, President, I do
not wish to lose my right to the floor.
I will take only a few additional min-
utes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York declines to yield.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New York yield for a par-
liamentary inquiry?

Mr. EEATING. Under the ruling of
the Chair, I decline to yield for any pur-
pose.

What I have stated was demonstrated
once in respect to the manpower retrain-
ing bill. It was demonstrated in yester-
day’s vote upon a bill related to further
U.S. technical advances in the space field.

Mr. President, as one who supported
the cloture move and has supported clo-
ture moves in the past, there is only one
other general observation that I feel im~
pelled to make. Very frankly, I am rath-
er disappointed at the result which has
come from the shutting off of debate. We
all respect the opponents of the measure.
We are motivated by different actions,
but we have mutual respect for each
other’s views. I had hoped that they
would bring up 5, 6, 7 or perhaps up to
10 of the most important amendments
for which they were really hopeful of se-
curing support, and that those amend-
ments would be thoroughly discussed and
voted up or down on their merits.
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I should like to have seen a real de-
bate on the most important amendments,
with both sides participating fully. Hav-
ing participated myself as a member of
the Communications Subcommittee, pre-
sided over so ably by the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
Tore], and having covered nearly all of
the points contained in the amendments,
and having sat in days of hearings, al-
though not to the extent that the chair-
man did, I say very frankly that I would
not be sympathetic to very many of the
amendments that are at the desk. Buf
there are some I would support. I was
prepared, and still am, to listen and be
convinced, if a good case can be made
for them.

Yet yesterday, instead of a fine debate
on several amendments, there was a
marathon in which the opponents of the
measure tried to see how many amend-
ments could physically be called up and
explained in a given time without much
regard for their merits or the results in
debate or in voting. It reminded me of
the medieval custom of debating how
many angels could be carried on the head
of a pin. At other times, at times it was
more like a tobacco auction than a Sen-
ate debate.

That pressure, it seems to me, could
be somewhat relieved if we had our delib-
erations limited to a few of the amend-
ments. I would respectfully suggest that
the opponents of this measure while cri-
ticizing the bill and offering amend-
ments, might concentrate on a few
amendments, instead of continuing the
marathon. The distinguished Senators
handling the bill, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastorel, and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERr]
would not then have to engage in an im-
mediate tabling motion the moment an
amendment is offered. I make that sug-
gestion most respectfully, and I urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
consider whether that cannot be done
and whether a better and more respon-
sible result would not be achieved by
that approach.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I sup-
port my colleague [Mr. KeaTIiNG] in what
I think is an excellent suggestion. I in-
vite the attention of the Senator from
Rhode Island. With all due respect, I
hope the Senate will vote down one of
the motions to table with the same de-
cisiveness as my colleague has so ably
said it voted for cloture. I think the
purpose of cloture would easily be de-
feated and cloture could be discredited.
I do not wish to see it discredited, be-
cause I believe it is an extremely useful
instrument for the Senate. At long last
it has been used. I am pleased to see
it come in my own experience and pres-
ence in the Senate Chamber.

But if cloture should become a guillo-
tine, it could be destroyed. In other
words, if the Senate believes, when it
votes cloture, that it will mean the bill
must be taken as it is, the purpose of
cloture will have been defeated.

I appreciate the sentiment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PastoreE] that if the Senate will
send the bill over to the House of Rep-

resentatives, the other body will take
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it. Such action would avoid a confer-
ence and the possibility of another fili-
buster. But, Mr. President, that is not
the way we ought to legislate. The
other body may not take what we pre-
sent. So much to its credit if it does not
like an amendment. That does not
mean we should prostitute our own
judgments as to what we should put in
or refrain from putting into a bill.

I thoroughly agree with my colleague
[Mr. KEaTING]. There are some provi-
sions of the bill which should be amend-
ed, and urgently need to be amended.
No one is desirous of bringing about a
giveaway. My reputation and standing
in the Senate and in the country would
indicate it would be as distasteful to me
to be a party to a giveaway as it would
be to any of the liberals who are con-
tending in respect to the public owner-
ship features of the bill.

But I happen to feel, as do others who
are liberal and those who are contend-
ing for public ownership, that a mixed
Government-business corporation or-
ganized to develop the proposed opera-
tion would be an extremely useful, in-
teresting, and worthwhile technique.
That does not mean that the bill is sac-
rosanet and should not be amended in
any respect or in any manner in fram-
ing and developing a Government-busi-
ness enterprise, in which I thoroughly
believe. I think it is a fine thing. I
think that is the direction in which
business will have to go more and more
in the future. The measure is a good
program to bring it about. It would be
helpful in the proposed system.

Whatever one may say about the A.T.
& T., I am not for “buttering it up” any
more than anybody else. But the fact
is that in the presence of the two space
ships that the Russians have in the at-
mosphere today, the only counterpropa-
ganda we have is Telstar. So let us not
merely pass off private enterprise as
being immaterial, improper, and noth-
ing but a giveaway. It is capable of
great accomplishment. Let us use it.

In defining the bill we must pay the
strictest attention to its implications in
terms of our foreign policy, and the fact
that it is a national trust. We must re-
member that billions of dollars, prestige,
and resources are involved in the pro-
posed development. So I, for one, wish
to pass upon the amendments one by
one, voting for those that are good and
voting against those that are bad, and
not merely striking them all down on the
guillotine of a motion to table.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I will yield in a mo-
ment.

I join my colleague [Mr. KeaTING] in
urging that the Senate pay attention to
the motions to table. It is not fair
merely to use the cloture motion as a
signal that that is the end of considera-
tion of a bill. It does not mean that the
bill should pass exactly as it is, but we
should use the opportunity to improve it.

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

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. JAVITS. I yield first to the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KeFAuvER], and
then I will yield to the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE].

Mr. EEFAUVER. Does not the Sena-
tor feel that the amendments that have
been offered, including the amendment
now before the Senate, are important
and are sincere efforts on the part of at
least the authors of the amendments to
improve the bill?

Mr. JAVITS. I voted against the mo-
tion to table some. I voted for the mo-
tion to table others, because I felt on
the motion to table I was voting on the
merits. I think some of the amend-
ments were substantially good.

Let us take for example the amend-
ment now proposed. That is an exam-
ple of what I mean. We have not had
a chance to examine it. Some of the
other amendments were not particularly
important. I do not wish to characterize
them, because that would be impolite to
the ones who offered them. I believe
that my colleague from New York is
right about the fact that the opponents
of the bill have not chosen their prime
amendments. They have a whole series
of amendments at the desk—no doubt
they consider them all important, and 1
will not characterize them—but I do be-
lieve there is a great deal of merit to
what my colleague says about taking up
those that the proponents really believe
to be directed to the fundamental con-
cept of the bill under a given situation,
because it is extremely difficult to get
any amendment considered.

I say again, as I said before, that it is
a fact that in our debate on the bill, on
a motion to table, when we vote on that
motion we are voting in essence on
the merits of the bill. It is no excuse,
so far as a vote is concerned, merely
because the vote is on a motion to table,
because as I say, in essence on such a
vote we vote on the merits of the bill
itself.

I wish to remind the Senate again
that cloture does not mean that we must
simply take the bill as it is.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sym-
pathize with the position of my good
friend from New York. As a matter of
fact, I am not in a very pleasant posi-
tion here in challenging and disputing
with this galaxy of friends with whom
I have stood shoulder to shoulder many
times on problems which are involved in
this debate.

The spokesman of the opponents, the
Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH],
attended the hearings of our commit-
tee. We went out of our way to take
every suggestion that he made. I invite
him to stand up and deny it. Of course
I know he will not do so. I am forced
into this position by reason of the clo-
ture being applied. We now have a limi-
tation of debate on all amendments.
There are 200 amendments at the desk.
Every amendment that has been brought
up so far, with the exception of the
FEPC amendment, has been discussed
by a committee. It has been rejected or
discussed in one fashion or another.
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How in the world can I stand here and
intelligently answer these very contro-
versial questions, when 200 amendments
have been submitted? I have only 1 hour
available to me. I am in charge of the
bill on the floor of the Senate. I have
been forced into this position. I have
been forced into it by the vote of the
Senate. How can I intelligently answer,
elaborately, for the purpose of the rec-
ord, questions about every single amend-
ment that has been proposed? I cannot
do it. I would be able to speak on three
or four amendments, and then I would
have no further time to discuss any
amendment. The Senator from New
York could not give me any time; neither
could any other Senator.

I did not ask to be put in this position.
I was forced in it. Ibegged, and I begged
those now opposing the bill to give me
their ideas, and I would consider them.
They told me from the start that unless
we made this a Government corporation
and kept private industry out of it, they
would fight the bill to the end. That is
what they said. I know that a few of
them wish to put it over until November.
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsg]l
will not deny it, because he made that
statement several times. I do not care
how the bill is amended, and it will not
matter to some how it is amended, be-
cause there are Senators who do not want
it at any price, and will fisht against
it. I would not be able to speak against
more than two or three amendments and
I would run out of time. No other Sena-
tor could give me time then.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me on my time? ‘This
time will have to come out of my fime,
anyway, and I will not have enough time
to yield. I merely wish to make this
additional statement. I shotild like to
say to the Senator that is the very reason
for feeling—and I wish to commend my
colleague from New York for initiating
this thought—that if the opposition will
limit themselves to some principal
amendments—two or three or four—
there would be an opportunity to debate
them. This guillotine method of im-
mediately moving to table an amend-
ment means that the Senate cannot
make its contribution toward improving
the bill.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the BSenator
consider the FEPC amendment to be one
of the important amendments?

Mr. JAVITS. I consider the FEPC
amendment to be very important, The
amendments I am talking about now are
amendments which are directed toward a
substantive fashioning of the bill,

Mr. PASTORE. I should like to ask
the Senator one guestion and then I
shall sit down. Will the Senator admit
that if the FEPC amendment is added
to the bill, it will kill the bill?

Mr, JAVITS. I do not admit that at

all.

Mr. PASTORE. I disagree with the
Senator,

Mr, JAVITS. If we are to legislate
intelligently, as we showed by the clo-
ture vote, which is a concept that repre-
sents the seizure by the Senate of its
own destiny, it must do the same with
regard to the terms of the bill.
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I yield the floor.

Mr. MORSE. It is obvious from the
remarks of the Senators from New York
that the cloture action has already come
home to roost on their shoulders, and
they do not like it, because it is accom-
panied here by another gag rule in the
form of motions to lay on the table as
fast as amendments are called up. No-
vember 1962 is not 1963. The Senator
from Oregon has only asked that the bill
go over to the week following the elec-
tion. We are entitled to adequate de-
bate on the amendments. The Senators
from New York are correct; these are
very important amendments. We should
not be gagged on the floor of the Senate,
because, as the representatives of the
people, when we are gagged, the Ameri-
can people are gagged and prevented
from benefiting from the full debate on
the amendments.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I yield myself 15 minutes of my own
time, and I ask the Chair to notify me
when I have used up the 15 minutes.
The distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island said that the committee accépted
my amendments. They did accept some
amendments. Then he challenged me to
name some amendments that they did
not accept. I ask the attention of the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land. He challenged me to name one
amendment that was not accepted in
the Commerce Comimittee. I will tell
the Senator one amendment that he did
not accept, which was tabled yesterday.
That was the amendment limiting to any
oné ownership & maximum of 10 per-
cent of both voting stock and nonvoting
stock, whether it be class A or class B,
or any other kind. That is one amend-
ment.

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I will yield on
the Senator's time, not on my time.

Mr. PASTORE: I do not have that
much time. )

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I will not yield.
The guillotine is oni our necks: _

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me? _

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
if I yield for & question, do I lose the
floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator yields to the Senator from Ken-
tucky, and if he yields on his time——

Mr., YARBOROUGH. I haye only 15
minutes, Mr, President. I will not yield
at this time. I call particular attention
to paragraph 6 of section 201(a) of the
bill, at page 24. We come now to the
meat of the coeconut. The distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island asked for it.
He said we should get to the meat of
this thing. Seetion 201(a) (6) reads that
the President shall take all necessary
steps to insure the availability and the
appropriate utilization of the communi-
cations satellite system by the Govern-
ment of the United States.

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

Mr, YARBOROUGH. I will yield on
the Senator’s time.

Mr, PASTORE. Of eourse, the Sena~
tor will not yield.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. I will yield on
the Senator's own time.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not have that
much time.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Senator
has the guillotine on our necks. The
Senator and his group invoked cloture.
Now, after he has cut off the time, he is
complaining about not having time.
Why? Incidentally, where did the word
“cloture” come from? It was not in our
language until after the French Revolu-
tion. It was brought into our language
as a parliamentary term after the French
Revolution. The distinguished Senator
from New York used the term “guillo=
tine.” That is also a proper parlia=
mentary term. Where did we get it?
How did it come into our English lan=
guage? 1Ii also came info our language
from the French language of the French
Revolution, from the French Revolus=
tionary tribunals.

Cloture was not known in the British
Parliament until 1882, and was not
adopted in the Senate rules until 1917.
It had not been used in the defense of
human rights in 35 years. No oné used
it during Warld War II or during the
Korean conflict. No one used it in a
great national emergency. However,
now it is used to give away this vast gov=
ernmental largess to a private monop=
oly. I wish to read section 201(a) (6).

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

Mr. YARBOROQUGH. On the Sena-
tor’'s time.

Mr. PASTORE, On the time of the
Senator from Texas, I mean.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. No. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island put the guillotine
on our necks; if he wants time let him
use his own.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator refuses to yield. The Senate
will be in order. The Senator from
Texas has the floor,

Mr, YARBOROUGH. I ask unani-
mous consent to hive printed in the
Recorp at this point page 128 of the
hearings before the Foreign Relations
Committee, from the testimony of Ed-
ward R. Muirow. Mr. Murrow speaks
about the cost of this thing.

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

IMPORTANCE TO USIA OF COST OF SATELLITE

As regards the usefulness of this system
to the U.S. Information Agency, we have two
paramount eoncerns. One is the cost. The
other is the signal.

First as to eost., Our Agency will use a
satellite system enly if we can afford it. We
cannot squander millions for the noyelty
ef using a new satellite system. On our
Agency budget we must staff and maintain
over 200 posts in 100 countries around the
world carrying on all the highly diversified
activities I mentioned preyiously. Broad-
casting—although it is important—is only
one of these activities.

I think it is reasonable to suggest that the
national interest demands that we use the
system. Reflect, if you will, on the impact
around the world of the Instantaneous live
television coverage of the launching of a
man into orbit. Dwell upon the lessons of
freedom that would attend the worldwide
EVB television coverage of an American elec-

on.
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USIA'S CONCERN THAT IT CANNOT AFFORD TO USE
BATELLITE

It is thus with some apprehension that I
inform this committee of our concern that
we may not be able to afford to use the satel-
lite. May I cite the following example? It
is one I suggested in my testimony to the
Communications Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee.

I draw the parallel to the Atlantic cable.
It, like the satellite, is a different means of
communication which my Agency would
benefit in using. Based upon current cable
rates, were we to have seven television cir-
cuits—one each to Latin America, the Near
East, Far East, southeast Asia, south Asia,
West Europe, and Africa—and use each an
average of 1% hours a day, the cost to us
would be over $900 million a year. There
has been nothing to suggest that for some
period of time satellite rates will be any
cheaper than current cable rates. It seems
then that present speculation on using satel-
lites can reasonably be based on the present
costs of using the cable.

We calculate the $900 million as follows:

The cable costs $4 a minute for a 3-kilo-
cycle channel, a normal telephone channel.
A minimum television channel is 3 mega~-
cycles, or about 1,000 times a telephone
channel. Omne thousand times $4 a minute
is thus $4,000 per channel minute for tele-
vision. Multiplied by 90 minutes for 1%
hours of daily broadcasting gives $360,000
for each channel of television. Recall, we
have seven geographical areas of the world
to reach. Multiplylng them by the seven
channels gives us $2,520,000 for each day.
Dalily operation for a full year brings us to
the final cost of over $919 million.

Note that we have assumed the telephone
channel rate as a base. Since the TV cir-
cult would use channels otherwise available
for telephone, we think this is a fair as-
sumption.

We are dealing then with a considerable
sum of money. It is for broadeasting tele-
vision only. It also is eight times the com-
plete budget for all the operations of the
entire Agency this past year.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
Mr. Murrow testified it would cost $900
million a year to use the satellite system
being created by the bill for 1% hours
a day of broadcasting by the USIA.
That does not include weather broad-
casting; it does not include broadcasting
for the navigation of ships or planes.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, is the
Senator asking unanimous consent to do
that?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent.

Mr, PASTORE, I do nat

——l

onjéct,

£ Mr. YARBOROUGH. That will save
time. Mr. Murrow did not pick some

wild figure out of the air. He figured,
per cable, that it would cost $4 a minute
for a 3-cycle, normal telephone chan-
nel, and that a minimum television
channel is 3 megacycles, or about 1,000
times a telephone channel. He makes
his computation on a minute-hy-
minute basis, or $4,000 per channel
minute for television. This was no wild
estimate; Mr. Murrow was Cross-
examined time after time before the For-
eign Relations Committee. He testified
to the same facts before the Committee
on Commerce. The distinguished Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]
cross-examined Mr. Murrow but could
not shake him.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
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RECORD, page 289 of the hearings of April
24, 1962, before the Senate Committee
on Commerce. This is the testimony of
Mr. Edward R. Murrow to the effect that
it would cost the Government $900 mil-
lion a year to use the facilities of the
satellite solely for USIA for 115 hours
per day. This testimony occurred
months before Mr. Murrow testified be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

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

On a technical level, there are problems
of different European line standards and
electrical systems that must go through
conversion before transmission.

And on both sides there are mutual prob-
lems to be worked out. The day of the week
for the broadeast is not yet known, nor is
the hour of the day. A major problem is
the difference of time. When it is evening
in Paris and London, it is afternoon in New
York, The 6-hour difference in time is a
major obstacle in choosing the optimum
time for broadcast.

For advance planning, we are limited to
program preparation. All else must wait
the launching and technical determination
of whether the public demonstrations are,
in fact, feasible. The decision must be made
by technical experts of AT. & T., NASA, and
the participating countries, The orbit
achieved will determine the date, time, and
duration.

I should add the technical observation
that this will be a relay of television slgnal
between ground terminals. This satellite
will not enable direct broadcast to be made
to home receivers. Recent studies show that
formidable technical problems remain to be
solved before such direct broadecasting be-
comes feasible. I am informed such a de-
velopment may not be possible in the fore-
seeable future.

As we are interested and involved in the
programing experiment and Iits Iimpact
abroad, so are we interested and will, I hope,
be involved in the long-range use of the space
communications system. In this connection
I would like to make just a few comments
on the legislation before your committee:

Our agency wants to use the system. We
think the national interest demands that
we do so. Suffice to reflect upon the impact
around the world of simultaneous live-tele-
vision coverage of the Glenn orbital shot—
and of his reception in Washington, in New=
York; and in New Thncord, Ohlo. We must
inform your committee of our deep concern
that we may not be able to afford to use the
system. May I cite the following example:
Were we to have seven television circuits,
one each to Latin America, the Near East,
Far East, southeast Asia, south Asia, West
Europe, and Africa, and use them each an
average of 11 hours a day, the cost to us
of relaying by means of the space system at
comparable current rates would be $900
million a year. Our complete budget for
salaries and expenses in fiscal year 1962 is
$111,600,000, which covers television, radio,
press, publications, personnel salaries, ex-
hibits—and all the other myriad activities
in which we engage.

I think we can agree that, however the
ownership question is ultimately resolved,
the national investment in the system has
been great. We believe and urge strongly
that affordable rates for our Agency's usage
is an appropriate partial repayment of that
national investment. Under the adminis-
tration bill, direct negotiation with the
owning corporation is possible, thereby per«
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mitting some possible reduction in rate,
subject of course to FCC regulation, If, how-
ever, as has been proposed, ground stations
were not to be included in the system owned
by the corporation, we would have to deal
with the common carriers owning the ground
stations as well as the corporation, or con-
ceivably with the common carriers alone,
Under that circumstance, assuming current
practices are followed, no reduction in rate
would be possible. Only in severe emergen-
cies do we use existing submarine cables for
our radio broadcasts. We cannot afford it

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President,
section 201(a) (6) binds the President.
It provides:

The President shall—

Not “may”; he shall—
take all necessary steps to insure the avail-
ability and appropriate utilization of the
communications satellite system for such
geneéral governmental purposes as to not
require a separate communications satellite
system to meet unique governmental needs.

It has already been admitted in the
testimony that even military needs are
not considered unique needs. The testi-
mony further shows that 80 percent of
the contemplated use of the satellite sys-
tem will be by the Government of the
United States. So the taxpayers will be
mulcted, under the bill, in a way without
parallel in the history of the United
States. I have documented the facts
that since the founding of the Republic,
all the giveaways by this Nation, if they
were combined, would not equal what
we are binding the taxpayers to give
away by this bill. I do not object to
A.T. & T. having Telstar. I have no bias
against AT. & T. as a company. I think
it is a good company. My father owns
more of the stock in that company than
he owned of anything else in the world.
I have brothers and other relatives who
own stock in A'T. & T. I have no preju-
dice against any American business,
prejudice is against section 201(a) (6) of
the bill, which puts a brake on the
economy, and is the most enormous give-
away and squandering of the taxpayers’
money in American history.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I will yield on
the Senator’s time.

Mr, PASTORE 1
stock in A.T. & T.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Neither do 1.
Many of my relatives do because they
consider it safe. I have no prejudice
against AT. & T. I am opposed to the
bill because I think it is the most mon-
strous bill ever attempted to be crammed
down the throat of the Senate. I think
the leadership knows it could not have
accomplished it without cloture and the
guillotine—both—and the leadership has
used both, and again I remind the Sen-
ate that both terms are proper parlia-
mentary terms, both borrowed into
English from French revolutionary tri-
bunals.

I call attention to an article written
by Mr. Marquis Childs, and published in
the Washington Post this morning.

He tells in his article what purports
to be the views of both sides about what
the leadership has done. Mr. Childs is
an outstanding writer; I am sure he has

do not own any
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conferred with both sides on this ques-
tion. In writing of those of us opposed
to the giveaway Mr. Childs says:

In the view of most of their colleagues,
the little band is a group of soreheads.
Their martyrdom gives, them away. They
are sons of wild jackasses braying before the
image of a past that is gone forever.

Mr. Childs has a very able column,
which the Senator from Illinois has had
printed in the Recorp in full earlier to-
day, and I refer to it in full now.

However, when I saw the reference in
the column to martyrdom, I looked up
the word “martyr” in the dictionary.
Here is the definition of “martyr”:

Martyr: Put to death for adhering to
some belief, faith, or profession, esp. Chris-
tianity; to make a martyr of. (2) To tor-
ture to death; kill also, to wound, mutilate.
obs. (3) To inflict agonizing pain upon;
to torture.

(One who voluntarily suffered death for
refusing to renounce his religion. (2) One
who sacrifices his life, station, etc,, for the
sake of principle. (3) Colloq. a constant
sufferer, as from disease—v. t. to put to
death for adhering to some belief, esp.
christianity; to torture.)

Our opponents mistake our resolution.
We do not feel as soreheads or martyrs.

Have the proponents inflicted agoniz-
ing pain upon their opponents by these
monstrous acts? No; they have not
killed anybody. They have not made a
sorehead out of me. They have not
done anything to me. They have only
guillotined the hopes of the people. The
bill only kills the rights of all, not us.
We are here; we are alive and kicking.
Let me tell Senators that the people of
the United States are alive and kicking,
too. They, the people, are learning more
day by day about this iniquitous bill.
The more the people learn, the stronger
our support.

I received a telegram from the Hills-
borough County Democratic Executive
Committee of Tampa, Fla.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the telegram be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

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

Tampa, FrLAa.,, August 14, 1962,
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

It was tonight passed by unanimous vote
that the Hillshorough County Executive
Committee meeting whereas the commercial
communication satellite system H.R. bill
11040 is of such importance in enabling the
United States in forming the proper image
and opinion throughout all the world of our
sincere interest in the welfare of mankind
and its rights of private enterprise as opposed
to monopoly and dictatorial systems.

Whereas the people of America with great
pride in their Government do want the
Government to be the world leaders in com-
munication with other nations and not
to be embarrassed in international relations
by mere profit motives and look to our Gov=
ernment to keep down monopolizing,

Whereas H.R. bill 11040 is vital to all people
and vital to the welfare and education of
all the world and should be used to enlighten
the dark areas of the world and to brighten
the way of life to freedom.

It was hereby resolved we humbly request
that you vote against the cloture rule and
vote to allow unlimited debate in order to
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give all people, wherever in America, the
knowledge of this important bill.
HILLSEOROUGH COUNTY DEMOCRATIC
COMMITTEE,
RavyMoND SHELDON, Chairman.
DororHY JoHNSON, Vice Chairman.
ANNA M. DENHAM, Secretary.
YarLE WHIDDEN, Treasurer.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the Hillsborough County Democratic Ex-
ecutive Committee of Tampa, Fla., unan-
imously approves the stand we are tak-
ing against the bill because it “is of such
importance in enabling the United States
in forming the proper image and opinion
throughout all the world of our sincere
interest in the welfare of mankind and
its rights of private enterprise as opposed
to monopoly and dictatorial systems.”

Mr. President, what is proposed by the
bill is not true private enterprise; it is
monopoly. If anyone has doubt about
that, let him read history; let him read
Adam Smith's “The Wealth of Nations.”
Monopolies were the rule in medieval
times. A government would grant an
exclusive monopoly to one company to
mold tallow candles. England granted
an exclusive monopoly to the London
Company to colonize Virginia for profit.
In Holland, the Dutch East India Com-
pany was formed to colonize and monop-
olize the trade of the Dutch East Indies.
It was given by the Government of Hol-
land a monopoly of trade, and the power
to make war and the power to negotiate
treaties. It had the power to send mis-
sionaries to the East Indies and the
power to wage war in the Dutch East
Indies. It attempted to Christianize
Ceylon and conquer Java by war. The
countries of Europe were kept in eco-
nomic shackles by monopolies until the
growth of the free enterprise system.
The free enterprise system grew up as a
revolt of the merchant classes against
the exclusive royal monopolies of the
Middle Ages. This private monopoly
space communications satellite bill is a
reversion to a medieval monopoly and is
a blow at the free enterprise system.
Under the latter, all communications
companies would be given an equal op-
portunity to rent use of the satellite.

Mr. President, the bill is of, by, and
for great aggregations of wealth. There
is nothing in the bill for the American
people. The bill is against the people.
We have heard some discussion about
who is responsible for the bill. One of
the opposition parties said that the Sen-
ators across the aisle are responsible for
cloture. I am willing to give them credit
for it. Our able majority leader truth-
fully said yesterday, as appears on page
16432 of the RECORD:

It is neither a victory nor a defeat either
for the leadership or for any Member of this
body.

He said truthfully that it was not a
victory for the leadership. But I regard
it as a defeat for those of us who are
fighting for the people. But we are not
martyrs.

The French killed by the guillotine.
But we have not been killed, we are not
even wounded; we have only been tem-
porarily silenced by the weapon. We are
messengers of the truth, both in our
Democratic Party and, with our ideals,
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across the counfry. The Democrats did
not vote cloture and bring down the guil-
lotine on us. The Democratic vote was
29 to 25. It was the Republican Party,
by a 34 to 2 vote, that put the guillotine
on our necks.

I pay honor to the distinguished junior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]
and my colleague from Texas [Mr.
Tower]l. They stood up and voted
against cloture. That is one little shred
of credit that the Republican Party can
claim out of the whole sorry spectacle—
just those two Senators, one from Ari-
zona and one from Texas. I am glad
to see that a couple of good liberals over
there have joined us.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield on my
time?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I will not yield.
My time is running short.

Mr. President, I made a statement that
we are hearing from the country and
have referred to the telegram I received
from Tampa, Fla.

Mr. President, Mr. Edward R. Mur-
row complained that for the Govern-
ment to get an hour and a half a day,
it would cost the taxpayers $900 million
a year.

Why have we suffered such a setback
by the adoption of cloture? Here is one
reason. I have received a letter from
Fresno, Calif.,, which reads, in part, as
follows:

One of the strongest possible arguments
agalnst private ownership of the satellite
communications system is contained in the
manner in which our private communica-
tlons industries, the radio and television
networks have handled the reporting of the
present senatorial discussions on the admin-
istration’s proposed satellite bill. I listen
to radio a great deal and during the past
several weeks I've heard only one mention
made (by a news announcer in a 5-minute
broadcast on the ABC network) of the very
logical reason for calling the administra-
tion’s bill a giveaway; that reason being
that literally (B as in Boston) billions of
taxpayers' money has been spent to research
and develop the rockets that put the satel-
lites into orbit.

Your statement (reported about 2 weeks
ago In the above ABC newscast) pointed out
that something on the order of 25 (B as
in Boston) billions of taxpayers’ dollars had
been spent in the above rocket research and
development. Facts and figures of this kind
are essential if the *free"” American citizen
is to have a basis for intelligent under-
standing of present American issues,

The reporting of the satellite issue by
the newspapers has been somewhat better
than the radio and television reporting
mainly because the newspapers experience
less ‘“‘conflict of Interest” in the subject
matter under report.,

Mr. President, this is a very illumi-
nating letter. The time available to me
will not permit me to read all of the
letter; therefore, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from George Leon-
ard Waters, dated August 12, addressed
to me, and sent to me from Fresno,
Calif., be printed at this point in the
REecorp, together with an article from
the Los Angeles Times which is en-
closed with the letter.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I wish to say that
I am so entranced by the speech of the
Senator from Texas——
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inguiry: Does the time
now being used by the Senator from
Oklahoma come ouf of the time avail-
able to me? I have not yielded the
floor. I have been advised that if any
Senator speaks during my time, the time
he uses is charged against my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that when a request
for unanimous consent is made, a Sen-
ator may either object or not object.

Mr. KERR. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.  Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Then,
President, I object. [Laughter.]

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, in view
of the fact that the Senator from Texas
has objected to his own request, I with-
draw my objection.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I was objecting to having the Senator
from Oklahoma speak in my time, after
he had objected. If he withdraws his
objection, that will be fine.

Mr. KERR. Mr, President, if the
Senator from Texas now withdraws his
own objection, then I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. YARBOROUGH.
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
fime the Senator from Texas has yield-
ed to himself has expired.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I yield myself 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized for 5
more minutes.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I wish to read another significant letter.
I am reading these only because they
demonstrate that knowledge of the bill
has become nationwide. I am not in
the leadership position of the Senators
from Tennessee, the Senators from Ore-
gon, and the Senator from Louisiana.
But even though my part is a minor one,
in comparison to theirs, it is known from
coast to coast, because this bill is such
an outrage that people are rising up in
indignation about it.

Before I read another letter about the
bill, Mr. President, let me read a tele-
gram which I received from a member
of the Texas Legislature. As we know,
members of the State legislatures do not
have a great deal of money in their al-
lowances for telegrams. Nevertheless,
this member of the Texas Legislature
has sent me the following telegram:

BoORGER, TEX.,
August 14, 1962.
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH,
Washington, D.C.:

Fight for taxpayers' investment in Telstar
systems. People excited.

CHARLES L. BALLMAN,
State Representative.

Mr. President, this morning I receive
the following postecard, which also indi-
cates the growing indignation as the
knowledge of the evils of this bill be-
comes nationwide:

SCHENECTADY, N.Y.,
August 12, 1962.
Hon. RarrHE W. YARBOROUGH,
The Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Smm: Eeep up your wonderful fight

agalnst private monopoly of space commu-

Mr.

Mr. Presi-
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nications. Democracy and the freedom and
welfare of future generations are at stake.

Respectfully yours,
E. J. LANGWORTHY,
Teacher and former Missionary.

I have also received the following tele-
gram:
HousTtoN, TEX., August 14, 1962,
Senator RALPE YARBOROUGH,
Washington, D.C.:
Congratulations your Telstar stand. I ap-
preciate a Senator acting for voiceless tax-

payers.
CAROLYN SMITH.

Mr. President, now I read a letter
which I began to read a moment ago:
CENTRAL LaBOR COUNCIL OF
FRrEsNO AND MApERa COUNTIES,
Fresno, Calif., August 10, 1962,
Hon. RaLpH W. YARBOROUGH,
Member of the U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: During the regular council
meeting August 3, 1962, the delegates unan-
imously voted to commend you for your
efforts to save the space communication
system of all the people and urge that your
efforts be continued in that direction.

Your action in behalf of the general in-
terests of the Nation as a whole is deeply
appreciated.

Sincerely,
W. T. O'REAR, Secretary.

Mr. President, the letter I have just
read is indicative of the people’s ap-
preciation of the great ficht which has
been made by the great leaders we have
here—among them, the distinguished
Senator from Illinois. When Sir Walter
Scott wrote:

Where, Oh where was Roderick then!

One blast upon his bugle horn

Were worth a thousand men!

He was not writing of our DoucLas, be-
cause his horn was heard. He is always
here, always in the forefront of the fray
when the people’s rights are at issue.

Certainly those famous words could
never have been penned of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois. He
said it cost him fo fight and not to be a
pacifist—I think that it costs his inner
spirit a great burden to fight because I
think he is a Quaker. But he and the
rest of us who are associated with him
see him standing up here and fighting.
Because the parliamentary guillotine
which has been used has not yet cut off
our heads, we are still alive and are still
fighting. We will continue to fight. We
are not soreheads, and we are not
martyrs. But our cause is just, and ulti-
mately it will prevail

In his article, Mr. Marguis Childs
writes:

In the view of most of thelr colleagues,
the little band is a group of soreheads.
Their martyrdom gives them away. They are
sons of wild jackasses braying before the
image of a past that is gone forever.

Do they mean that the past of ideal-
ism is gone forever, that rampant, crass
materialism has finally triumphed in
America, and that now a billion dollars
a year of the money of the taxpayers
of the United States is fo be given away
to a giant corporation and that this is
the wave of the future? Do they think
the image of the Founding Fathers has
been politically killed and that their po-
litical idealism is dead?
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Mr. President, the truth about this
matter is just becoming known, and it
will live in the future.

Our band is fighting for the best gov-
ernmental ideals that have been devel-
oped in America. I wish some of the
proponents of this bill would go to
Monticello, and also would look again at
the writings of Thomas Jefferson. I
wish, too, that they would go fo Stratford
Hall to Lee’s home, and to Fredericks-
burg and fo Mount Vernon. There were
patriots in those days. What would
those men have thought about such a
proposal? What opinion of this pro-
posal would have been had by Thomas
Jefferson, George Washington and by
Franklin D. Roosevelt, George Norris,
McNary, and Bob La Follefte, who for 15
years——

Mr. PASTORE. How about John
Kennedy, who has supported this bill?
This is his bill.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I think he is a
great President and a great Democrat.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
additional time the Senator from Texas
has yielded to himself has expired.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I yield myself 5 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized for 5
more minutes.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I served for about 3 years on the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare
with John F. Kennedy, and I think he
has a brilliant mind. He has not been
asking our advice on this matter; I will
say that. [Laughter.] I think that if he
had done so, there would be some differ-
ent recommendations. But I am not
complaining, because he had Cuba on his
mind and he had Laos on his mind, and
he had the Berlin wall to think about;
and the biggest thing he had to watch
was our fight against communism all
around the rim of the free world. He
had to turn over these domestic affairs
to someone else. I believe that if it had
not been for the Communist pressures at
every point of the periphery of the free
world, this situation would be different.
He has given brilliant leadership in con-
nection with the situation in Laos, and
we are in better shape there than ever.
In July 1961, a raw, brazen threat was
made by Khrushchev in Vienna to have
our forces get out of Berlin or else he
would throw them out by force. Presi-
dent Kennedy's reply to that was the
hard decision to call up our Reserve
divisions and send additional divisions
of our forces to Berlin. President Ken-
nedy had to shore up the forces of free-
dom in South Vietnam, in Laos, in West
Berlin, and around the free world’s
periphery.

But the greedy ones at home were
grabbing out of the sugar barrel while he
was defending freedom around the world.

Mr. President, we are right, because we
are the voice of history; we are voicing
the hopes people have dreamed.

Not long before his death, the great
novelist, William Faulkner, said:

What happened to the American dream?
We dozed, and it abandoned us.

I think that is an unduly pessimistic
view, Mr. President. Instead, I follow
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the view expressed by Walter Lippmann.
It expresses my hope and belief when he
said:

America has always been not only a coun-
try but a dream. There has always been a
general and unguestioned belief that here
on this soil there would be demonstrated to
mankind the blessings of freedom: As the
shackles and servitudes of the past were
put away, there would arise a great and
glorious society.

Mr. President, I have that faith, that
we will build here that great and glorious
society.

But this bill is a turnback, a sur-
render to the crassest materialism of our
age. It makes the so-called robber
barons look like pikers. Morally, most
of them were basically good men. Mat-
thew Josephson, in his book “The Robber
Barons,” wrote in 1934:

In general, they were puritanical and plous.
Only one of them, Fisk, was given to free liv-
ing, drinking and flesh pots. In private life
they were generally discreet, sober, well-
controlled, their strongest lust being the
pecuniary appetite.

So, Mr. President, I do not challenge
the patriotism of any of the gentlemen
who are urging the enactment of this
bill. As Mr, Josephson stated of the
“robber barons” of that earlier day, they
were not considered other than pious and
patriotic; the only question was where
the emphasis was put.

Mr. President, the Russians now have
put two men into orbit. One of them
has logged 1% million miles; the other
has logged 1%; million miles—the most
stupendous scientific achievement of all
time. It calls on us to have greater
faith, greater dedication, and greater
patriotism. Mr. President, we cannot
beat the Russians by using ramrod tac-
tics and guillotine tactics at home, in
connection with pushing through bills of
this sort and giving a private corpora-
tion a billion dollars a year out of the
U.S. Treasury, by requiring the Govern-
ment to send 80 percent of its business
through that system, and thus weaken-
ing the ability of our Government to
compete with the Soviets.

This is the time to meet the Russians.
We cannot take out a billion dollars here
for one monopoly and a billion dollars
somewhere else for another. I want to
appeal to NASA. I know Mr. Webb is a
brilliant man. He has said that, regard-
less of whether this bill is passed or not,
he would not slow up research. I want
to appeal to those in control of our space
program. The times call for a higher
patriotism than the surrender to a greedy
monopoly in this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. YARBOROUGH.
2 more minutes.

Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry, if I can make the inquiry without
losing the floor. How much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 35 minutes remaining,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. 1 yield myself
2 more minutes, Mr. President.

I do want to say to the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island and the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York, we

I yield myself

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

will offer serious amendments. I have
an amendment here to strike out sec-
tion 201(a) (6), and another to drastic-
ally amend it. I will offer both of them,
and we will give Senators chance to vote
on something that is really meaningful
and see if the chairman of the sub-
committee will put it to the guillotine,
or use cloture, the other weapon of the
French Revolution. He has two
weapons, with the motion to table, and
can use either one.

Mr. President, I have not given up
hope because of the bad shape we are
in on this bill parliamentarily. This bill
is so bad that a little help to stir con-
science in the minds of the American
people will stop it somewhere along the
line. It should not, and must not, pass.
If the American people knew enough
about it, they would, like the French at
Verdun, say, “They shall not pass.”

Far from being what some columnists
have called us, soreheads, I want to say
it has been the highest privilege in my
life for me to participate in the debate
on the side of those who have given
so much. The other day I mentioned
the Senators from Tennessee. I think
of the formation of the Republic of
Texas, led by two Tennesseans, Davy
Crockett and Sam Houston, one of whom
perished at the Alamo, and the other
of whom helped to bring Texas into the
Union.

The present two great Tennesseans in
the BSenate [Mr. KerFauverR and Mr.
Gorel have given leadership to the
whole Nation in this fight just as the
two former Tennesseans gave leader-
ship to a struggling province of Texas
that became a great independent re-
public and then a great State.

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield myself
3 more minutes.

The great Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsg] has covered himself with more
glory in this debate and more credit than
anything else with regard to it than I
have seen him do in the more than 5
years I have been in the Senate.

It has been a privilege for me to work
with men who have brought to this fight
great legislative experience and great
accomplishments. I include too Senator
Dovuegras, of Illineis, and Senator MoRsE,
of Oregon, both university professors, one
a former dean of a law school, both
authors of books, both with distin-
guished records before they came to the
Senate.

I also include Senator GRUENING, of
Alaska. It has been a great privilege to
be associated in this fight with both
Senators from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT
and Mr. GrueniNGg]l. I was the first
Senator from Texas who ever advocated
Alaskan statehood. I am prouder than
ever of having done that now that
Alaska has furnished two of the group of
Senators who are fighting for the inter-
ests of the people of the country.

Senator GrRUENING, Who wrote a book
about Mexico that is still accepted by
the State Department as the most au-
thoritative work on Mexico written by a
Norte Americano, was for 13 years Gov-
ernor of Alaska, and was publisher of a
news magazine in New York before that.
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These Senators and the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] have brought
to this body proven and great ability.

We have had in the Senate hefore,
members of the fair sex, but none before
stood for 4% hours in the toughest kind
of defense, or with greater parliamen-
tary skill, which distressed some Sena-
tors when they could not run over her
with parliamentary maneuvers. She
proved that parliamentarily she can hold
her own with the best of them.

Here is the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Burpick], from the
great Northwest, a State adjoining the
State of Burton K. Wheeler and Thomas
J. Walsh, who in this body held the line
against their own party to prevent the
giveaway of TVA and powersites in the
Northwest. He comes from a distin-
guished family and is the son of a dis-
tinguished father who served many years
in Congress.

There are others. It would doubtless
have been easier for the senior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral to vote
with the majority. He comes from a
great State with great cities, with great
aggregations of wealth, with corpora-
tions representing great stock ownership.
There were great pressures on him. I
want to commend him for standing up
and being counted on the side of the
people.

I want to pay tribute to other Sena-
tors who are not here at this time. The
able junior Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lone], an able son of an able
father, has been a tremendous fighter
against this monopoly giveaway. If
the other side just knew the feeling of
the people, they would know we should
not be called soreheads or be referred to
as taking a martyr’s role, because those
are not our feelings. Ours is the majority
opinion of the people of this country. I
am as confident of that as I have been
of any governmental or political fact in
my life.

Later I will offer an amendment to
take out this $1 billion-a-year sweetener
for the private monopoly, and see if they
want the bill passed. Let them stand up
and be counted on section 201(a)(6). I
hope they will stand up and be counted
for the people.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr, President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from North Dakota suspend
his request until the Senate can receive
a message from the House?

Mr. BURDICK. Yes.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 1005) to
amend section 10 and section 3 of the
Federal Reserve Act, and for other pur-
poses, with an amendment, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

HR.8874. An act to authorize certaln
banks to invest in corporations whose pur-

pose is to provide clerical services for them,
and for other purposes; and
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HR.12870. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1963, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their tifles and referred as
indicated:

HR.B874. An act to authorize certain
banks to invest in corporations whose pur-
pose is to provide clerical services for them,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

H.R.12870. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1963, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from North Dakota renew

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call may be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Smrre of Massachusetts in the chair).
Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from California? The Chair
hears none——

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inguiry. The Senate is not in
order, and I did not hear the request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California asked unani-
mous consent that further proceedings
under the quorum call be dispensed
with.

Mr. MORSE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is objection. The clerk will proceed with
the call of the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their

names:
[No. 174 Leg.]

Hart Morton
Hartke Mundt
Hickenlooper Muskie
Hickey Neuberger
Hin Pastore
Holland Pearson
Hruska Pell
Humphrey Prouty
Jackson Proxmire
Javits Randolph
Johnston Robertson
Jordan, N.C. Russell
Jordan, Idaho Saltonstall
Keating Scott
Eefauver Smathers
Kerr Smith, Mass.
Kuchel Smith, Maine
Lausche Sparkman
Long, Mo. Stennis
Long, Hawall Symington
Long, La. e
Magnuson Thurmond
Mansfle
MeCarthy Wiley
MeClellan Williams, N.J
McGee
McNamara Yarborough
Metcalf Young, N. Dak,
Miller Young, Ohio
Monroney
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SUPERB SPEECH BY PRESIDENT
EENNEDY

Mr. PROXMIRE., Mr. President, on
Monday night when the President ad-
dressed the Nation, he was confronted
with an extremely difficult decision and
a very rough problem. In my judgment,
he handled it perfeetly. I thought it was
a really great speech. I think he made
exactly the right decision when he chose
not to ask for a quick tax cut. I think
he was right because most of the indi-
cators suggested that the economy was
on the way up. In fact, only today we
have reports that industrial production
has reached an all-time new high. The
gross national product was reported a
couple of days ago as reaching the high-
est levels in our history. Personal in-
come is at an all-time high. Neverthe-
less, the President was, of course, correct
to give the quick tax eut proposal the
greatest consideration, because we do
have a nagging, serious, and tough prob-
lem of unemployment. There is no indi-
cation that the unemployment situation
will get much better. One of the best
aspects of the address by the President
of the United States, as noted this morn-
ing in the press, was the fact that it is
a rare occasion when an occupant of the
White House makes an economic speech
and does not claim that the situation is
perfect, that everybody is happy, and
that ours is the best of all possible worlds.

The speech on the economy was an
honest speech. The President recog-
nized that we are not doing as well as
we should do, that we should and must
do better. He made suggestions for leg-
islation which can greatly improve our
economy.

I was also greatly impressed by the
fact that the President has demonstrated
a real concern for saving money in the
operations of our Government. He
pointed to the fact that the Defense De-
partment intends to economize to the
extent of approximately $3 billion to $4
billion over the next few years. He is
deeply concerned that we operate on as
sound an economic basis as possible.

ECONOMIC EXPERT ATTACKS HIGH
INTEREST RATE DRAG ON ECON-
oMY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
reason I rise this affternoon is that the
Joint Economie Commitfee has heard
testimony on the state of the economy
from a very fine series of witnesses.
With some exceptions, the consisient
argument that is made to us is that the
rising trend of interest rates and the
tight present money situation are al-
ready putting the brakes on the economy.
As the Senator from Illinois in a eollo-
quy with me brought out some weeks ago,
one of the things that seemed fto be
forcing us into a tax cut was the mone-
tary policy adopted by the Federal Re-
serve Board, a policy of money tightness,
a policy of rising interest rates, and a
poliey of restricting the economy.

Yesterday one of the witnesses before
our Joint Economic Committee was Prof.
J. M. Culbertson, of the University of
Wisconsin, a professor of economics and
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commerce. In the course of his appear-
ance, Professor Culbertson said:

A policy of more drastic monetary restric-
tion, as has recently been urged upon us from
several quarters, surely would make matters
still worse, and might have quite disastrous
consequences.

He said:

The grip of the mystieal attachment to
high interest rates and deflation seems, de-
spite the clear lessons of that period, to
have reasserted itself with alarming force.
The grip of this dogma and the habitual
errors of Federal Reserve monetary policy
are the principal impediments to the re-
achievement of full prosperity in the U.S.
economy.

He went on to say—

The deflationary nature of recent mone-
tary policy: The confusion and obscurantism
that surrounds discussion of monetary pol-
icy may have concealed from many the fact
that—at least as I see the matter—monetary
policy in recent years has on balance been
deflationary, has been of such a nature as
to tend to produce just about the sort of
economic weakness that has, in fact, de-
veloped.

Further, he stated:

Would monetary restriction plus tax re-
ductlon produce prosperity? BSinee our
present situation seems to lmpose upon us
a conflict between policy objectives, it is now
commonly suggested that we, In effect, mount
our charge and ride off in both directions,
that we malntaln our restrictive monetary
policy—or go further and set about to raise
interest rates—in deference to our balance-
of-payments disequilibrium while reducing
taxes in the hope that this will improve
employment.

Professor Culbertson said that would
not work. It would be very bad eco-
nomic policy and extremely unwise.

In conclusion he recommended as
follows:

The Federal Reserve must immediately
cease its moratorium on monetary growth.
While I think that the rate of money in-
crease can and should be flexibly adjusted
about its normal value in response to changes
in economic conditions, a reasonable start-
ing polnt for policy now would seem to be
a presumption for an increase in money
supply on the order of a 4 or 5 percent annual
rate.

Until economic conditions strengthen, the
Treasury should severely limit its issue of
securities other than short term. It should
freely increase the economy’s supply of
liguidity instruments,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement by Professor Cul-

bertson be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

STATEMENT OF J. M, CULBERTSON, PROFESSOR
orF EcoNomics AND CoMMERCE, UNIVERSITY
oF WisconNsIN, BEFORE THE JOINT EcoNOMIC
COMMITTEE, AUGUST 14, 1962

I am happy to have an opportunity to ap-
pear before you today, because I belleve that
our country is now at a crucial turning point
in its economic policles. Continuation of
the policies of the recent past will most likely
lead to perpetuation of economic weakness
and high unemployment, with the erosion of
the prestige and economic and polifical
power of the United States that this would
entail. A policy of more drastic monetary

restriction, as has recently been urged upon
us from several quarters, surely would make
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matters still worse, and might have quite
disastrous consequences. What is requh'ed
to get the American economy once
moving toward full prosperity is nothlng
less than a total reorientation of the mone-
tary and debt management policies of the
Federal Reserve and the Treasury, coupled
‘with an economically stimulating fiscal
policy.

The Government evidently has been de-
terred from undertaking a thoroughgoing
program for full employment in part because
of the prevalent idea that this would be a
violation of international morality, that the
United States at this juncture owes it to
the world to give its balance-of-payments
position priority over domestic prosperity, to
desist from undertaking the policies that
would promote full employment, in a word,
to deflate. I believe that this is an entirely
erroneous and dangerous premise. There
are means of correcting balance-of-payments
disequilibrium other than protfracted defla-
tion of the income or prices of any country.
Students of such matters took it for granted
that the postwar international financial sys-
tem would explicitly avoid any such reliance
upon deflation. However, the emotional
gold standard thinking that wrought such
havoc upon the world in the 1920's and
1930's with its mystical attachment to high
interest rates and deflation seems, despite
the clear lessons of that period, to have re-
asserted itself with alarming force. The
grip of this dogma and the habitual errors
of Federal Reserve monetary policy are the
principal impediments to the reachievement
of full prosperity in the U.S. economy.

The present positilon of the economy:
Without undertaking any detailed review of
the present situation of the U.S. economy, let
me espouse the generally accepted interpre-
tation that the economy has for some years
had excessive unemployment of labor and
plant because total demands for final output
were insufficient to buy our full-employment
output at stable prices, that business invest-
ment expenditures have falled to show the
growth that was expected and that our cir-
cumstances called for, and that the con-
tinued weakness of the economy is resulting
in revision of those optimistic expectations
and planning assumptions that underlay
people's economic decisions in prior years
and that were one of the foundations of our
successful economic performance. No eco-
nomie crisis or collapse seems Imminent, but
just as our earlier successes fed on them-
selves, so fallure could begin to feed on it-
self, with consequences that no one could
predict with confidence. I agree with most
observers, I believe, in judging that with
continuation of present Government policies
a spontaneous generation by the economy of
expansive forces sufficient to move us
speedily back to full employment seems be-
yond the range of reasonable probabilities,

The deflationary nature of recent mone-
tary policy: The confusion and obscurantism
that surrounds discussion of monetary policy
may have concealed from many the fact
that—at least as I see the matter—monetary
policy in recent years has on balance been
deflationary, has been of such a nature as
to tend to produce just about the sort of
economic weakness that has, in fact, de-
veloped. As we moved from the early post-
war years to more normal conditions, as peo-
ple’s redundant balances of cash and liquid
assets were used up and their urgent spend-
ing needs filled, we should expect that a
more rapid rate of increase in the money
supply would be required to sustain total
expenditures at the full-employment growth
rate. What we have had is just the opposite.
after increasing at an average rate of about
21 percent from the end of 1950 through
mid-1959, the money supply has shown vir-
tually no net increase in the past 3 years
(about one-half of 1 percent per year). Dur-
ing the past half year, in which our eco-
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nomiec hopes have withered so rapidly, the
money supply also showed no increase.

The economy is a very complex and inter-
related behavioral system and I am sure that
the absence of monetary growth is not the
sole explanation of the short-fall of our
growth in national product. I am quite per-
suaded, however, that it was an important
contributing factor. Given all of the sur-
rounding circumstances, including the lim-
ited intemsity of spending desires, such
restrictive money behavior surely was not
conducive to expansion of total expenditures
at the full employment rate, and may have
been enough of an impediment to preclude
it.

The people of the Federal Reserve are a
most public-spirited group and their failure
is not due to any nefarious intentions but,
I take it, to misguided conception of the
objectives and guides of monetary policy.
They tend to think of themselves as con-
trolling credit conditions, rather than gov-
erning the Nation’s money supply. They
seem to have some conception of the normal
or proper “credit conditions" or “degree of
credit restraint” that ought to prevail in the
economy, and this they take it as their prov-
ince to enforce. Some of their statements
suggest a curious fear of “sloppy money,” of
money market conditions easier than they
take to be normal and proper. Therefore,
when the economy weakens, when demands
for credit fall off, interest rates naturally
decline, and banks insist upon having a more
liquid balance sheet, the Federal Reserve
frequently succumbs to the temptation to
offset this by limiting the volume of bank
reserves, thus causing the money supply to
stop growing or to decline. This approach
is inherently destabilizing, since under it
the money supply tends to grow most rapid-
1y when the economy is strongest ard to level
off or decline when it is weak. This pre-
oceupation with credit conditions to the ex-
clusion of money has characterized the Fed-
eral Reserve since its inception, and its cur-
rent theory seems to be a modern descendant
of an ancient fallacy of banking theory
known £s the “commerial loan theory of
banking' or the “real bills doctrine.”

Another element in the interpretative
muddle over monetary policy is the meaning
ascribed to changes in the amount of com-
mercial bank time deposits, which have been
increasing very rapidly recently. The Fed-
eral Reserve seems to hold that changes in
time deposits have about the same effect on
the economy as do changes in demand de-
posits or the money supply, in which case its
record is not so restrictive as it otherwise
appears. For reasons that are rather ab-
struse, I think that this is an erroneous
interpretation. Time deposits, which bear
interest and are not means of payment, and
which arise out of the demands of the hold-
ers, seem to play a fundamentally different
role in the economy than money and are best
treated as similar not to money but to other
liguid assets. It is relevant to observe that
the rapid increases in time deposits since
early 1960 and the extraordinarily rapid in-
creases early this year had no noticeable
effect in strengthening the economic situa-
tion.

Since ligquld assets, although not identical
in their impact upon the economy with
money, are a significant variable that the
Government through debt management pol-
icy does influence, it is useful to observe
that on a liquld asset criterion also, Gov-
ernment finaneial policy has been restric-
tive. The ratio of money supply plus liquid
assets to current GNP now is lower than it
was earlier in the decade, and the ratio if
computed against full employment GNP
would be lower still.

In short, on any reasonable criterion, the
Federal Reserve, exercising the Government's
power to regulate the Nation's money supply,
has done so In a manner that discouraged
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full employment, if it did not make it
impossible.

Debt management policy and Federal Re-
serve “nudging”: A great deal of publicity
has been given to Federal Reserve open-
market purchases of Government securities
other than short-term as a force for reducing
long-term interest rates and contributing to
economic expansion. In truth, an effective
policy of reducing the volume of long-term
Government securities in the hands of the
public and increasing the volume of short-
terms can be a useful part of an overall
policy program to promote economic ex-
pansion. It increases the liquidity of the
publie, tends to reduce interest rates in the
capital markets where the most interest-
sensitive private borrowing is done, by main-
talning yields on liquid short-term debt
provides incentives for people to avoid hoard-
ing cash, and since international mobility
of funds is greater in the short-term area
it somewhat aids the balance of payments
position.

The erucial fact to have in mind regarding
such a policy is that it has not been under-
taken during the past year and a half. On
the contrary, the Treasury has been more
active in drawing funds from the intermedi-
ate and long-term capital markets than
during most of the earlier postwar period.
The highly touted Federal Reserve purchases
of securities other than short-term did noth-
ing more than buy back a part of the
flliquid debt that the Treasury was selling.
To argue that selling two bonds with one
hand and buying one of them back with the
other hand would raise bond prices has al-
ways seemed to me rather silly, and I see
nothing in recent experience that requires a
change in that view.

Actually to increase the volume of liguid
short-term Government securities outstand-
ing and limit or reduce the volume of long-
term securities would have some favorable
effect upon domestic economic developments
and the balance of payments. Such actions
should be a part of a total Government pro-
gram to achieve full employment. Obwvi-
ously, the major responsibility for such a
program must fall upon the Treasury, since
its financing operations dwar! Federal Re-
serve operations in Government securities,
and it is futile and confusing to have the
Treasury and the Federal Reserve busily en-
gaged In offsetting one another’'s actions.
However, the Treasury has not followed such
a pollcy in the past, and I have heard mo
intimations that it intends to do eo in the
future. It again entered the long-term mar-
ket within recent weeks. In the debt man-
agement, as well as monetary, area what we
need is a complete reorientation of policy.

I think it Important to observe that our
present economic weakness does not seem
to be episodle or temporary, but rather ap-
pears as a continued tendency toward insuf-
ficient dollar demands for the final output
of our economy. Thus, it Is just the sort
of condition that we should expect to be
produced by monetary and debt management
policies that were over a perlod of time stead-
ily too restrictive. By the same token, we
evidently should assume that what the econ-
omy will be needing is not a temporary, one-
shot upward push, but rather the continued
maintenance of an environment more con-
ducive to economie expansion. For this pur-
pose, fiscal policy is evidently not a fully
satisfactory answer. If large Government
deficits had to be expected to persist over
a considerable period of years, even the most
enthusiastic admirer of fiscal policy must re-
gard the prospect as something of an em-
barrassment, and as limiting the economic
efficacy and political attainability of the re-
quired policy. On the other hand, placing
under the economy a foundation of money
and liguid assets consistent with full em-
ployment levels of expenditures will help not
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only to bring the economy to full employ-
ment, but to maintain it there indefinitely
thereafter without problems or embarrass-
ments. In attacking protracted conditions
of excess or deficlency of total demands, stock
adjustments through monetary policy, and
in a secondary role debt management policy,
are immensely more suitable than flow ad-
justments through fiscal policy.

For these reasons, it seems to me that a
reconstruction of our monetary and debt
management policles presently must be the
foundation of an effective policy for full
employment. We have very little experience
with such a constructive venture, and I am
sure that we cannot hope to achieve policy
actions precisely optimal in timing and de-
gree. But I am nevertheless confident that
we shall greatly improve our fortunes if we
stop pushing in the wrong direction and turn
around and begin pushing in the right direc-
tion. The amount of ammunition potential-
1y avallable to monetary and debt manage-
ment policies is, in relation to conceivable
needs, virtually unlimited. I see no reason
whatever to fear that we cannot keep the
demands for the output of our economy on

. the average over periods of years within the
zone consistent with acceptable full employ-
ment and price stabillty. Puture failures,
like past fallures, will result not from any
flaw In the basic logic of the market econ-
omy, but from the failure of Government to
make effective use of its inherent powers
over the money supply, the Government debt,
and the Government fiscal position.

Would monetary restriction plus tax re-
duction produce prosperity? Since our
present situation seems to impose upon us
a conflict between policy objectives, it is
now commonly suggested that we, in effect,
mount our charger and ride off in both
directions, that we maintain our restrictive
monetary policy—or go further and set
about to raise interest rates—in deference to
our balance of payments disequillbrium
while reducing taxes in the hope that this
will improve employment. The chances
that such a program would bring us to full
employment seem to me extremely small,
and the chances that it would lead us to an
intolerable plight seem rather substantial.
I think that the implications of any effort
through Federal Reserve policy to raise U.S.
interest rates are mnot widely appreciated.

One reason for this is the difference be-
tween the financial system of the United
States and those of some other countries, in
many of which interest-rate manipulation
seems to be carried on without any drastic ef-
fect upon domestic Investment and economic
activity. In many other countries, capital
markets are extensively regulated and domi-
nated by formal or informal credit rationing.
Interest rates are administered prices not
closely related to true supply and demand.
Thus, the central bank may be able to raise
its discount rate and induce an administered
increase in other interest rates, while credit
rationing is sufficiently eased that total
domestic investment is virtually unhurt.

In the United States, we are in precisely
the extreme opposite situation. We have
built up a system of free credit markets that
are, I think, unparalleled in their integration
and responsiveness to supply and demand
forces. The Federal Reserve has no magic
wand that it can wave at these markets
in order to raise interest rates without af-
fecting investment. If it were to seek to
raise interest rates above present levels, it
could do this only by enforcing a liguidation
of money and bank credit, by reducing bank
reserves and the money supply. The econo-
my would suffer not only the direct effects of
the reduction in the volume of bank credit,
which would be transmitted throughout
credit markets, but also the persisting ef-
fects of the smaller money supply, which
would be a continued drag on the economy
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until it was again increased or until incomes
were reduced to conform to it.

Those who propose that we take the great
risks that such a policy of monetary con-
traction would entail for our economy in
order to achieve an adjustment in the flow
of international funds into New York, one
that might be generously appralsed as
amounting to something on the order of
one-tenth of 1 percent of our gross na-
tional product, could hardly be further from
the domain of reasonable policy suggestions.
This would be a case not of the tail wagging
the dog, but of the tail of the flea on the dog
wagging the dog. '

As a means of calling to your attention
the lessons of an episode so closely parallel
to our present situation that I am surprised
that it is not more commonly referred to, I
am moved to quote from the argument that
Keynes made in “The Economic Conse-
quences of Mr. Churchill” in opposition to
England’s ultimately catastrophic defense
through deflation of its overvalued pound
during the 1920’s: “Credit restriction is an
incredibly powerful instrument, and even a
little of it goes a long way—especially in
cireumstances where the opposite course
is called for." .

I appreciate that on economists' simplify-
ing assumptions there is no combination of
restrictive monetary policy and other adverse
circumstances so bad but that it could be
offset by a Government deficit sufficiently
large. But practical policy appraisals must
take account of the fact that many business-
men and other people feel in their bones that
large and prolonged Government deficits are
improper, and thus will respond negatively
to them both in thelr economic and political
behavior. Even if it made sense to try,
which it surely does not, I doubt that fiscal
policy could enlarge the Government deficit
in the near future fast enough, far enough,
and long enough to bring us to full employ-
ment in the face of a deflationary monetary
policy. Much more likely, we should find
ourselves at the end of another year with
an even weaker economy, a very large deficit,
shattered confidence, and-—since we should
erroneously feel that policy had already done
what it could—at a loss as to where to turn
next.

Is “a little deflation” a tenable policy?
Even those gentleman who feel most piously
that a little deflation is good for a Nation's
efficiency and moral fiber do not propose that
we should be given more than a modest dose
of it. This is anomalous, to begin with, for
if our balance of payments problem is purely
temporary, deflation is not necessary or called
for by any reasonable rules of the game,
while if our payments deficit reflects funda-
mental disequilibrium there is no reason to
expect that a couple more years of moderate
deflation of income and of high unemploy-
ment would solve the problem.

Beyond this, however, a little deflation may
be a most touchy and uncertain thing to
manage. On economists’ blackboards, econ-
omies are docile creatures that sit politely in
one equilibrium position until they are asked
to move over to another. But actual econ-
omies show none of this tractability, but be-
have llke the wunruly and unpredictable
creatures whose affairs they organize, basing
today's actions on yesterday's experience,
suffering sometimes from an excess of animal
optimism and then excesslvely abandoning
falth, naively extending current trends into
the future. All economic decisions rest upon
a framework of planning assumptions as to
the nature and future of the economy, which
themselves rest upon an interpretation of the
meaning of past economic experience. So
long as experience remains within usual
bounds and these planning assumptions are
not overturned, behavior may be reasonably
predictable. But if an extended period of
defiation forces people to a reinterpretation
of the future of the economy and a new set
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of planning assumptions, no one can pre-
tend to predict with any confidence how they
will behave and what the consequences will
be. However, we can expect that failure
would tend to breed failure, and that the
further deflation goes the more difficult it
would become to correct it and the more un-
predictable the environment in which policy
would have to operate.

We must keep in mind, also, that the cost
of deflation goes far beyond that real output
that might have been consumed but was not.
Indeed, that may be the least part of it. The
heavy, and perhaps unbearable cost is the
loss of prestige of the Nation, and of the sys-
tem of the free economy, the uneconomiec
habits of make work and job sharing that
then persist on, the loss of the sense of
achievement and pride, the turning to
flliberal and extreme political doctrines, the
impulse to international irresponsibility.
We have known these things well enough in
the past. We see incipient signs of some of
them now. With a few years of yet higher
unemployment, the c¢rop would grow
rapidly.

These are the costs of deflation that the
United States cannot afford if it is to meet
the enormous challenge of leading the free
world through a successful competitive strug-
gle for survival. These are the most com-
pelling reasons why a continuation of defla-
tionary policles ought to be entirely outside
the bounds of consideration. We have had
too much unemployment and paid too dear
a price already.

Soundness versus realism in stabilization
policy: There has always been an approach
to economic policy that is more psychological
or emotional than logical in character, that
judges policies not in terms of their prob-
able effects but of their absolute soundness,
and that tends to see soundness and moral
virtue mainly in policies that are deflation-
ary in effect. This ideology gained an un-
usual ascendancy in this country in the
latter 1820's and had much to do with caus-
ing our great depression to be what it was.
The policies of soundness were then consist-
ently applied. We raised taxes sharply in
1932. The Treasury burdened the bond
market with a very large volume of issues
while permitting a shortage of liguid short-
term debt to develop. And the Federal Re-
serve in 1931 with catastrophic effect applied
a large dose of credit restriction to cure a
speculative outflow of gold. Each of these
policies was applauded as eminently correct
by adherents of the soundness approach, but
very little applauding was being done by any-
one a few years later when the country was
enjoying their full effects.

With the eventual development of pros-
perity and the dimming of these memories,
the soundness doctrine seems to have arisen
again. Again, it sees soundness exclusively
in policies that are deflationary: defend the
dollar by economic restriction, accept the
discipline of the balance of payments, fund
the Government debt, do not force credit
upon the economy and avoid sloppy money,
balance the budget in bad times as well as

good.

It is difficult to see policy discussion in
perspective without recognizing the exist-
ence, the historical lineage, and the essen-
tially emotional basis of the soundness ap-
proach, One dimension of policy controversy
involves whether we shall approach matters
in a businesslike and pragmatic way, realls-
tically appraising the probable effects of al-
ternative policies, or whether we shall invoke
an emotional formula that sees moral virtue
in policies that lead to deflation.

Does international cooperation require
U.S. deflation? The free world does need an
orderly system of international trade and
finance. If a U.S. policy of continued de-
flation of incomes and high unemployment
were the only way that such a system could
be maintained, doubtless we should be will-
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ing to make the sacrifice, and the free world
would be willing to suffer the resulting im-
pairment of our capacity for leadership.

Actually, the situation seems to be quite
the reverse of this. The rules of the game
that would call for U.S. deflation are an un-
reasonable and illogical set. Solidifying
them will only multiply the damage that
they will do before they are, as ultimately
they must be, discarded. Rather than in-
voking archaic formulas for deflation, the
United States should be contributing imagi-
native and creative leadership to the devel-
opment of an international financial system
that will make sense and will prove viable
in the long run, Our fulfillment of this
responsibility recently seems to be somewhat
wanting.

Let us consider the essential elements in
our problems. We assume that the deficit in
our balance of payments and the correspond-
ing surpluses in the position of other coun-
tries may be of a fundamental and persistent
character, If they were taken to be purely
temporary and subject to reversal, the proper
course would be simply to let our gold flow
out, to reduce our liguid reserves. That is
what liquid reserves are for. If we lack the
courage ever to use them, they are of no
value to us.

If the disequilibrium in international pay-
ments appears to stem from fundamental
eauses, then there are six major types of
measures for correcting it: Devaluation of
the dollar, appreciation of the currencles of
countries experiencing balance-of-payments
surpluses, tightening of U.S. trade restric-
tlons and controls on capital export, easing
of the trade restrictions and capital controls
of countries experiencing surpluses, restric-
tlon of incomes and reduction of wages and
prices in the United States, expansion of
incomes or increases in wages and prices in
surplus countries,

Having excluded U.S, deflation as a way of
correcting the disequilibrium, let us tenta-
tively make three more exclusions. Leading
surplus countries are not in a positien
sharply to increase their domestic incomes
and expenditures without causing inflation,
and a burden to inflate ought also to be ex-
cluded from our rules of the game. US.
devaluation is a step to be avoided, if this
can be done without deflation, because of the
status of the dollar as the leading interna-
tional reserve currency, as the pivot of the
international finaneial system. Finally, we
are reluctant to impose trade and exchange
restrictions, as that goes against the trend
toward liberalization that we have fostered.

Still this does not leave us without re-
sources to correct disequillbrium. Logle re-
quires that if the dollar is the center of the
universe and cannot be devalued or its access
or use restricted, then the adjustment must
be made on the other end. If we can make
no adjustments to combat payments deficit
because we are the center of the universe,
then the planets must adjust to us. If we
cannot impose trade restrictions, then other
nations must ease thelr import restrictlons
and export subsidies sufficiently to restore
equilibrium to the system. If we cannot
tighten capital restrictions, then others can
achieve the same effect by easing theirs. If
we cannot devalue, then surplus countries
can Increase the walues of their currency in
relation to the dollar. To achleve such ad-
justments will not be an easy political
task, for not only the existing system but
the gold standard In practice had a defla-
tionary bias in that surplus countries were
disposed to avold adjustments, putting the
full burden on the deficit countries. But the
logic of the system requires this approach.
If the surplus countries will not so behave
as to keep the system in equilibrium, then
the key currency countries when in deficit
must be expected to devalue, or to impose
trade and exchange restrictions.
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In the absence of this, the system would
impose a systematic burden of deflation on
the key currency countries. If other coun-
tries when they have a deficlt can devalue
against the key currency countries and can
impose trade and capital restrictions, and
then can neglect to make any adjustment
when they have a surplus, obviously the
cumulative effect of these actions must be
offset by deflation in the key currency
country. Such a system surely is not going
to work, and the sooner the issues are faced,
the better.

It has not been past practice for surplus
nations and those in a balanced position
to assume responsibility for making adjust-
ments to bring the system and the position
of the key currency into balance. The United
States has at times In the past been a very
bad offender in this regard. However, it is
only through this means that a more drastic
reform can be avoided. If such a recrienta-
tion of the system is to be achieved, this
can be done only through forceful U.S. lead-
ership. In recent statements by U.S. policy-
makers, I do not see a recognition of the
necessary for this. Rather, they seem to
have aequieseed in and supported the asym-
metry and illegic of past arrangements by
proclaiming that the major responsibility
for correction of the U.S. balance-of-pay-
ment deficit lay with ourselves. A reorien-
tation of the U.S. Government position on
this matter seems Indispensable to any
constructive policy program. g

Towards a viable international financial
system: The immediate problem of correct-
ing the disequilibrium in the International
financial balance, in which the United
Btates finds itself on the deficit end, should
be regarded not as a unique incident—one
in the correction of which we ask other
countries to do an unreasonable favor for
us—but rather as a step in the building of
an international financial system that is
viable, that will stand the tests of the fu-
ture. A system imposing a burden of defla-
tion on key currency countries will not do so,

More broadly, we should see our present
position not as one of defense of a finished
and satisfactory International financial sys-
tem, but rather as a stage in a process of ex-
perimentation and development. The sys-
tem built up sinoe the war, a system in
which many experts always have seen grave
defects, is only now being tested in the sort
of open international financlal interchange
that we expect to maintain in the future.
We must be ready pragmatically to assess
the lessons of that experience and to revise
the system on the basis of it. What is
needed is imaginative leadership in economic
architecture, and not resolutions to do or
die for the institutions that now exist.

In this connection, it is essential to keep
in mind that not only is our present inter-
national finaneial system in some respects
anomalous and defective, but that we have
never had a system that was satisfactory.
Enough time has now elapsed since its fail-
ure and ultimate collapse that some people
seem to take the gold standard of the 1920's
as a proper guidepost for our future develop-
ment. However, it was not so regarded when
the experience was fresher. Some of our
difficulties stem from the fact that the well-
recognized flaws of the gold standard have
been built into the system with which we are
now working: the instability of the gold ex-
change standard, the disruptive influence of
unregulated short-term capital movements,
the excessive rigidity of exchange rates, the
asymmetry of the system and the deflation-
ary burden that it somefimes implies.

Thus, it behooves us to keep our minds
open to the possibility that experience will
indicate the necessity for substantial changes
in the present system along the several di-
mensfons that past discussion has clearly de-
lineated, principally (1) greater flexibility
of exchange rates as a way of maintaining
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payments balance, (2) further international-
ization of the responsibility for management
of the International money, to limit the
instability of the key currency system and
the burdens that it sometimes imposes upon
the key currency countries, and (3) regula-
tion or better considered rules of the game
for international capital movements.

Since this last point Is a fundamental one
perhaps neglected in recent discussion and
quite relevant to the present problem of the
United States, let me make a point regarding
it. I do not have at hand any suggested
set of rules of the game for international
movements of private capital in the modern
world, but I am very doubtful that the situ-
tion of laissez falre now evidently taken
as the goal of pollcy development makes any
gense. I think that this whole matter needs
a fundamental rethinking. Consider these
points:

1. It has long been recognized that short-
term speculative International capital move-
ments are a disruptive force ordinarily
lacking economic function. Since Improved
communications have brought nations closer
together, they are likely to prove more trou-
blesome in the future than in earlier times.
Seme things have been done to lmit and
offset these, but very likely not enough.
Interestingly, much current discussion takes
it for granfed that in determining U.S.
domestic policies for full employment we
should avoid doing anything that would
offend the ideas or the prejudices of the
currency speculators. -

2. Recent experience has illustrated the
systematic tendency for capital to escape
from a country experiencing recession, where
interest rates are down and Investment pros-
pects temporarily unattractive, to a country
with a boom, where the opposite conditions
prevail. Obviously, this is destabilizing to
both countries,

3. A general system of free international
movement of capital implies equal freedom
and equal development of the domestic
capital markets of the wvarious mnations.
Otherwise, the nation with the freest and
best developed capital market becomes the
dumping ground for issues that are excluded
from or cannot be serviced in thelr homa
market. Since many nations now evidently
do not intend to have free domestic capital
markets, 1t is not reasonable to require that
those that do have them permit capital out-
flows arising out of this discrepancy.

4, Long-term international private capital
movements in the modern world have politi-
cal implications different from those of the
last century in at least two respects: (a) In
the ideological struggle for survival that now
dominates the world, in which growth in
economic strength is crucial, a nation may
not be able to ignore the coat to its own eco-
nomic growth and standard of living that
results from the export of its capital. (b)
Private investment abroad often damages the
lending country in international polltical
terms because of suspected “imperialism,”
because the investments arouse antagonism
among inhabitants and lend fuel to anti-
democratic forces, because the government
of the lender later feels impelled to defend
the Investments against expropriation at
politieal cost to itself, and so forth. In this
political environment, to pretend that inter-
national capital movements are purely a
matter of private concern may turn out to
be a costly oversight. In considering what
are reasonable rules of the game for eapital
movements, we should perhaps be doing
more looking ahead and less looking back-
ward.

Ap for U.8. policy this year: Since
it may be useful for discussion and for eval-
uation of the actions fhat the Government
does finally take this year to have some con-
crete suggestions as to a course of action,
let me outline a set of policies that I think
would lay the groundwork for a prompt
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movement of the U.S. economy toward full
employment.

I should emphasize the importance of be-
ginning constructive policy actions imme-
diately, The present position of the U.S.
economy is such that the prevalent forecast
of a recession next year is not at all im-
plausible. A recession, once permitted to
begin, has a momentum of its own that
precludes its immediate correction. If re-
cession is permitted to get underway, the
timetable of possible progress toward full
prosperity in this country may be set back
by a full year, and this even if one makes the
most optimistic assumption regarding the
resulting deterioration of people’s expecta-
tions and planning assumptions. If, as I
think may be quite possible, the prompt and
careful application of more stimulative
Government policies can prevent our turn-
ing around that corner to recession, this
will be immensely advantageous to us.

My program for prosperity has five points:

1. Every effort must continue to be made
to restrain increases in wage rates and to
‘discourage unreasonable increases in admin-
istered prices. In the present setting of
policy, larger wage increases will almost
certain!v have to mean larger unemployment
in the short run and other unattractive ad-
justments in the longer run.

2. The Federal Reserve must immediately
cease its moratorium on monetary growth.
While I think that the rate of money in-
crease can and should be flexibly adjusted
about its normal value in response to
changes in economic conditions, a reasonable
starting point for policy now would seem
to be a presumption for an increase in
money supply on the order of a 4 or 5 per-
cent annual rate.

3. Until economic conditions strengthen,
the Treasury should severely limit its issue of
securities other than short term. It should
freely increase the economy's supply of
liguidity instruments.

4, I belleve that a moderate tax reduction
this year would be a wise policy. Because
our limited abilities at economic forecasting
create the need for flexibility of policy, the
President’s proposal that he be given lim-
ited power to change tax rates for economic
stabilization reasons also should be passed
this year.

5. Further revision of the tax system to
encourage business investment, as through
the investment credit proposal, also seems
desirable.

If it uses its prineipal powers thus in a
coordinated way, rather than using some of
them to oppose others, I am confident that
the Government has ample ammunition to
prevent accumulation of either deflationary
deficlency or Inflationary excess of total de-
mands. We surely shall not be able to
manage these powers perfectly and get ex-
actly what we want in every year, but I
think it is extremely important to be able
to feel that our system of policy use will
never permit the economy to get very wide
of the mark, to again get really out of hand.

Achievement of progress toward full pros-
perity in the United States doubtless in the
short run will act to aggravate the balance-
of-payments deficlt, although some forces
will work in the opposite direction. Nothing
will retain and draw capital to the United
States like prosperity and the attractive
yields that it entails. The high levels of in-
vestment by which it is hoped that our pro-
ductive efficiency may be increased and the
payments position improved in the longer
run can hardly be conceived as occurring
except in a prosperous economy. However,
any weakening of the balance of payments
that occurs as a result of prosperity without
price inflation need mot, I think, be feared.
We have resources that, if properly used,
are sufficient to ride through the period. In-
deed, concealing the nature of the world's
payments disequilibrium by continued U.S.
stagnation will make it more, rather than
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less, difficult to get a proper diagnosis and
the action that is required to correct the
matter.

Many devices available to U.S. policy to
improve its balance of payments have been
dealt with in fruitful discussions before this
committee, and many are embodied in the
Government’s program. I should like only
to mention several measures on which I
should put more stress than they ordinarily
receive:

1. The United States should lead an inter-
national reconsideration of the rules of the
game of our international financial system
with a view to relieving the deflationary
burden on key currency countries by pri-
mary assumption of responsibility for ad-
justments by surplus nations, thus mutual-
izing the responsibility for maintaining the
present dollar parity as the focal point of
the system.

2. Abolish the gold reserve requirement for
Federal Reserve notes and deposits and stand
ready to effect some additional redistribu-
tion of the large gold stock still held by the
United States.

3. Insofar as their prosperity and income
levels make it appropriate, uregs assumption
by other nations of a larger share of the
defense and foreign ald costs now borne by
the United States on behalf of the free
world.

4, Develop a Government program to speed
the rate of improvement in efiiciency of
U.S. business by selected applied and tech-
nological research and informational and
educational services.

5. Stimulate exports through tax advan-
tages or other such means insofar as this is
consistent with what other natlons are do-
ing.

6. So far as practicable under the develop-
ing rules of the game, discourage the export
of U.S. capital where it does not offer any
net advantage to the Nation and the free
world, especlally speculative flows, move-
ments stemming from our temporary stagna-
tion and unattractive yields, flows arising
out of the restrictions existing in foreign
capital markets, etc.

7. Proceed with a continuous reevaluation
of the logic and workability of the inter-
national financial system, drawing from this
guidance as to the direction in which to
move in solving the shortrun problems that
arise.

8. Last, but perhaps most important, seize
every opportunity to spread understanding
that wage increases must be confined to
bounds consistent with price stability and
maintenance of reasonable profits, and that
the structure of wages must not be deprived
of all equity and reason by the exactions of
groups with superior power or inferior
conscience.

I should be quite hopeful that a comhbina-
tion of policy measures such as this could
put us a year from now In a position to feel
that the U.S. economy was once again
moving toward the kind of record that we
could take as a source of pride and other
nations as an example, On the other hand,
I am no less fearful that without such con-
structive application of policy, we could
quite possibly find ourselves a year from now
in a position that had deteriorated to a sur-
prising degree.

CONGRESS AND PRESIDENT MUST
INSIST ON REGAINING CONTROL
OF INTEREST RATES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of Senators to the
fact that there is pending in the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency a bill
that would provide that the term of the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
should be the same as that of the Presi-
dent of the United States, and that his

August 15

appointment should be subject to Presi-
dential appointment when the new
President reaches office. As Marriner
Eccles, former Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, said to us only a few
minutes ago at the meeting of the Joint
Economic Committee, one of the worst
aspects of our economic policy is that
the President has no real control over
the most important economie policy
instrument in our arsenal; namely,
monetary policy. The President cannot
when he first assumes office appoint the
head of the Federal Reserve Board, and
as a result it is very difficult for him to
influence monetary policy, or interest
rates.

Yesterday the vice president of the
Harris Bank in Chicago, a distinguished
and successful banker, appeared before
the Joint Economic Committee and
criticized the Federal Reserve policy on
exactly the same grounds and argued

- that money was too tight and interest

rates were too high.
He said:

All economic declines were preceded by
monetary restriction, i.e., reduced growth
in the money supply, thereby supporting.
the argument that monetary restriction leads
to less spending.

All recoveries were preceded by monetary
ease, 1.e,, increased monetary growth, thereby
supporting the argument that monetary ex-
pansion leads to higher spending.

That statement by Mr. Beryl W.
Sprinkel, vice president and economist
of the Harris Trust & Savings Bank, is
also a fine statement. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed at this point
in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows: : f

EFFECTS OF MONETARY CHANGE AND SOME
IMPLICATIONS FOR MoNETARY PoLicy

(Testimony presented to the Joint Economic
Committee, Congress of the United States,
August 14, 1962, by Beryl W. Sprinkel?
vice president and economist, Harris Trust
& Savings Bank, Chicago)

I. INTRODUCTION

There is general agreement among stu-
dents of money that monetary change is
capable of affecting total spending upon
goods and services. But the intensity of the
effect, the timing of the effect, and the chan-
nel through which monetary change works
remain in dispute. Since wages and prices
are not, and never have been, perfectly flexi-
ble, changes in total spending in turn affect
production and employment, in addition to
prices.

Students of money frequently disagree on
the appropriateness of a particular policy.
Disagreement stems elther from: (1) Dis-
agreement as to the effects of monetary
change, or (2) disagreement as to the social
desirability of a particular result. A care-
ful, dispassionate study of positive monetary
economics should be capable of eliminating
many disagreements of the first order, but
different value judgments will make inevi-
table disagreement as to the desirability of
a particular economic result.

Far too much time and talent has been
devoted to argument over theoretical niceties
of various monetary approaches and too little
time and effort devoted to testing alternative
theories against accumulated historical evi-
dence. Unless it can be established beyond

iThe views expressed are those of the
author and not necessarily the official pol«
icies of the Harris Trust & Savings Bank,
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reasonable doubt that monetary change does
affect economic activities in a predictable
fashion, it is meaningless to talk about a
monetary policy designed to facilitate
achievement of widely accepted social ob-
jectives such as high employment of re-
sources and price stability, since we cannot
know what monetary action should be taken
under particular circumstances.

I plan to present what I believe to be
some empirically supported results of the
effects of monetary change upon other eco-
nomic variables, discuss some of the im-
plications, and comment on some current
monetary policy debates.

II. EMPIRICAL STUDIES OF THE EFFECTS OF
MONETARY CHANGE

In the writer's opinion, the most careful
and exhaustive recent study of the effects of
monetary change has been conducted by
Prof. Milton Friedman and associates of the
University of Chicago. A study entitled
“The Relative Stability of Monetary Velocity
and the Investment Multiplier in the United
States, 1807-1858," by Professor Friedman
and Prof. David Meiselman, will shortly be
published by the Commission on Money and
Credit. That study contains the strongest
available evidence of the close and consistent
relation between the stock of money and in-
come and between changes in the stock of
money and income. The study supports the
view that the quantity of money matters
because: (1) Changes in the quantity of
money do result in substantial changes in
income, prices, and employment; (2) the
relationships between the gquantity of money
and other assets and income are relatively
stable and therefore, the effects of changes in
the stock of money are to a significant ex-
tent predictable; and finally (3) the quantity
of money can be controlled accurately within
narrow limits by monetary policy.

On a less sophisticated level than the
Friedman-Meiselman study, analysis of the
attached chart, relating monetary change to
U.S. business cycles since 1918, suggests the
following conclusions:

1. All economic declines were preceded by
monetary restriction; i.e., reduced growth in
the money supply, thereby supporting the
argument that monetary restriction leads to
less spending.

2. All recoveries were preceded by mone-
tary ease; le., increased monetary growth,
thereby supporting the argument that
monetary expansion leads to higher spend-
ing.

3. The time lead of monetary contraction
prior to declining economic activity is rela-
tively long, averaging about 18 months, but
is somewhat variable.

4, The time lead of monetary expansion
prior to rising economic activity is relatively
short, averaging about 9 months, but also
somewhat variable.

5. Although the relation is not perfect,
there is a noticeable correlation between the
severity of monetary change and the sub-
sequent change in ecomomic activity. For
example, the largest monetary contractions
coincided with the largest economic declines,
1921, 1929, and 1937 and the largest mone-
tary expansions accompanied the unusually
sharp rate of recovery following each of those
declines.

It is worth noting that the consistent
relation = between monetary change and
spending change is not unique to the United
States. I know of no foreign country that
suffered significant inflation that did not
experience a large growth in the gquantity
of money. Nor do I know of a country
suffering serious deflation that did not have
monetary contraction. Monetary change and
hence monetary policy can be a source for
great good or great evil. It cannot solve all
our economic problems such as encouraging
greater investment and hence higher eco-
nomic growth, or greater price flexibility, but
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it can and does exert important effects upon
total spending.
III, SOME POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Some of the policy implications that ap-
pear to follow from these empirical rela-
tions are:

1. Monetary change and hence monetary
policy is an extremely potent economic tool
capable of either increasing or decreasing
total spending. Excessive monetary growth
when the economy is fully employed can lead
to increased spending and inflation. Too lit-
tle money and liquidity is capable of reduc-
ing spending and initiating an economic
decline.

2. The use of monetary ease for inducing
expansion in total spending is not analogous
to pushing on a string but Is more nearly
analogous to pushing a ramrod. In fact,
monetary policy appears to work with a
shorter lag in inducing rising spending than
in causing reduced spending.

3. Large variability in monetary expan-
sion should be carefully avoided since busi-
ness fluctuations appear to be more closely
associated with the change in the monetary
growth than 'with the level of monetary
growth, On the whole, monetary policies
pursued since the accord compare very
favorably with those proceding 1951; first,
because monetary fluctuation has been less,
and second, those policies have been ac-
companied by lesser economic extremes such
as inflation and deflation.

4, Adapting monetary change to the cur-
rent economic trend may frequently prove
inadequate and destabilizing because of the
lag and variability in the eflect of monetary
change upon total spending. Until we un-
derstand more about the lagged responses,
we may be better served to maintain a fairly
stable rate of growth in the quantity of
money, approximately equal to the average
annual growth in the total economy. The
only feasible alternative is to base current
monetary actions upon predictions of future
economic change, since action taken today
will affect total spending at a later and partly
indeterminable date. Under certain condi-
tions, economic forecasts can be made with
a high degree of accuracy, but that is not
always the case. Although we can determine
the average lead between monetary change
and spending change, the average may not
apply to a particular instance. The Fried-
man-Meiselman study indicates the highest
correlation is achieved with a two-quarter
lag after monetary change.

IV. SOME COMMENTS ON CURRENT PROBLEMS

A. The state of the economy

The economy is currently expanding at
only a modest pace, at a level substantially
below full employment of resources and
there appears to be no slzable stimulus on
the near-term horizon, Consumer outlays
are high and rising but the recent Federal
Reserve Board survey of consumer plans
suggests it is unlikely that a substantial in-
crease will occur in this area over the balance
of the year. Business investment surveys
suggest modest further increases in capital
spending and construction contracts appear
large enough to sustain the present high
rate of construction. However, a further
rise in construction on the order that oc-
curred earller this year seems improbable.
Also Government spending may rise modestly
over the balance of the year.

Furthermore, weakness is now appearing
in those indicators which in the past fore-
shadowed a later economic decline. The
NBER indicators appearing in the July issue
of the U.S. Department of Commerce publi-
cation, Business Cycle Developments, were
mostly in a downtrend even though in many
cases they are not far from previous peaks.
No one can know if the current trend is
foreshadowing a recession within 6 to 9
months from now, but unless current trends
are shortly reversed, such an eventuality is
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a good possibility. In any event the possi-
bility of achieving full employment of labor
and capltal resources in that time period
appears remote.

B. Current policy debates

Under present conditions of a sluggish
economy and a balance-of-payments deficit,
it is frequently argued the solution lies in
an easy fiscal policy (large deficits) and a
tight monetary policy. It is felt that a large
deficit would stimulate the internal econ-
omy while a tight monetary policy would
raise interest rates, and reduce short-term
capital flows and gold drains. In other
words, monetary and fiscal policies are con-
sidered to be substitutes rather than comple-
ments. Although this idea is intriguing,
the assertion is not supported by the long-
term evidence., Total spending on income
has been in the past closely correlated with
the money supply regardless of whether the
monetary change came about through the
private or public sector of the economy. In-
come has been positively correlated with
monetary change, not the size of the Gov-
ernment deficit. Unless a Government defi-
cit is financed at least partly by new money,
which is possible only by an expansionary
monetary policy, it is unlikely to be a sub-
stantial and lasting stimulant to income.
Conversely, a budget surplus, unless ac-
companied by monetary restraint, will not
exert a strong brake on total spending. The
long-term record suggests monetary change
is both a necessary and sufficient condition
for bringing about a substantial change in
total spending. The data suggest that mone-
tary and fiscal policies can best be considered
complements and not substitutes. A policy
of substantial monetary restraint and tem-
porary fiscal ease is likely to generate shortly
a decline in total spending.

Several able observers of the U.S. economic
scene have recently argued ardently that
interest rates should now be raised in the
United States in order to make our interest
rates competitive with those abroad and
hence reduce short-term capital outflows and
the drain on the gold stock. I know of no
way for the Federal Reserve to raise internal
interest rates at present other than to pur-
sue a policy of monetary restraint, thereby
reducing reserves of the banking system.
This action would inevitably reduce assets
of the banking system by promoting loan
and investment liquidation, and conse-
quently, the stock of money would be con-
tracted. Although such action would prob-
ably ralse interest rates temporarily, it
would also induce decreased economic ac-
tivity unless we are to argue that the past
provides no guldance for the future. De-
clining economiec activity would be accom-
panied by lower demands for loans, and in-
terest rates would decline sharply, thereby
placing renewed pressure on the gold stock.
It is generally true that high interest rates
generated by rising demands for funds are
symbolic of a healthy economy, but it is not
true that high interest rates generated by
monetary restraint during a period of eco-
nomic slack will bring economic health.
Therefore, I emphatically reject a policy of
monetary restraint under present economic
conditions as a palliative for reducing our
balance-of-payments woes. The “cure”
might well be worse than the disease.

A partly analogous experience occurred
in 1931. In September of that year, Great
Britain went off the gold standard. Several
other countries followed and many more im-
posed exchange controls. In 2 months the
U.8. monetary gold stock dropped $703 mil-
lion to $4.29 billion or 14 percent. During
October the Federal Reserve of New York
raised the discount rate from 1!4 to 314
percent. Reserve balances of member banks
declined 17 percent from July 1921 to Febru-
ary 1932. As indicated on the preceding
chart, severe monetary contraction occurred
during that period. Higher interest rates
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were successful in halting the gold exodus,
but the resulting monetary contraction was
responsible in the opinion of many observ-
ers, including the author, for substantially
deepening and prolonging the great depres-
slon. Officially imposed higher interest rates
at the present time would run the serious
possibility of repeating the 1931 experience.

Fortunately, varlous measures taken in
recent years plus rising costs and prices
abroad are resulting in some current im-
provement in our balance of payments. If
the deficit nonetheless persists, there are
only five courses of action open to U.8. Gov-
ernment officlals: (1) Using reserves to buy
more time by permitting more gold to flow
out and if necessary borrowing reserves from
IMF or other lenders; (2) tightening money
and forcing a domestic deflation with its con-
sequent unemployment of resources; (8)
devalulng the dollar or permitting the ex-
change rate to float; (4) resorting to direct
controls such as restricting imports, restrict-
ing forelgn borrowing, restricting investment
abroad, subsidizing exports; and (5) cur-
talling foreign ald or other foreign expendi-
tures. Perhaps none of these actions is
pleasant to contemplate, but they represent
the only alternatives available. Of those,
probably the most costly in terms of employ-
ment, production and income would be in-
ternal deflation brought on by monetary
restriction.

A policy of monetary restraint is highly
appropriate during periods of excessive
spending and borrowing resulting in infla-
tion. Rising interest rates during a period
of rapidly rising demands perform the val-
uable function of rationing the limited sup-
ply of money. BSuch is not the case at pres-
ent nor does inflation promise to be a near-
term problem. A policy of monetary restraint
under present circumstances would probably
temporarily slow the gold exodus, as in 1931,
but only at the cost of significantly reducing
productive economlic activity.

ECONOMIST DOCUMENTS CONTEN-
TION THAT BALANCE OF PAY-
MENTS NO ALIBI FOR HIGH
INTEREST RATES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
there has been only one consistent ob-
jection to following a policy of monetary
ease. Economists appearing before our
committee cover the objection quite of-
ten. It would allegedly aggravate our
balance-of-payments problem. The ar-
gument is that interest rates should be
high so that capital would flow into our
country rather than out of the country.
That would be intended to correct our
balance-of-payments difficulty.

Mr. President, there have been very
few studies of the situation to determine
whether or not interest rates do in fact
play an important part in the interna-
tional balance of payments, but the
studies that have been made, including
those by the Federal Reserve Board and
others, indicate that the interest rates
do not play an important part in the
flow of capital. One of the most pro-
found studies has been made by Prof.
Philip W. Bell, professor of economics,
Haverford College, and it was presented
téo the Joint Economic Committee yester-

ay.

In the course of that study Profes-
sor Bell said:

Study of the components of the recorded
cutflow during those 2 years, and of move-
ments in the 3 years previous to that period—
what types of capital moved and where they
went—as well as of the timing of the var-
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fous movements in conjunction with the
timing of interest rate changes, does not sup-
port the hypothesis that U.S. short-term
capital has been moving in recent years pri-
marily, or even significantly in response to
changes in short-term interest rates.

I quote further:

In an interesting study of the movement
of such funds over the past few years, Robert
F. Gemmill of the Federal Reserve System
found that the amplitude of the fluctuations
about the trend from peak to trough in dol-
lar assets held by foreign commercial banks
and other private parties in recent years has
been between $600 million and $1 billion—

In other words, it is limited to a rela-
tively small amount of money—

suggesting that this is the maximum amount
of switching which may take place as a re-
sult of interest rate differentials or for other
reasons.

Mr, Gemmill further shows that two
other considerations probably swamped
the interest rate factor, even with this
small switch.

In other words, it does not amount to
anything like a billion dollars. It is a
minor consideration.

Under these circumstances, the argu-
ments of those who are advocating a tax
cut, even though we face a deficit, on the
alibi that this is necessary to protect the
international balance of payments, do
not stand up. The studies which have
been made indicate that this is not neces-
sary. We do not need to have high in-
terest rates or other restrictions of any
kind in order to have a favorable bal-
ance-of-payments situation.

Furthermore, all witnesses agree that
the fundamental correction lies in the
foreign aid field and the commitment of
troops overseas.

I ask unanimous consent that this
paper may be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

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

STATEMENT oF PHILIP W. BELL, PROFESSOR OF
EcowomIcs, HAVERFORD COLLEGE, BEFORE THE
JoiNT Economic COMMITTEE oF CONGRESS,
AvcusT 14, 1962
The outflow of private capital from the

United States In recent years has become a

matter of considerable concern to those

formulating national economic policy. In
the last 5 years the outward flow of private
long-term capital has approximated the total
of Government loans and grants (other than
military grants, which do not directly affect
the balance of payments), which we hear so
much about, and there has been a substan-
tial outflow of private short-term capital as
well. More l.mport.ant, there has been a sub-
stantial increase in private capital moving
abroad in the last 5 years as compared with

the previous 5 years, as shown in table 1.

I understand that this committee is in-
terested this afternoon primarily in the ques-
tion of what role interest rates and interest
rate policy has played and might play in the
future in influencing these private capital
movements. I have been studying this ques-
tion this summer and hope that some of my
preliminary, very tentative findings may be
of some use to the Congress and the admin-
istration in formulating policy. I empha-
size that what I say this afternoon must be
of a very tentative nature—it is based pri-
marily on a careful but still incomplete study
of the data available. I mistrust this ap-
proach by itself just as I mistrust sweeping
conclusions based simply on personal experi-
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ence. But I have not yet had a chance to
test the hypotheses that are posed by study
of the data against the judgments of people
in the fleld, and I cannot attach great signifi-
cance to them until this is done, especially
since private International capital move-
ments comprise a complex and tricky field,
and while I have studied around it, so to
speak, for a number of years, I have been
deeply immersed in it for only 2 months.

Be that as it may, the evidence which I
have been able to put together thus far does
not lend support to those who attach great
importance to the role of interest rates in in-
ducing either short- or long-term capital
flows, or both, into and out of the United
States. The data do not suggest that no im-
portance should be attached to interest rates,
or more generally to the degree of looseness
or tightness in money markets. They sug-
gest rather that interest rates and interest
rate changes play a relatively minor role in
and of themselves, although under certain
circumstances, when interest rate differen-
tials favorable to the movement of capital
are combined with certain other, in many
ways more influential considerations such as
speculative fear of devaluation, the role of in-
terest rates may be more significant.

I would like to divide my testimony into
four parts, the first concerned with long-
term portfolio investment—our purchases of
foreign stocks and long-term bonds; the
second with changes in our short-term claims
on foreigners, l.e., what is reported in bal-
ance-of-payments statistics as “U.S. short-
term capital (net);"” the third with changes
in our short-term liabilities to foreigners,
i.e.,, their short-term clalms on us; and
lastly with the “errors and omissions” item
in balance-of-payments statistics, an item
which has been subject to a sharp adverse
shift from a traditional plus to a sub-
stantial minus in the last 2 years, a shift
which can, I believe, be shown to be linked
to private capital movements, I am exclud-
ing consideration of direct investments from
my testimony. It is possible that some of
the substantial increase in direct investment
outlays by American businesses abroad dur-
ing the last few years has been motivated by
high interest rates abroad and low rates in
this country. A large proportion of what
is direct investment capital involves simply
changes in intercompany accounts, between
the parent company In the United States
and subsidlaries abroad. Faced with bor-
rowing short-term capital abroad on the one
hand, and borrowing 1t here or using exist-
ing cash here and directing it abroad through
intercompany accounts on the other, a cor-
poration may make its decision in part on
the basis of interest rate differentials. But
it seems doubtful that the movement of any
large magnitude of funds is in fact deter-
mined in this way, i.e., solely or even pri-
marily by interest rate considerations—If
for no other reason than that forelgn opera-
tions of most U.S. companies do not seem
to be closely integrated with domestic opera-
tions.

I. INTEREST RATES AND LONG-TERM FPORTFOLIO
INVESTMENT

The basic components of recorded move-
ments in long-term portfolio capital into and
out of the United States over the last 10
years are shown in condensed form in table
2. Investment by U.S. residents in foreign
stocks has been approximately matched
throughout the decade 1952-61 by foreign
investment in U.S. stocks. The substantial
increase In recorded net portfolio outflow
has been in bonds, not stocks, and while
most of this has been in the form of in-
creased new issues on the New York market,
the demand for forelgn bonds seems to have
outrun the new supply coming to that mar-
ket so that U.S. residents have been buying
outstanding issues, presumably (but not
necessarily) golng to foreign capital markets
to fill their needs.




1962

It is interesting, and necessary if we are
to consider interest rate motivation, to get
some perspective on the regional distribution
of these portfolio investments. Ninety per-
cent of the U.S. outflow over the 5-year pe-
riod 1957-61 has gone to regions other than
Europe (unlike direct investment outlays,
50 percent of which has been going to
Europe). This 80 percent is split about
equally between Canada and less-developed
countries (counting that moving to such
regions through international institutions).
Perhaps more informative is the net move-
ment of portfolio capital between the United
States and other regions of the world., It is
evident from the third part of table 3 that
during the last 5 years the United States
has supplied Canada with something over
$2 billion, largely through purchases of
Canadian bonds, less-developed countries
something under $1 billion, and that one-
third of this total $3 billion outfiow has been
offest, or financed so to speak, by an inflow
of long-term private capital from Europe.

The question arises as to how much of this
substantial long-term portfollo investment
of the last 5 years, which greatly exceeds
that of the previous 5 years, is actually
mobile capital—capital which can move in
response to changes in interest rates, in share
prices, in levels of economic activity, in tax
policy, or whatever else may influence it.
It would appear from study of the data that
around 81 to $1.5 billion worth of increased
U.S. security holdings by foreigners, and
about the same amount of accumulations
of foreign securities by U.S. residents, is
potentially mobile capital—about half con-
sisting of bonds, half of stocks.

Long-term interest rates in the United
States have been consistently below long-
term rates in Canada and in Europe during
the last 5 years; the Canadian-United States
differential has been relatively constant, but
the United EKingdom-United States dif-
ferential has varied from between 14 a per-
centage point to more than 2! percentage
points in the middle of last year. A high
foreign and low U.S. rate, or an increasing
differential, might be expected to have two
types of effects on long-term portfolio capital
movements: (1) It might induce a larger
amount of new issues of foreign securities
here; (2) it might induce foreigners or U.B.
residents to sell U.S. bonds and/or buy for-
eign bonds, i.e, the capital movements would
be reflected in transactions In existing
securities.

I have tried to investigate these possibili-
ties by comparing bond purchases and rele-
vant interest rates, using quarterly data of
the last 5 years. The only relationships
which proved to be statistically significant
(and these only barely so) were deviations
from trend values of U.S. net purchases of
Canadian bonds and European net purchases
of U.S. bonds, i.e., the deviations from the
upward trend of these two variables did ap-
pear to bear some relationship to Canadian
and U.S. long-term interest rates on the one
hand, and United Kingdom and United States
long-term interest rates on the other.! But

1The relationship may be expressed in
terms of regression equations as follows
(with 21 observations, 1 per quarter includ-
ing the 1st quarter of 1962):

United States net purchases of Canadian bonds= 101+é!§5
Canadtan interest rate—161 ®
United States interest rate—11
3

trend R¥=0.49
European net purchases of United States bonds=—420—11

(40)
United Kingdom interest rate+éﬁ?
1
United States interest rate+-8

trend R¥=0.46

The figures in parentheses are standard
errors; if the number above it is more than
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even these relationships, out of a great many
experiments tried, could be established only
in terms of deviations from trend values, i.e.,
the relationship between bond purchases and
interest rates independent of the trend was
not statistically significant at all for U.S.
purchases of Canadian bonds, only of very
slight significance in the case of European
purchases of U.S. bonds. And this latter re-
lationship is statistically significant proba-
bly only because U.S. interest rates were rel-
atively high during the 2 years following the
establishment of convertibility in Europe
at the end of 1958, when Europeans prob-
ably would have increased their holdings of
U.S. bonds anyway in order to build up
working balances which they had been pre-
vented from doing by exchange restrictions.
The fact that long-term interest rates seem
to have at least a minor influence on varia-
tions around the trend of net purchases of
foreign bonds, but little or no influence in
determining the trend itself, suggests that
perhaps the timing, but not the absolute
level of bond purchases is what 1s influenced
by interest rate considerations. If the de-
cision of Canadians to issue new Canadian
bonds in the U.8. market, or of Europeans
to purchase U.S. bonds—say sometime with-
in a given 6-month or year period—is made
largely independently of interest rate con-
giderations, and only the timing of the pur-
chase is influenced by interest rates, then
the importance of long-term interest rates to
our balance-of-payments position is negli-
gible.

Let me say just a word about recorded
foreign purchases of U.S. stocks and our
purchases of foreign stocks. As in the case
of bonds, the trend factor seems to have
been dominant over the last 5 years. I can
find no consistent relationship between de-
viations from trend (on a quarterly basis)
and share prices, although various leads
and lags were tried as well as coincident
series. One thing that can be sald, how-
ever, is that foreign purchases of U.S. stocks
in particular seem to be related much
more to the level of economic activity in
this country than to share prices; in the
1957-58 recession and again in 1960-61 for-
eign purchases fell consistently with the in-
dex of U.S. production while U.S. purchases
of foreign stocks rose during recession. As
suggested by the data in tables 2 and 3, this
type of capital transaction is an item of
growing importance for the viability of our
international economic position.

So much for long-term securities. I can
summarize by saying that I have hunted
high and low for an honest interest rate
effect and been unable to find one that is
truly significant. That does not mean that
long-term interest rates will necessarily
continue to be relatively insignificant in in-
fluencing foreign portfolio investment, for
admittedly the past 3 years have been dom-
inated, at least so far as movements in and
out of Europe are concerned, by the estab-
lishment of convertibility, while the net out-
flow to Canada, I believe, has been strongly
influenced by tax considerations—a matter
to which I shall return later.

twice this standard error, the variable as-
soclated with that number and the depend-
ent variable (bond purchases) may be said
to be significantly related one to another.
The 1st equation shows that from the be-
ginning of 1957 through the lst quarter of
1962 more new Canadian bonds were issued
in New York or U.S. residents bought more
Canadian bonds in Canada the higher the
Canadian rate of interest and the lower the
U.S. interest rate, as we would expect. The
second equation suggests that Europeans
tended to purchase more U.S. bonds the
higher the U.S. interest rate and the lower
the United EKingdom rate, although this
latter variable is not statistically significant.
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II. INTEREST RATES AND THE OUTFLOW OF U.S.
SHORT-TERM CAPITAL

It is not really long-term capital but
short-term capital which is supposed, in
textbook treatments of the subject, to be
dominated by interest rate considerations.
It Is not surprising, then, that when U.S.
short-term capital began to flow out at an
alarming rate in 1960 and this continued
in 1961, and further, the statistics showed
that European short-term interest rates
were substantially above short-term rates
in the United States, people quickly put two
and two together and concluded that “the
emergence of significant differentials in
short-term interest rates has resulted in an
enormous outflow of U.S. private short-term
funds."” ?

Study of the components of the recorded
outflow during those 2 years, and of move-
ments in the 38 years previous to that
period—what types of capital moved and
where they went—as well as of the timing
of the various movements in conjunction
with the timing of interest rate changes,
does not support the hypothesis that U.S.
short-term capital has been moving in re-
cent years primarily, or even significantly
in response to changes in short-term in-
terest rates. (I emphasize the term *“re-
corded” capital movements; I shall come
to consideration of what I believe to be a
very substantial amount of ‘“unrecorded”
short-term capital shortly.)

The basic components of movements in
the U.S. short-term capital account during
the past 6 years are compiled in table 4.
There are two main reporting groups pro-
viding information on outstanding short-
term claims on foreigners: U.S. banks, and
some 600 large U.B8. nonfinancial corpora-
tions with operations abroad. The data in
the table have been grouped to show six
basic categories of flows, with a regional
breakdown for each. The four basic types
of recorded U.S. short-term claims are: (1)
Loans by US. banks to foreign banks and
official institutions; (2) a composite of other
bank loans and collections outstanding
which I will call trade credit—the amounts
outstanding tending to move closely with
the level of our exports; (3) “other dollar
claims” reported by U.S. banks, which con-
tains two quite different types of claim:
special arrangements, such as those with
Japanese banks and others, that appear to
be closely geared to our level of exports, as
is the “trade credit” total; and dollar de-
posits, presumably of U,S. banks and indi-
viduals, in Canada and Europe; (4) dollar
claims of U.S. nonfinancial corporations.
The two other categories of claims shown
consist of amounts payable in foreign cur-
rency as reported by banks, and by nonfinan-
cial corporations., They consist of deposits
in foreign banks (other than dollar deposits)
and an “other” category which includes ac-
counts, notes, bills, and drafts receivable,
as well as short-term foreign security
holdings.

In table 5 the 2-year outflow of 1960-61
is broken down into these gix basic categories
regionally subdivided. It can be seen right
away that almost 60 percent of the nearly
$3 billion total outflow was of a type which
would not be expected to be moving primarily
in response to changes in interest rates, viz,
bank loans to foreign banks and officlal
institutions, bank trade credit, and the
other category reported by banks vis-a-vis
the rest of the world, consisting primarily of
very large acceptance arrangements made
with Japanese banks and corporations. The
latter two items are export finance, and pre-

2 Edward M. Bernstein, “Interest Rates and
the U.S. Balance of Payments,” in Carl J.
Friedrich and Seymour E, Harris, “Public
Policy.”” “A Yearbook of the Graduate
School of Public Administration, Harvard
University, 1961, p. 173.
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sumably are In part responsible for our $4
billlon increase in merchandise exports be-
tween 1950 and 1961. It is doubtful that a
change of 1, 2, or even 3 percentage points
in our short-term interest rates would have
affected these short-term outflows.

But what of the other 40 percent of the
short-term capital outfiow which amounts to
well over $1 billion over the 2-year period?
I have tried to trace the responsiveness of
five of the basic categories of short-term
capital to varlous determinants, using quar-
terly data for the last 6 years. The results
are summarized in table 6, with the technical
apparatus on which these conclusions rest
tucked away In the appendix. I tried to
test in each case the general relationship
between claims on the one hand, and the
relevant Interest rates and/or level of ex-
ports on the other, and deviations from the
general trend In clalms with Interest rates
and/or level of exports.

The evidence summarized in table 6 sup-
ports the view that bank loans to foreigners
other than banks and official institutions and
collections outstanding do indeed comprise
a short-term capital outflow which is very
largely determined by export levels. There
is also strong evidence that the other cate-
gory payable in dollars as reported by U.S.
banks vis-a-vis the rest of the world (the
item which includes the special Japanese ac-
ceptance arrangements) is closely related to
exports. These two items, with bank loans
to forelgn banks and officials comprise the 60
percent of total figure referred to previously.
Interest rates appear to play no role whatso-
ever in determining either the level or the
timing of these movements of U.S. short-term
capital.

But the evidence also suggests that inter-
est rates have perhaps played only a minor
role in influencing the other 40 percent of
the outflow of 1860-61. Interest rates prove
to be statistically significant wvariables for
outflow involving only 6 percent of the total
or 15 percent of the 40 percent remainder.
Two categories of short-term capital are in-
volved: (1) The other category reported by
U.S. banks which in this case probably com-
prises dollar deposits in Canada and in the
Euro-dollar market; and (2) dollar claims
of nonfinancial corporations agalnst regions
of the world other than Canada and Europe,
claims which may also consist of dollar de-
posits in the Euro-dollar market. Interest
rates appear to have had no significant bear-
ing on the outward flow of U.S. short-term
capital which involved increases in claims
payable in foreign currency. This flow has
been steadily increasing since 1959, and the
growth rate seems to be unaffected by inter-
est rates. Nearly 60 percent of the portion
of this outflow which was reported by banks
went to Canada, approximately 30 percent to
Europe; nonfinancial corporations reported a
much smaller proportion going to Canada, a
much larger proportion going to Europe, and
a considerable amount going to other re-
gions, but possibly ending up in some way
in the Euro-dollar market.

The fact that the outflow of U.S. short-
term capital into foreign currency over the
last 2, 3, or 5 years does not appear to have
been systematically linked to interest rates
does not, of course, mean that interest rates
in fact played no role in the movement.
The fact of the matter is that short-term
interest rates in the main finanecial centers
abroad were generally higher than in the
United States. Even if more was sent
abroad when rates were 1 percentage point
higher than when rates were 21; per-
centage points higher (which is generally
what the evidence indicates), whatever was
sent abroad may have been because the re-
turn there was higher than it was in this
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country. What alternative explanation is
there for the movement?

There would appear to be two possible
alternative explanations. One is that with
convertibility coming in Europe toward the
end of 1958 and in early 1959 there was need
and an opportunity to develop working bal-
ances for the extensive interrelated eco-
nomic activities expected and already
developing between the Common Market and
the United States. European banks and
others invested heavily in both short- and
long-term U.S. securities "in 1959; U.S.
banks and others were slower to respond,
but the widening interest rate differential
and the sluggish U.S. economy made 1960
a proplitious year to start. The fact that
there appears to have been little sys-
tematic playing of the interest rate game
implies that funds were not being moved
primarily to take advantage of higher ylelds
but rather for other purposes, with the
higher yields perhaps serving as an added,
but secondary inducement.

The second alternative explanation, which
probably has more to do with the capital
movement reported by nonfinancial concerns
than that reported by banks, involves the
various types of tax inducements which ex-
ist for companies with oversea operations
to send capital abroad and to keep capital
abroad. I am thinking particularly of tax
haven operations where they involve invest-
ment in liquld assets, through personal hold-
ing companies or corporate subsidiaries in
countries which do not tax income earned
outside the borders of the country. Sec-
tion 13 of H.R., 10650 as amended in the
Benate should help to close some of these
loopholes. I am thinking also of the in-
ducement established by the provision in-
stituted In 1959 to enable firms to consolidate
all of their oversea earnings in measuring
the tax credit to be allowed in computing
U.S, taxes when those earnings were
brought back to this country. It is believed
that a number of companies, even before
the Canadian Government recently insti-
tuted its special 16-percent withholding tax
on dividends thereby sending the statutory
corporate tax rate on income distributed by
U.8. companies in Canada to 5§57 percent,
may have had excess tax credits on consoli-
dated foreign operations—particularly, per-
haps, some petroleum companies. Interest
rate differentials would have to be substan-
tial indeed to outweigh tax considerations it
one income was to be taxed 52 percent, the
other income at a low rate or not at all be-
cause of unused tax credits, The amend-
ment to H.R. 10650 proposed by the Treas-
ury Department in the Senate, which would
separate interest income from other income
in tax credit computations, should alleviate
this situation.

Before considering some further possible
ramifications of U.S. short-term capital
which are possibly involved in the “errors
and omissions’ item in balance-of-payments
data, let me turn to our short-term liquid
liabilities and the possibility that their level
at any gilven time is influenced by short-
term interest rates here and abroad.

III, INTEREST RATES AND U.S. SHORT-TERM
LIABILITIES

If there exists a single, dominant world
financlal center, a role London fulfilled in
the 19th century, short-term interest rates
can affect only the amounts of liquid assets
which would be kept at home or deposited
in London. With two main financial cen-
ters today, and a number of smaller sub-
centers—in BSwitzerland, Canada, France,
etc.—the possibility is opened up for the
switching of foreign exchange reserves from
low=- to high-interest rate countries, or more
likely, for simply a building up of balances
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in one center rather than another as foreign
exchange reserves are accumulated, thereby
altering the ratio of reserves held in differ-
ent foreign centers.

In some cases, such movements in reserve
holdings would make little or no difference
to the financial centers involved; a ligquid
liability is merely transferred from the name
of one country to the name of another in
the country losing the balance, while the
recipient country experiences both an in-
crease in an asset (in the other financial
center) and an increase in a liability. Even
when a commercial bank repatriates a for-
eign asset, it may often mean simply that
the liability of the financial center is now
to a foreign central bank rather than to a
foreign commercial bank,

If, however, a liquid liability of the United
States owed to, let us say, a German com-
mercial bank is moved to London because
of a higher yleld there, it may mean that
the United States loses gold. The British
exchange equalization account may prefer to
hold gold rather than U.S. securities. And
if the German bank moves its asset home,
the German authorities may decide to exer-
cise the same option. Thus, while the move-
ment of forelgn short-term funds in re-
sponse to interest rate differentials {s un-
likely to affect our overall financial deficit as
measured by the Commerce Department
presently (this is even true of commercial
bank assets as the financial deficit is meas-
ured in table 1 but not of nonbank assets),
it may affect our gold holdings and thus
have an influence on our world economic
position.

In table 6 there is presented a summary
picture of changes in our liquid liabllities
to foreigners for the period from the end of
1956 to the end of 1961. Sixty-five percent
of our increased liquid liabilities to other
countries from the end of 1956 to the end
of 1961 consisted of new liabilities to Eu-
rope, and 88 percent of the total increase
involved additional liabilities to Canada and
Europe combined. Furthermore, 60 percent
of the increase in our liquid labilities to
other countries, or about $3.2 billion, repre-
sents new, privately owned dollar assets:
only $2.2 billion of the $5.4 billion increase
has accrued to forelgn central banks and
governments. Surely the stage has been set
for large-scale “switching’ operations if for-
elgn banks and private citizens, particularly
the former, wish to, or feel compelled to
move thelr liquid assets out of the United
States, either in response to interest rate
differentials or to some other stimulus.

In an interesting study of the movement
of such funds over the past few years,
Robert F. Gemmill of the Federal Reserve
System found that the amplitude of the
fiuctuations about the trend from peak to
trough in dollar assets held by foreign com-
mercial banks and other private parties in
recent years has been between $600 million
and $1 billion, suggesting that this is the
maximum amount of switching which may
take place as a result of interest rate dif-
ferentials or for other reasons. And he sug-
gests that two other considerations may well
have swamped the interest rate factor, in
spite of a relatively high correlation between
deviations from trend and interest rate dif-
ferentials, viz, the need to build up work-
ing balances consequent upon convertibility,
to which I alluded previously, and probably
a speculative movement against the dollar
in late 1960 and early 1961, which could
explain the large absolute decline in pri-
vately held liquid dollar assets during this
6-month period.?

“Robert F. Gemmill, “Interest Rates and
Foreign Dollar Balances,” Journal of Finance
16 (September 1961), 363-376.
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TasLE 1—U.S. balance of payments, annual
average of 1952-56 and 195761

[Millions of dollars]
Annual average
1952-56 | 1957-61
Balance on current account. ... 2,083 3,450
Private remittances._____._.._.._. —471 —587
TU.8. long-term eapital:
girtoet luwutm&_n ST =1, 6567
ot purchases of foreign secu-
rl*Pm —100 —T778
Other, including trade credits. —138 —232
Total —1,244 —2, 667
Foreign long-term capital:
Dgi?oetnlivwhnﬂ? 169 14
Other, including net p
of U.B. securi 161 265
_____________________ 330 409
CGovernment loans and grants
; e e e -2, 47 —2,744
Basicbalance. ... -1, 540 —2,139
=25 —672
217 24
427 137
Total 390 —311
Fi cial bal —-1,15 —2, 450
Change in gold holdings_____.____. 163 930
Ghﬁ in li md liabilities to
plas official 006 1,520
Total 1,150 2,450

TasLe 2—Annual averages of net purchases
of foreign long-term securities by U.S. resi-
dents and of U.S. long-term securities by
foreigners, 1952-56 and 1957-61

[Millions of dollars]

" creased foreign assets, ie.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

'(]'sl.ng a sughtly different approach, I have
to analyze the degree of switching of
foreign exchange reserves which might be
occurring in response to interest rate dif-
ferentials by considering how the composi-
tion of forelgn assets around the world has
varied with movements in short-term in-
terest rates. Table 7 shows first of all that
between 1956 and 1958 foreign central banks
and other official bodies tended steadily to
increase the ratio of both gold and dollars
relative to total forelgn asset holdings, and
that this ratlo was relatively constant
through 1959, 1960, and 1961, although there
was 2 movement away from dollars into both
gold and other foreign currencies—presum-
ably sterling—during the period of substan-
tial speculation against the dollar, evidently
sparked by a fear that the United States
might devalue, in Iate 1960 and early 1961.
The behavior of the group holding the sec-
ond largest portion of liquid dollar assets—
foreign commercial banks—{follows a some-
what different pattern. It appears that
banks steadily lowered the ratio of dollars to
total foreign exchange reserves between 1956
and 1958, increased the ratio substantially
again following convertibility (the increase
comprising mostly increased holdings of
European commercial banks), and dropped
the ratio even more sharply than did cen-
tral banks during the last quarter of 1961
and first quarter of 1962. The 10 percentage
point drop during this period implies a loss
of around £500 million in U.8. liquid lia-
bilities; whether this in fact meant a gold
loss of that amount depends upon what the
recipient central authority, in the bank's
own country or elsewhere, did about its in-
whether it de-
cided to increase its gold stock, its dollar
assets, or its exchange reserves in nondollar
currencies.
An aggregative approach to the switch
problem can hide a multitude of sins. Per-
haps reserves were simply moving from
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and this movement was reversed toward the
end of 1960 and in early 1961. In an &t-
tempt to scrutinize the switching problem
more closely, I have analyzed the behavior
of some 23 countries, tracing the relation-
ship between the ratio of dollar assets to
total forelgn exchange reserves and the
short-term interest rate in London and New
York, and the relationship between this
ratio, short-term interest rates, and total
foreign exchange reserves of the country,
using quarterly data for the period 1957-61.
A few countrles—Belgium, the Netherlands,
Mexico, and Peru, for example—do seem *o
be responsive to interest rates here and in
London, and build up and draw down ex-
change reserves In one center or the other
accordingly (assuming that the residual
foreign exchange not in dollar assets is in
pounds sterling, although there is no way
to know this for sure). But most countries
seem elther to maintain a relatively fixed
ratio of dollar reserves to total foreign
exchange reserves or to alter this ratlo in
some regular and systematic fashion in ac-
cordance with the level of their total
reserves.

There thus appears to have been only a
small amount of switching of foreign ex-
change reserves around from one country to
another—presumably primarily between Lon-
don and New York—Iin response to move-
ments In interest rates in recent years. As
in the case of U.S. short-term claims, the
fact that higher short-term rates prevailed
abroad may have aided and abetted the
speculative movement out of dollars in the
fourth quarter of 1960 and first quarter of
1961, but it seems dombtful that interest
rates caused the movement, per se. The
short-term Interest differential between
London and New York was large on either
side of this period of speculatlon, but rela-
tively small during the period. Further-
more the spot price of sterling fell steadily

Annual average  countries which do not hold the bulk of Ifrom September of 1860 to May of 1961 so
their reserves in dollars (sterling area coun- that people who switched funds suffered at
105256 | 1057-g1  tries, for example) to countries which do, least short-run losses.
V.8, ot purohinses of Torelgn secn: Tasre 3.—Cumulative net purchases of foreign long-term securities by U.S. residents and
ﬂuusns gimin Treasury data: = = of U.S. long-term securities by foreigners, regional breakdown, 195761
—124 —210 [Millions of dollars]
—220 —860
Other Interna-
investment h -—126 -—82 Canada Europe regions tional in- World
Tof for bhalance-of-pay-
ngléu purposes.____ __]3_?._ =100 —778
Net U.8. purchases of—
R S S S e e —1,704 333 —500 1,200 —3,081
—ﬁg —% Foreign stocks —226 —606 =111 —1,033
Total =1, 930 —303 —620 ~1,200 —4,114
e, B SR chases of—
et foreign pur
1.8, bonds. —193 543 244 708 1,301
ing securities_.._.... 51 —229 U.8. stocks. —142 887 215 15 74
Forelgn net purchases of U.8, Total —336 430 459 813
aemﬂl itles mpgiren in Treasury I L 30
data Net _gort.lhiio capital flow in—
Gom t bonds 125 261 onds —1,807 876 —265 —402 —1, 690
C bonds: .. ooooie 19 18 Btocks. —368 191 104 15 —59
O e e i 115 195 s
Total - 1,067 =161 —387 =1, 748
T B MR e Il 250 474 5 % o

Bource: Treasury data compiled from ta'blas I-3, and
{3 ulll:titbeM-plfa‘&, movclg;u;gis section of t g
n, May PP The bﬂ!ﬂkﬁm
net purc:hamin w issues & dndemptlomls&om
ol %“m#mmm dat 3o yok dapublisned,
on as
while the figure for transactions in existing securities was
Bd?plled the writer by the Commerce D

are compiled by cumulating the monthly totals given in the Troas

Lgums
100?-01. The Treasury Department
dividual countries; revised data are gi m%?rtha
between the data in this table and the data in

IV. THE ERRORS AND OMISSIONS PROBLEM
g that I have sald so far relates

epartment. Everythin
ustment factor for direct investment th the residualof ) to recorded long- and short-term capital

Treasury and Commerce data; it is largely the amount of
urchases recorded in Treasury data which Commerce
as recorded asg direct investment.

CVIII—1045

movements., One of the great problems for
balance-of-payments analysts has to do not

Bulletin over the 5-year
preliminary data on net ases of securities ‘ds-a-vbi
world as a whole. There are themfure small discrepancies

with what is recorded in the official statistics,
but rather what is not recorded—with the
residual item entered at the bottom of bal-
ance-of—paymanta tables which is termed

ded tra i * or “errors and
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omissions.” Many people suspect that move-
ments in this item represent short-term
capital flows. There is a logical reason for
this suspicion. The statistics for most bal-
ance-of-payments items are collected for
flows during a period. But the statistics on
which short-term capital movements data
are based are stocks at the end of a month,
and the flow is measured by the change in
the stock outstanding from month to
month. Suppose deposits payable in foreign
currency, either of banks or of nonfinancial
corporations, rise from the end of one quar-
ter to the end of the next, then are lower
at the end of the following quarter. The
statistics report that there was a short-term
capital outflow during the first guarter, an
inflow during the second quarter, as if the
funds came back to this country. But there
would seem to be no real reason to believe
this to be the case; the foreign deposits may
well have turned into another kind of foreign
asset, If the deposit was used to buy out
a forelgn firm, and the U.S. firm making the
purchase was one of those reporting to the
Commerce Department on its direct invest-
ment both sides of the movement from one
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‘type of foreign asset to another will be re- -

corded In balance-of-payments statisties.
{The purchase of English Ford by the parent
company was first recorded in the statistics
of December 1960 as an outflow of short-
term claims payable in foreign currency on
the part of nonfinancial corporations, then
moved to direct investment.) But if the
deposit is used to buy short- or long-term
securities through a foreign broker, then it
will probably not be recorded since we col-
lect no information from foreign brokers
and security dealers. There will be recorded
an outflow and then a flow back of short-
term capital, and a negative amount for
errors and omissions which should in fact
be recorded as purchases of either short- or
long-term securities,

The errors and omissions item in our bal-
ance-of-payments statistics was substantially
positive throughout the 1950's, but turned
sharply negative in 1960 and 1961, leading
many people to feel that the outfiow of
short-term capital during this perlod was
substantially greater than that indicated by
the statistics on recorded flows. I share this
view and have tried to trace what type or

August 15

types of capital flows may have been in-
volved. Time does not permit me to go into
the details of this work, but there is evidence
which points to the movement of capital by
U.S. nonfinancial corporations as a likely
suspect. Changes in short-term claims on
the part of such corporations are very
closely correlated with changes in errors
and omissions—so closely correlated that,
regardless of the paucity of data, it seems
almost inconceivable that the relationship
is due to chance.
If changes in errors and omissions are
in fact associated primarily with short-term
capital movements as the data suggest, the |
outflow was actually $2.56 billion in each of
the years 1960 and 1961, rather than the
$1.3 billion which was recorded. Some of |
the unrecorded flow may well have been -
moving in response to interest rate differen-
tlals, but the suggested link to the short- ]
term capital outflow of nonfinancial corpo- |
rations would point more, perhaps, to the
tax factor. I am afraid that I will have to
end this section at this point by simply say-
|

‘ing that more work needs to be and is being

done on this thorny problem.

TasLE 4.—U.S. short-term capital oulflow, 195761

[Millions of dollars]

Increase in short-term claims— Cla!.lt—'rls Increase in short-term claims— Claims
ol out-
standing, standing,
December December
1957 19568 1950 1960 1961 1061 19567 1958 1959 1960 1061 1961
A, Total payable in dollars....| =350 | -—175 —09 | —B77 |—1,414 b5, 427 NONFINANCIAL CORPORATIONS
BANES 4. Dollar claims............. -2 60 =37 | —202| -365 1,301
1. Loans to foreign banks Of which—
and official . . ........_. —06 | —102 =1 26| —201 1,014 Canada......... -1 19 ] —25 | —359 492
Eopel e L. .. 18 —12 —22 | —132 5 377
Of which— Restoftheworld.| —40 62 -9 —45 =11 432
Oanada..o.oe--- —12 13 8 =1 -3 9
Europe_-.----_.. —10 -39 56 —33 57 121 || B. Total payable in mmign
Restoftheworld | —44 | —166| —66 60| =255 884 earrendy iy B 19| —62 14| —300 | —183 803
2. Bank loans to other and T 2 —50 —38 | —241| —100 585
collections  outstand-
e S 8| —110 —135 —a1 =251 1,32
-17 ] -103 —a0 240
Of which— =3 —20 | —105 5 244
Canada.....-..-- 8 —81 —56 —14 -5 218 -2 —23 —33 —24 92
Europe.........- —20 -3 -5 -12 —64 251
Rest of the world.. 20 —26 —74 —66 | —182 853
-12 52 —149 —44
8. Other dollar claims...... —260 G8 T4 —610 — 597 1,788
Of which— e -0 7 —36 —-22 84
Canada. .- 3 -7 12 —~10 —43 65 -2 a7 =111 ] 142
Europe..........|] —84 ) 110 -7 —56 151 Restofthewor]d -6 -1 8 -3 -31 82
v -y I (R o s [ 9% || 0. Grand total 331 | —aa7
APAN. oo = — — o . Grand . T S = - —86 |—1,267 |—1, 567 320
Restoftheworld.] —5| =15 15| -2 -2 76 || D. balances and ad- : : b
_________________ 55 74 8 —45 AR
capital
balance-of-pay-
.............. -276 | —311 —-77|-1,312 |—1,888 |..........

EBource: Compiled from monthly data reported to the
most of which is published in the Treasury Bulletin;

U.8. Treasury Department,

line 10 is from meublished Survey of Current Business)

TaBLE 5.—Change in recorded U.S. shorl-term claims on foreigners, 1960-61

[Increase in claims equals capital outflow (millions of dollars)]

revisions of the Degartmenl: of Commerce's balance-of-payments data (and/for in the

Amount Percent of Amount Percent of
total total
Total payable in doll -2, 291 81 Nonfinancial corporations:
lan n(h —384 14
Bank loans to forelgn banks and official... ... -175 6 Europe. -127 4
Bank “trade credit” —342 12 Rusl: DI the world 56 2
Bank, other: T -

Eanndn _g g e bomm i e
urope il 'ofal payable in foreign currency. ... c.ocoooooccoaaoao. —543 19

Rest o!' the wcrld =1, 088 30
(Of which Japan) [ 1)) F——— Banks . - —380 12
corporations. P 7

Total LT

* Qrand total




TasLE 6.—Summary of analysis of relationships between U.S. short-term claims and inferest rates and exports !
Ll:;:'i;m Short-term claim Relationship to interest rates and exports Line l‘n Short-term c¢laim Relationship to Interest rates and exports
ta table
A-1 | Bank, credit™: A-3 rpora-

Canada Dominated by u trend; level of exports to tion, dollar claims:

Canada and Canadian and United States d Dominated by strong upward trend; exports and
short-term interest rates had no si oo interest rates had no significance in and of
by themselves or , nor did they have themselves, nor in terms of deviations [rom
any influence on ations from trend, trend.

Europe. -.eeeeee-----| Strong upward trend, but to Europe a iy ) | ) Strong upward trend, but level of exports to
aisniﬂamt hctor, no signi can be at- Europe quite s{gnlﬂonnt both by{'Jltae and in
tached to United Kingdom and Unitad States terms of deviations from trend King-
short-term in: dom and United States interest rates of no

Rest of world d by exports to other than Europe and significance whatsoever,

Canada; Unit: R‘.Ingdom and United States Rest of world. ... _. Unusually strong re!.atIonshlp with United
short-term interest rates had no significance b, Kingdom short-term interest rate, consider-
themselves in terms of deviations from tren ably less significance for relationship with
or in terms of influencing the residual not 1evel of exports and with United States short-
accounted for by exports. term interest rate.

A-2 | Bank, “other’™": B-1 | Bank, claims payable in

Canads. . ociiisees Canadian short-term interest rate of considerable foreign currency:
significance, not U.B. rate, nor level of exports; Canada Dominated by strong upward trend; interest
no marked tren rates had no slgnlﬁmnee in and of themmlves.

Europe......-------.| BothUnited Km;dom and United States interest nor in terms of deviations from trend,
rates significant in measuring deviations tmm Europe. Same as C
trend, but not in and of themselves; no signifi- Rest of world. ... Largely the same as Canada and Europe,

cant mlntiunship with level of exports to nl&hnufzh United Kingdom short-term in
< 4 - Europe. S kil rate significant in terms of deviations from

Rest of worl trong relationshi of exports, trend.
and of themselves and in terms of deviations B-2 | Nonfinancial co
from trend; no significant relationship with tion, claims payable 1.11
United Kingdom and United States short- foreign currency:
term interest rates, i RS Strong upward trend; interest rates mot at all

significant in and of themselves, nor in terms
of deviations from trend,

Europe. .......-u---.| Same as Canada,

Rest of world____.__. No md interest rates not at all significant.

1 See appendix for detailed evidence which underlies table 6.
Changes in U.8. liquid liabilities owed o foreigners, 195761

[Millions of dollars]
Increase during year— Out- Increase during year— Out-
stlliﬁdél-_ns. standing,
1057 | 1058 | 1950 | 1960 | 1961 | cember 1057 | 1058 | 1950 | 1960 | 1961 | cember
1961 1961
1, International institutions..__ 65 27 | 1,614 705 | —149 3,804 (| 5. Other. oo 266 m =13 | =186 130 2,358
9. Official national bodies. .-~ -l'zg 73 i % I.ﬁg g 1&% Srts
: comdgl s S 831 ,m 02| 1,338 | 16,247 S 1 i1 _2 “ 14
(national) and —132 1, 1, " = = - 63
= 2 v -7 187 | -32] -21 87 1,316
oo 78| 3| 10| - m0s| sua| 2400 || 6 Totel ancountries......[T 13| Loo2| L836| Lew| Ler| 1500
150 587 719 735 | 1,122 9,424
—119 670 350 | —98 4,357 0! which—
Canada.. 385 193 23| 32 2,745
560 705 640 | 1,166 10, 187
48 63| 338| —n 5,673
7. Grand total ... _.......| 190 | 1,020 | 3,150 | 2,011 | 1,328] 22,400
Sources: For the breakdown between lines 2 and 3, see source, table 7. Lines 1 and 4-7 are from published information in the appropriate Treasury Bulletin.,
TasLE 7.—Estimated world national holdings of gold, liguid dollar assets, and other foreign exchange, 1956-61
[Dollars in millions]
; 1960 1961
End of perod 1056 1057 1958 1950
1 I Bisg v I I I v
Goa $14,027 | $14,403 | $17,408 | $18, $18,388 | 18,742 | $19,425 | $20,246 | $20,622 | $20,777 | $21,338 | $21,0180
Fmig’n echampic ™= s Y $10,785 | $18,050 | $19,230 | $10,175 | $10,405 | $20,515 | $21,300 [ $21, $22,105 | $22,220 | $22,450 | $22,480
Dollar assets. $7,874 | $7,746 828 | 89, $0,030 | $10,200 | $10,212 9010 | $10,862 | $10,902
e Other $11,011 | $11,204 sﬁ’. 736 sﬁ: 201 3‘13: 577 | $11,114 | $11,361 31?: 400 51% 983 s& 310 | $11,588¢ | $11, 578
Dollars to gold 0.561 0.534 | 0.485 0.480 | 0.480 | 0.502 0.512 | 0.504 | 0.405 0.477 | 0.509 0. 497
Doumhf:mm“nhm.. .......... 0,398 0.400 | o0.412| 0.468| 0.455 0.458 | 0.467 0.472 |  0.460 |  0.466 | 0.484 0. 485
en gasbanes $5,705 [ 90,303 | $5852) SSus| () | $B70| 74| 8930 | 54| $10,340( O o
whiehee
Doliar ssaels. e £3, $3, 550 642 $4, 71 $5, 160 $5, 204 85,373 $4, 887 $4, 781 $5,183 | $5313 $5,345
Ratio: Ddh:tnhmlcnmhm_. ‘%& %% 0,532 ‘g’g sﬁg oo Toas| Toow '&ﬁ oE o} 03
Other foreigners: 859088 o] $1,081 | $2,247 | $3418| $2,405 248 | $2,252 | $2,230| sz 29| $2107| s$21m ;5.
1 Not available, reserves of commercial banks, are the latest estimates for each period published

Bource: Official gold and total foreign exchange reserves, and the total forelgn ex-

in the International Mon
dollar assets are published in

Fund, International Financial Statistics,. Data on

Treasury Bulletin,
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BALANCE OF PAYMENTS GREATLY IMPROVED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
connection with the debate on the U.S.
international balance of payments, the
fact is that we have been doing extraor-
dinarily well in the first half of 1961. A
recent survey made of current busi-
ness shows that, as a matter of fact our
surplus on trade—this is not an adverse
balance of trade, but a surplus of favor-
able balance of trade—is now $4.8 bil-
lion. This is on an annual basis, season-
ally adjusted.
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Our surplus or favorable balance of
services reached a new high, In other
words, we are selling more services
abroad than buying. That is $1.7 billion.

The reason we have an adverse balance
of payments is due to the next factor;
namely, our military outlays, which are
minus $2 billion, and our economic
grants, which are minus $3.2 billion.
This is the entire reason why we have
had an adverse balance of payments.

Furthermore, the private short-term
capital outflow has been reduced to a

U.S. balance of payments, 1958-62
[In billions of dollars]
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mere trickle. It was as high as $2.1 bil-
lion in all of 1961. For the first quarter
of this year, again seasonally adjusted,
and on an annual rate, it has gone down
to $300 million, a tiny fraction of what
it was before. Our international balance
of payments are improving.

I ask unanimous consent that this
table may be printed in the Recorp as a
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

1961 1061
195860 1962, 1st 195860 1962, 1st
AVerage half1 average halr1
Full |2d half? Full |24 half?
year year

Commerclal exports. - ..eveeecccneecnsennes 17.4 { gy i | 17.8 18.1 || Private long-term capital:

Government aid-fi d exports 2 3 2.2 2.4 2.6 Inflow. e .3 .6 5] .3

Imports —14.3 —=14.5 —156.5 —156.9 OO L o e e i ] —2.4 —2.4 —2.8 -2.5
Burpluson trade. -cceemeemmcnacanaae 3.1 5.4 4.7 4.8 1 R R —-2.1 —-1.9 -0 —2.2

Servicesrendered - -ceoceememmemmeena- 7.0 T 7.8 8.2 Total Government outlays and pri-

Bervicesreceived *. : =59 —6.3 —6.5 —6.5 vate long-term capital.............| ~7.4 -T7.2 -0.1 -7.4
Burpluson services. ... -cccoeeeacee 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.7 Base deficit 8.2 A 3.0 9
Surpluson tradeand services......... 4.2 6.8 6.0 6.5 || Private short-term capital:

Recorded ontloW  ceemcecececacecacaaa- -6 ~15 -1.2 -.8

Military outlays 4 -2.9 -2.5 -2.4 —-2.0 Errors and omissions_ _.._._________.__ o | —.6 —. 4 .5

Economic grants. =16 =19 } —4.0 -3.2

Loans® —.8 -8 % Net... g -5 =21 —1.6 —.3
Total Gover toutlays -5.3 -5.3 —6.4 -5.2 Overall deficit - oceeoooooeoo o 3.7 2.5 4.6 1.2

1 Beasonally adjusted, raised to annual rate. & Net of repayments.
1 Excluding shipments under military aid programs. NotE.—Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

# Including private remittances and
4 Net of sales of military equipment.

overnment pensions.

Bource: U.8, Department of Commerce, SBurvey of Current Business. Figures for

the 1st half of 1962 are educated guesses based on preliminary and incomplete data.

TIME TO BE PROUD OF AMERICAN
ECONOMY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
a related point, the Chairman of the
Economic Advisers under the Eisenhower
administration, Mr. Arthur F. Burns, has
written an excellent column, which has
been published in the Washington Post.
In the column he points out the good
facts about our economy. He notes that
in spite of some recessions and some
cyclical changes, we have an ‘economy
which is the marvel of the rest of the
world. It is about time, Mr. President,
that we talk about the strong points of
our economy, the fact that we are lead-
ing the world economically, and that we
should have confidence in our economy;
that we do not need a quick tax cut or a
permanent system of deficit financing in
order to have our economy grow.

I ask unanimous consent that this
article may be printed in the Recorp at
this point in my remarks.

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

A Posirive ViEw oF U.S. EcoNoMY
(By Arthur F. Burns)

(Excerpted from a recent speech at
DePauw University in Greencastle, Ind., by
Dr. Burns, who served as Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers under Presi-
dent Eisenhower.)

The essential features of economic plan-
ning, as it has developed in the United

States, can be summed up in three broad
propositions.

First, our planning for economic growth
has been a widespread activity in which many
millions of people actively participate. Sec-
ond, the plans of individual economic units
have been coordinated by the maintenance
of competition and by a flexible use of the
monetary and fiscal powers of the Federal
Government. Third, despite an increasing
array of protective devices that circumsecribe
individual planning, our economy has con-
tinued to be largely characterized by free and
competitive enterprise.

The success that we have had through our
kind of economic planning, while far from
perfect, has been substantial in recent times,
just as it has been substantial over the long
stretch of history.

‘We have preserved economic and political
freedom in a revolutionary age, when many
other nations have lost or destroyed their
freedom. Our economy has continued to
grow—although it has grown less rapildly
than many of us would like. We have made
some progress in checking the inflation which
has marred our prosperity in the postwar
period. The fruits of enterprise have been
widely distributed among the people, so that
poverty—as understood a generation ago—
has been nearly eliminated in our country.
And we have had striking success in moderat-
ing the business cycle and in reducing the
impact of recessions on the lives of in-
dividuals.

To be sure, the United States has experi-
enced several recessions since the end of
World War II, but they have been less severe
on the average than earlier economic contrac-
tions. Not only have they been short, not
only have they involved relatively small de-

clines in production and employment, but
the close link that once existed between
cyclical declines In production and changes
of personal income has been broken, * * *

All in all, therefore, while we have had no
shortage of economic problems, the kind of
economic planning on which our Nation has
relied has worked tolerably well. Even now,
the American economy—despite excessive
unemployment and numerous other short-
comings—is the marvel of the rest of the
world.

To be sure, our Nation's economic growth
has recently been less rapld than that of
some other nations—notably Russia, West
Germany, France, and Japan. We must be
careful, however, in making International
comparisons.

In the first place, each of these foreign
countries suffered devastation during the
war. Under such circumstances, the mere
rebuilding of a factory or a railway connec-
tion can often lead to spectacular increases
of production. This source of growth, which
was extremely important in the years imme-
diately following the war, has lately waned
in significance.

On the other hand, the stage of economiec
development reached by the United States
continues to differ from that of other na-
tions. The American people are abundantly
supplied with material goods—not only with
food and clothing, but also with washing ma-
chines, refrigerators, television sets, automo-
biles, and countless other expensive goods.
To an increasing degree, therefore, we spend
our income on services rather than com-

modities—on such things as health, educa-
tion, and travel. k

It is far more difficult to improve the
productivity of physicians, teachers, artists,
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or hairdressers than the productivity of those
engaged in manufacturing steel or textiles
or automobiles. As other nations continue
to develop their economies, services are likely
to become a larger part of their endeavor.
Their rate of economie growth will tend to
become lower for this reason, as well as be-
cause the opportunities for adopting Ameri-
can technologies will already have been
exhausted.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have listened to the
statement of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin about the propriety of an across-the-
board tax cut. I agree completely with
what he has said. I should like to read
the statement made by the President in
his January budget message.

A planned deficit would increase the risk
of inflationary pressures, damaging alike to
our domestic economy and the international
balance of payment.s.

I cannot reconcile the ereation of a
$15 billion deficit with the statement
that it is wrong to plan a deficit which
would increase inflation, which would
be damaging alike to our domestic econ-
omy and the international balance of
payments.

I submit that without a tax cut we will
have probably a $5 billion deficit in fiscal
1963. With a tax cut that amounts to a
planned deficit. The deficit, of course,
will be greater, and the net result will be
injury to our domestic economy and an
aggravation of the problems confronting
us internationally.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say the Senator
is absolutely correct. The fact is that
if we have a tax cut we will increase the
deficit. Some Senators and a very few
economists argue that we can have a tax
cut without necessarily increasing our
deficit. They argue that if we have a
tax cut, we will stimulate the economy,
people will have higher incomes, and
they will pay more taxes. In that way
we will be able to raise enough in taxes
at the lower rates and thus prevent a
deficit, and, in fact, even work toward a
surplus. That is absolute nonsense, of
course.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I concur with that
statement, if it is connected with the
condition that we cut our spending and
thus make possible a tax reduction.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is not possible to
increase the deficit and by doing so to
reduce the deficit. That is not possible.
What these politicians say overlooks the
mathematical fact that by reducing taxes
we increase the deficit. In the process
of doing so, they say, there will be suffi-
cient income so that we will have a bal-
anced budget.

But in the process of getting that ad-
ditional income, if that contention were
correct, it would mean that the deficit
would be decreased. It would mean that
taxes would go up; and the tax take
would have exactly the same effect it
had before, so there would be no stimu-
lus. Now, obviously there is some stim-
ulation. But it is a provable arithmetical
fact that the deficit must increase.

So if it is proposed to reduce taxes,
we cannot say that taxes will be reduced
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and at the same time say we are going
to increase them. We must do one thing
or the other. There is no question in
my mind—and every economist except
one who has appeared before the Joint
Economic Committee has agreed to
this—that to reduce taxes is to increase
the deficit.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is the Senator from
Wisconsin a member of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am a member of
the Joint Economic Committee and have
attended every hearing held by the com-
mittee during the past 2 weeks.

The Senator from Ohio has comment-
ed on the effect of a tax cut on our
international balance of payments. He
is correct. Some international officials,
people who carefully watch our budg-
etary operations, undoubtedly would
lose confidence in our economic system
if we were not able to balance the
budget, though it is true some would
not. There are certain qualifications;
but, by and large, I think that is a true
statement. So I believe that what the
Senator from Ohio has said is absolutely
correct. I commend him for his recall-
ing to our attention what the President
said last year. That is why I believe the
President is 100 percent correct in an-
nouncing that he will not ask for any
quickie, antirecession tax cut at the
present time.

Mr. LAUSCHE. With respect to
whether there will be an international
impact if our deficit is increased per-
ceptibly, I point out that our country
is a member of the World Bank, which is
an adjunct of the International Mone-
tary Pund. The International Mone-
tary Fund is available for countries
which are suffering because of the soft-
ness of their currency. Softness of cur-
rency usually is a product of deficit
operations.

The charter of the International Mon-
etary Fund provides that if a country
wishes to receive aid from the fund,
through its supply of gold or hard cur-
rency, it must first put its fiscal house
in order; it must stop deficit operations;
it must operate within its revenues.
That is the mandate issued by the In-
ternational Monetary Fund and sub-
scribed to by the United States. Yet
the very principles that we advise other
nations to follow, we flagrantly violate
domestically.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is particu-
larly important at a time of relative
prosperity. While we have a situation
of some unemployment, the fact is that
our economy is expanding. We have a
record gross national product, a record
industrial production, a record personal
income. With the serious exception of
unemployment the situation is improv-
ing, If taxes are to be cut now, what
will we do in a recession? What will be
left?

Mr,. LAUSCHE. I concur in the state-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin.
Let us start talking about our strength.
We produce one-third of all the goods
and services in the world. The statistics
show that clearly, With our allies, we
produce practically two-thirds of the
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goods and services of the world. Yet we
are always talking about hunger, a
breakdown of the economy, and all the
other evils which portray us so badly
throughout the world.

Until 2 years ago, the total produc-
tion of the world amounted to about
$1,300 billion. We produced about $450
billion of the products and services. Not
one word has been mentioned about the
excellence of that record. Constantly
the talk is about the badness of our
economy, and that is not a truthful
statement.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from Ohio. I also add in connection
with what he has just said that the fact
is that while our economy has not grown
percentagewise as much as the econo-
mies of some of the countries of Europe,
it is true that European countries have
had a much longer way to go. They had
a great number of unfilled needs. For
instance, 99 percent of the people of the
United States have refrigerators; in
England, only 50 percent of the people
have refrigerators. Most of our people
have television; in those countries only
1 out of 10 or 1 out of 20 families have
television sets. So they have enormous
unfilled needs. But they have great
skills, and they have American capital
working for them. Of course, their
economies will grow more rapidly in the
coming years.

But in absolute terms our economy has
grown much more rapidly than have the
economies of European countries, and
more rapidly than the economy of our
Russian adversary.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my colloquy with the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio be placed
in the Recorp following my insertion
of the article by Mr, Arthur Burns.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point a re-
port published in the New York Times
entitled “Gross National Product Rises
to Record Rate of $552 Billion.”

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

Gross NaTIONAL ProbDUCT RI-.E!:E TO RECORD
RATE oF $552 BILLION

WasHINGTON, August 13.—The gross na-
tional product rose to a record annual rate
of $552 billlon in the quarter ended June
30, the Commerce Department reported
today.

This was $7 billion above the rate for the
first quarter,

The Department’s detailed report was in
line with preliminary estimates announced
last month.

A noteworthy feature of the report was an
accounting of Government purchases of
goods and services. This showed that pur-
chases by Federal, State and local govern-
ments increased by $800 million to $116 bil-
lion on an annual basis, between the first
and second quarters. The rise was the
smallest since 1960 and centered in State
and local purcha.sas.

The gross national product measures the
value of all goods and services produced

in the United States. It is the most com-
prehensive of all economic indicators.
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The $7 billion increase in the second guar-
‘ter compared with a rise of $6,400 million in
the first quarter. Final demand—gross na-
tional product minus changes in business
inventories—increased by $10 billion In the
second quarter, compared with $6 billion in
the first.

Part of the advance in final demand was
offset by the fact that inventory buying
added $4 billion 3 months earlier.

“Dominant factors” in the second-quarter
advance were said to be Increases of $4,700
million in expenditures for personal con-
sumption and $2 billion in residential con-
struction,

The report noted that the gross national
product had increased by 10 percent from
its recession low of $500,800 million in the
first 3 months of 1961. However, the in-
crease in volume was closer to 8 percent
because of price increases.

The Department also said that corpora-
tions paid cash dividends of $09956 million
in July, an increase of $59 million over July
of last year.

The Department said the year-to-year gain
centered in such nonmanufacturing indus-
tries as trade, finance, utilities and com-
munications.

During the first 7 months of 1962,
publicly owned corporations paid cash
dividends of $8,100 million, an increase of
nearly $500 million over the same period
last year.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
very entertaining and amusing and per-
ceptive article appeared in the New
York Times this morning, written by
Mr. James Reston, one of the outstand-
ing columnists in America. The article
discusses some human as well as statis-
tical problems of our economy. It is
such an entertaining and enlightening
article that I ask unanimous consent
that it may be printed in the REecorp
at this point.

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

How To REDUCE AMERICA TO AN EQUATION
(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, August 14.—President Een-
nedy’'s Economic Report to the Nation was
the most difficult speech he has faced since
entering the White House.

There were a number of reasons for this.
He had nothing urgent to propose at the end.
He could not get a tax cut now from Con-
gress without arguing that the Nation faced
a depression, which he did not believe, He
was not asking the voters to do anything,
and though he had hoped to spell out in
some detail the extent of the tax cut he
wanted next year, the Treasury has been so
preoccupied with immediate problems that
it has not had time yet to work out its plans
for 1963.

More important, it was not possible to
generalize about the economy without add-
ing a bewildering catalog of qualifications.
For the main problem with the economy is
not that it’s depressed but that it's lopsided.

Toal employment was high in July at
69.9 million, but unemployment was still just
above the 4 million mark. Some parts of the
country were booming, others were slumping.
There is a shortage of skilled workers and a
glut of unemployed unskilled workers. At
home, the gross national product was up
$650 billion since the President entered the
‘White House, but overseas, the dollar was
still weak and the balance of payments,
while better, still disturbing.

Meanwhile, even with almost 70 million
employed, there are still 1 million youngsters
out of school and out of work, and the un-
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employment rate of teenagers, many of them
huddled in the slums of the largest cities,
is 12.56 percent compared to the overall un-
employment rate of 5.3 percent.

WHAT A COUNTREY

If the President appeared on the TV screen
like a slightly harassed mathematics
teacher, it is small wonder, The amazing
thing in a continent of this size and diversity
is that anybody ean put calipers on America
and come out with the vaguest idea of what's
going on.

Damn people won't stand still. One-fifth
of them, or 35,500,000, move every year. They
have increased by over 7 million people just
since KEennedy entered the White House, by
32 million since Elsenhower got the job.
The pioneers of the covered-wagon genera-
tion, moving westward, were shut-ins com-
pared with this station-wagon generation of
the sixties. They are moving out of the
rural South info the great cities of the
North, drifting westward and southward into
the vast sunny crescent from San Francisco
through Texas to Florida.

How do you absorb 3 million new Ameri-
cans every year while labor-saving automatic
machinery is knocking off 1,250,000 jobs every
12 months, and whole new competing mass-
production industries are rising in Europe
and Japan?

This is the central question before the
Nation. It is dealing, all at once, with a
powerful and hostile concert of mations, a
proud and diverse coalition of allies, a sclen-
tific revolution of even greater potentiality
than the industrial revolution of the 19th
century, a clamorous, ambitious, and hungry
combination of ill-trained and newly inde-
pendent countries, and a social revolution
between the races and between the rural and
urban dwellers of the continent.

These are not the kind of things that
can be reduced easily to statistics or graphs,
but the President attempted it, with one eye
on the blackboard and the other on the
election. His problem is change and his
formula is economic growth. Despite all the
talk about devising a better tax bill, his aim
is not tax perfection but some combination
of events that will get full employment and
full production.

SWITCH-BLADE STATISTICS

The question the President tried to pose
last night was not whether the Nation could
afford to achieve full employment and max-
imum use of its industrial capacity, but
whether it could afford not to do it. His
reference to the 1 million youngsters out of
school and out of work illustrates the point.

This combination of idle energy is what
James B. Conant, former president of Har-
vard, calls “social dynamite.” Mr. Conant
recently pointed out that in a single large
city in the Nation, 69 percent of the male
youth between 16 and 21 were roaming the
streets.

“The problem of unemployed youth in the
large cities,” he said, “Is in no small part a
Negro problem. We do not facilitate its solu-
tion by tryilng to * * * hide this fact.
* * * The building up of a mass of unem-
ployed and frustrated Negro youth in con-
gested areas of a city is a social phenomenon
that may be compared to the piling up of in-
flammable material In an empty bullding in
a city block. Potentialities for trouble—in-
deed possibilities of disaster—are surely
there.”

Yet, as the President pointed out, his
youth employment opportunity bill is still
stuck in the Congress—and this is only one
of many urgent iszues that persist between
the columns of the President’s statistics.

Little wonder, then, that he had a hard
half hour on the TV screen. All he could
promise was jam tomorrow, though for polit-
ical reasons he would have liked to produce
jam today.

August 15

EXTRAVAGANCE IN SPACE
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
yesterday I appeared before the Inde-
pendent Offices Appropriations Sub-
committee of the Committee on Appro-
priations to appeal for economy in our
space effort. I pointed out what an
enormous increase we have had, and the
kind of increase we are asked to have
in our space planning; namely, an in-
crease from $1.7 billion last year to $3.7
billion this year, or an increase of $2
billion, by far the biggest proportionate
appropriation increase of any agency of
our Government.

Although the Russians have achieved
great success in space in the last few
days, it still seems to me that we must put
this subjeet in perspeective and recognize
that spending by NASA is not related to
the defense effort. It has gone ahead
at such a headlong rush that we are
wasting money. In my statement yes-
terday I documented where we are
wasting money. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my statement before the Sub-
committee on Appropriations be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

BTATEMENT BY SENATOR WILLIAM PROXMIRE
BEFORE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SPACE
APPROPRIATIONS, AUGUST 14, 1962

I am appearing before this subcommittee
at my own request because I am deeply con-
cerned about the impact of the huge increase
in spending for space recently authorized by
Congress, and projected future space budgets,
on our Nation's other vital needs and goals.
Let me emphasize at the outset that I do not
question the importance of our space effort.
I support it warmly. I favor the manned
lunar probe enthusiastically. The signifi-
cant question is not whether our Nation
should undertake a space program—of
course it should—but rather at what rate we
should earry on such a program and what
goals we should establish for our space effort,
in relation to other important undertakings.

One of the basic responsibilities which
Congress has 1s the allocation of funds to
various programs, taking account of prior-
ities and the amount of money which can
wisely be spent in any particular program.
It is my firm belief that money is being
poured into NASA without significant re-
gard to a reasonable scale of national prior-
itles, and at a faster rate than can be pru-
dently used. As a result, fiseal ecaution is
being thrown to the winds in the administra-
tion of our Nation's space program.

The available evidence points to one ex-
ample after another of a disturbing lack of
concern about costs, spending, and basic
budget discipline in the space program.

ROCEETING COSTS OF SPACE CENTER

One striking instance s the Manned Space
Flight Center in Houston, Tex. The pro-
jected cost of this installation has zmoomed
from the initial estimate of $60 million to
the current cumulative figure of $30 million
plus. According to a recent New York
Times article, the final total cost will be
about $123 million, more than double the
original estimate, with construction barely
started.

If the cost of the Center was to be this
high, Congress should have been told the
full story right away, instead of being spoon
fed the bitter medicine of growing costs dose
by dose.
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Even the first step of acquiring the land
involved a shocking example of ballooning
costs. Originally, the site of the Center was
to be a tract of land donated by Rice Insti-
tute. Indeed, the avallability of free land
was one reason for choosing the Houston
location.

But within months after the Center was
announced, the initial plans were deemed
inadequate, and an additional 600 acres of
land had to be bought,

By that time, land prices around the site
had skyrocketed, as can be seen from these
independent land appraisals before and after
the announcement:

Before After
announcement announcement
1. $692,875 $1,246,1756
2. §7560,000 $1,021,000
3. $635,000 $720,000

It is my understanding that NASA ac-
tually paid $1.4 million for the additional
land, about double the price before the pre-
mature announcement sent prices shooting
up.

Both these matters—the vastly increased
cost of the Center itself and the unneces-
sarily high cost of land acquisition—raise
serious questions about the prudence with
which the space program is administered.
FOR LOW-PRIORITY FACILITY, $10.6 MILLION

Another instance of the lack of sensitivity
to costs: In the additional $30.7 million re-
quested in the current budget for the Man-
ned Space Flight Center there is included
$10.6 million for a flight acceleration fa-
cility, with centrifuge and supporting equip-
ment,

I seriously question the need for this item,
in view of the fact that the Navy's 8$5.7
million Johnsville centrifuge will provide
ample capacity to handle tests on the Apollo
and the Dyna-Soar (X-20). It strongly ap-
pears that the new centrifuge in Houston
would be more a convenience than a ne-
cessity—but a $10.6 million convenience,

While it may be maintained that the new
centrifuge will accommodate the larger ve-
hicles that will follow the Apollo, it would
certainly make sense to wait until these are
at least more fully conceived and are ap-
proaching the serlous design stage before
bullding a device at enormous cost to test
them.

This will prevent expensive errors result-
ing from going to the construction stage
before we know what we are doing. The
land has been acquired, and there will be
ample time later to bulld the facility when
it is needed.

In addition to the Houston centrifuge and
the existing Johnsville facility, this year's
NASA budget requests two other centrifuges,
one at Ames and one at Goddard. Just last
year the National Academy of Sciences re-
ported that existing centrifuges and similar
motion devices for research were under-
utilized, partly because of a critical shortage
of qualified personnel to operate them.

In the light of this comment, I urge the
subcommittee to scrutinize very carefully
the justification for building still more ex-
cess capacity for flight acceleration testing
purposes.

BUDGET BUREAU SCRUTINY IS MINIMAL

The responsibility of this subcommittee
is all the greater because, as indicated dur-
ing the House appropriation hearings, this
is one appropriation which the Budget Bu-
reau leaves virtually untouched. The budget
request has come to Congress almost pre-
cisely as NASA submitted it to the Presi-
dent.

This is a rare accomplishment indeed, but
it imposes a far greater than normal respon-
sibility on Congress to make sure that every
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item in the budget is fully justified, neces-
sary, and to be acquired at reasonable cost.

In polnted contrast to the lax budgetary
control of the space agency, the Defense De-
partment has just announced a cost cutting
and control program that is estimated to
save $3 billion in procurement costs per year
at the end of 6 years. This kind of rigorous
attention to budget practice, guarding
against wunnecessary and overlapping ex-
penditures, is urgently needed in our space
effort.

Another specific aspect of our mushroom-
ing space effort that concerns me is NASA's
increasing tendency to dispense with adver-
tised competitive bidding in the award of
space procurement contracts. I recognize
that certain aspects of the space program
may be difficult to operate under the sound
discipline of advertised competitive bidding.
But this is by no means the case universally.
It has been shown time and time again
that competitive bidding is the most effec-
tive way to reduce costs and is the fairest
to all companies concerned. Departures
from this procedure should be as infrequent
as possible, and should only occur when
clearly and absolutely necessary.

The use of so-called competitive negotia-
tion rather than advertised competitive
bidding, while probably preferable to sole
source procurement, nonetheless lacks both
of the main virtues of formal competition.
It does not allow all interested firms to
compete. And it does not impose the same
solid cost discipline. While I recognize the
urgency with which our space program is
viewed, I cannot believe that the need for
speed is so great that NASA should virtually
ignore competitive bidding. With all the
urgency of military procurement, the De-
fense Department has a far better record
on competitive bidding.

“COMPETITIVE NEGOTIATION'' NOT COMPETITIVE

Upon detailed investigation “competitive
negotiation” often turns to be a lot less com-
petitive than the term suggests. The con-
tract for the Saturn S-1 is an interesting
example of this. Before this $200 million
contract was awarded, the Chrysler Corp. had
already put in over 2 million man-hours on
the Saturn project. For 18 months before
the award, Chrysler had over 700 men work-
ing at Huntsville on Saturn. The corpora-
tion earned over $16 million on this project
before the contract competition and award.
Not surprisingly, Chrysler got the $200 mil-
lion contract. Surely this makes a farce of a
procedure designated as ‘“‘competitive.”
While certain other firms also had engineer-
ing contracts for S8aturn before the contract
was awarded, none of these were of the same
order of magnitude, and none of the other
firms were of a size to permit realistic bidding
on the $200 million pirme contract.

This practice of permitting one company
to get a tremendous head start in the con-
struction of a major new space item before
specific contracts are awarded simply cannot
be justified In the name of competition.
This committee should investigate carefully
the circumstances under which so-called
competitive negotiation was conducted in
this and other instances. The close relation-
ships that undoubtedly exist between the
“negotiators” on both sides—NASA and the
firm doing the extensive precontract devel-
opment work—make it extremely doubtful
that the negotiations are in any real sense
competitive.

So far, I have been dealing only with a
few examples of loose management of our
huge space expenditures. In addition to
these, I would like to draw the attention of
the subcommittee to the long-range impli-
cations of the space effort, and to the many
problems which can be foreseen. These

problems may be of great magnitude because,
as this committee well knows, the space pro-
gram’s sheer size—in terms of dollars and
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resources, both human and material—make
it without question the largest undertaking
of the U.S. Government since the total in-
volvement of our economy and Nation in
World War II.

Already the massive cost and rate of
growth of our space program are putting
serious strains on our Nation’s scientific and
defense capabilities, and on scientific edu-
cation. Our entire space effort can have
staggering effects on our education system,
our supply of scientific manpower, our in-
dustrial defense capability, and on the
American taxpayer. Comprehensive, detailed
study of these effects should be undertaken
immediately.

DRAIN ON SCIENTIFIC MANPOWER

The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration already is draining our limited
supply of scientific and engineering person-
nel, thus reducing the manpower available
for work in defense, industry, and education.
This crucial problem of sclentific manpower
should be recognized now, and steps should
be taken at once to solve it,

A recent article in the Washington Post
entitled “Moon Aims Strain Manpower Sup-
ply” noted that NASA will need approxi-
mately 13,000 more scientists and engineers
in the next few years in order to carry out
its projected program. The article went on
to say: “There is now danger that space pro-
gram recrulters will begin to entice scien-
tists and engineers away from other Gov-
ernment agencies and laboratories and then
from universities.” Yet at the same time
private industry and the universities will be
demanding more sclentific manpower in order
to carry out their functions. The question
I am asking is this: Where are all these ex-
tra scientists and engineers going to come
from? From our graduating university
classes? Hardly. The proportion of scien-
tists and engineers In graduating classes has
been declining for several years and the
industrial and especially defense demand for
these graduates has greatly increased.

To try to get an answer to this question,
I wrote to Dr. Howard A. Meyerhoff, Execu-
tive Director of the Scientific Manpower
Commission. He replied: “I have been work-
ing on the scientific and engineering man-
power problem for nearly 10 years, and even
if I apply my imagination to my knowledge,
I frankly do not know where these people
are coming from, unless we are prepared to
cut back sharply on the use of competent
teachers in our institutions of learning, and
on research and development in industry,
and in other Government agencies.” And
then Dr. Meyerhoff came to this conclusion:
“s * * NASA's manpower requirements have
not been integrated and therefore have not
been seen in perspective in relation to other
overall needs in education, industry, and
Government."” This is what one component
authority has to say about how the huge
expenditures for our space program are going
to affect our supply of scientific manpower.

Our Nation's scientific manpower is just
one specific aspect of the larger general
problem of viewing our space program in
the context of our Nation's priorities and
needs. Several eminent sclentists have
spoken out against placing an excessive em-
phasis on a space program. For example,
Dr. James R. Killian, Jr., chairman of the
MIT perhaps the Nation's great-
est institution of sclentific learning, and
first science adviser to President Elsenhower
sald recently: “The United States must de-
cide whether it can justify billions of dollars
for man in space when its educational system
is so inadequately supported.” And fur-
ther, he warned: “The Natlon must seek to
determine whether it is now proceeding too
rapidly in this area and whether it can man-
age the present man-in-space program with-
out weakening other important national pro-
grams, including defense.”
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MAGNITUDE OF SPACE PROGRAM QUESTIONED

Along the same lnes, & distinguished
Member of the Howuse, Congressman CHET
Horwrrerp, chairman of the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee, stated on a television
program in June, in speaking of our space
program: “I have seen what I think (are)
very worthwhile programs in applied sci-
ence, which have direct benefit to the people
of America, put on the shelf for the pursuit
of some fantastic objective which may or
‘may not be attained 10 or 15 years from now.
And, in the meantime, the people are denied
the benefits which are just around the

In the New York Times of August 12, 1962,
the dis columnist James Reston

himself to this key question. He
wrote: “There is a growing uneasiness among
many thoughtful people in the country these
days about the cost of our military and space
programs.

“The issue Is not whether the Nation
should defend the free world and explore
outer space but whether the military ald
programs to other countries, the propaganda
aspects of the space program, and the mili-
tary budget Itself can be modified to do the
job with considerably less money—the sav-
ings to be used in other ways.

“Former President Eisenhower, for exam-
ple was saying this week that the space
budget, averaging between $3 billion and
$5 billion a year, was well beyond its scientif-
ic requirements. His chief sclentific ad-
viser in the White House, Professor Kistia-
kowsky of Harvard, calls the space program a
technological spectacular, more concerned
with national prestige than scientific prog-
ress,

“Warren Weaver, former president of the
American Association for the Advancement
of Sclence, puts the cost of the man-on-the-
moon project at §30 billlon and adds: I be-
leve that most scientists consider the pro-
posed expenditure quite unjustified on the
grounds of scientific considerations, and also
consider the frantic pace of the program to
be wasteful.

*“Dr, E. U. Condon, professor of physics at
Washington University in St. Louls and for-
mer director of the National Bureau of
Standards, said this week In Colorado that
the unmanned flights to the moon were valu-
able for astrophysics but quite inexpensive
compared to the cost of trying to send a man
there and bringing him back alive., This
latter part of the program he defined as a
kind of ‘lunar Olympic game"."

Mr. Reston further reports Dr. Weaver's
comments on what alternative projects might
be accomplished with the funds for the man-
on-the-moon project over the next decade.
He writes: “With this money, we could give
a 10-percent raise in salary for 10 years to
every teacher in the United States ($9.8 bil-
lion); glve $10 million each to 200 of the
best small colleges in the Nation (82 bil-
lion); finance T-year fellowships at $4,000 a
year for 50,000 new scientists and engineers
(814 billlon); contribute $200 million each
to create 10 new medical schools ($2 billion);
build and largely endow complete univer-
gities for all 563 of the nations which have
been added to the United Nations since it
was founded ($13.2 billion); create 3 more
permanent Rockefeller Poundations ($1.5
billion). He observes that we would still
have $100 million left over to educate the
peonle on the changes in the modern world.”

It is plain that the massive size and rapid
growth rate of our space effort are having
the effect of diverting resources away from
the fulfillment of other vital needs and goals
which merit high national priority. The task
of properly evaluating the relative priorities
of these goals must be shouldered by Con-
gress—particularly through its control of ap-
propriations. I believe that Congress can
fulfill this responsibility by more carefully
evaluating the enormous expenditure in-
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creases that are programed for space, and by
cutting back judiciously to bring these pro-
grams back into balance with other national
priorities.

As I sald before, I do not object to our
effort to land men on the moon. Some pro-
tests against the usefulness of this under-
taking have been voiced, but I reject them.
Man's ambition has brought him to the
brink of a great adventure in space, and our
country should indeed work hard to be first
with a manned lunar landing. But our space
program should be kept in balance with other
national goals. If huge costs are to be in-
curred, if billlons of dollars are to be spent,
we should explore the implications of this
commitment in advance, with our eyes open,
taking every possible step to judge the value
of what we will be getting for our invest-
ment.

The significant question 1s not whether
we should undertake a space program—of
course we should—but rather at what rate
such a is carried on, and what spe-
cifie goals are set for it.

I have drawn the attention of this sub-
commitiee to two distinct problems concern-
ing our space expenditures: first, to specific
examples of looseness in the administration
of the tremendous amount of going
into our space program, and second, to the
long-range Impact of these huge space ex-
penditures on other vital natiomal needs
and goals, particularly on our supply of sci-
entifle manpower.

HARDHEADED APFROACH NEEDED

In view of the staggering effects which
the presently projected space program could
have upon education, scientific manpower,
and even our defense capabilities, I hope
that the subcommittee will take a hard-
headed and realistic approach in
our long-range space objectives and will trim
from our space program those projects which
are of secondary importance. To help ac-
complish this I propose two specific recom-
mendations:

1. The subcommittee should request NASA
to make alternative proposals to show spe-
cifically how a slower expansion of funds
for the space program would affect the man-
to-the-moon timetable and other NASA
goals;

2. NASA should be requested to provide
a justification for the timing of the lunar
effort in addition to its ftem-by-item cost
Justification.

Further, turning to the present budget, I
have pointed out examples which indicate
that because of the rapid growth of the
space program, the wusual procedures of
sound budgetary control are not being ap-
plied. As a result, NASA has received what
amounts to a carte blanche to spend money
in any way it desires.

The evidence, though fragmentary because
no one is investigating these matters suff-
clently, clearly points to Imprudent admin-
istration of our space budget. The specific
examples which I cited are symptomatic,
I feel, of the general looseness with which
these funds are being expended.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a brief interview
published in the U.S. News & World Re-
port, in which I question some of the
waste in the space field.

There being no objection, the inter-
view was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

WE'RE PROCEEDING T0O RAPIDLY—INTERVIEW
Wire SewATOR WiLLiam ProxMIRE, DEMO-
CRAT, OF WISCONSIN
Question. Senator ProxMire, have you dug

deeply into the moon project?

Answer. I have been interested in the moon
program—its impact on education, on sci-
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ence, on defense. It is going to have a big
impact there, and, of course, on our whole
economy.

- Is the taxpayer getting his
money's worth?

Answer. I think there’'s great danger that
the taxzpayer is going to have to pay a great
deal more—and by “more” I mean billions
of dollars more—than he should have to pay.

I think there is great waste in this pro-
gram. We're proceeding much too rapidly
with it. There are areas in which we can
save money in which we are not doing so.
The failure of the Senate to provide for com-
petitive bidding for major space contracts is
going to result in more waste.

Question. Just how much money is in-
volved?

Answer. The amount that was spent in
1960—to give you an idea of how this has
escalated—was $523 million. The next year,
it was $064 million. In the just-concluded
fiscal year, §1.7 billion. And this fiscal year,
it's going to be $3.7 billion, an increase of
$2 billion over last year—by far the biggest
increase that any agency of significant size,
from a percentage standpoint, is going to
have this year—a perfectly immense in-
crease.

Question. Is the total to grow each year?

Answer, Oh, yes. They expect it to go up
to about $5.5 billion in 1864 and to go on up
to—conservatively—to an area of $10 “o §15
billion a year by 1970. On the basis of every-
thing I've seen since I've been in Washing-
ton, I'd estimate it would be a lot closer to
$20 billion a year.

Question. Why do you say that there is
waste? What is belng wasted?

Answer. I want to stress one particular
aspect of waste, and that is the allocation
of a very scarce and enormously valuable re-
source we have—sclentific manpower.

We have a great shortage now of com-
petent sclentists and engineers. We have
had for years. I think anybody who has
observed university employment knows that
when the boys graduate from universities
and colleges with any kind of scientific or
engineering backgrounds, there are likely to
be three or four or five jobs walting for
them. And of course, those who have had
some fraining and experience are in very
scarce supply.

Now, the impact of this program on that
sclentific personnel just can't be overesti-
mated. It's perfectly tremendous. National
Aeronautics and Space Administration last
year took over 2,000 scientists and engineers.
Estimates are that, in the next 3 or 4 years,
they'll take something like 13,000.

Question. Do you mean that NASA 1s out
raiding scientific personnel from universities
and industry?

Answer. There's no question that they're
raiding. That's the only way they can get
them. They're raiding scientific personnel
from industry, they're taking them from de-
fense industry. That means that the scien-
tists who are contributing to the security
of this country are taken from key defense
jobs and put to work on the moon project.
They're also taking them from graduate
education. There’s no other place to get
these scientists.

Some people say that this is a great pro-
gram for taking care of unemployment. But
you aren't putting people who are unskilled
workers on this job. This moon project has,
by far, the highest impact on very skilled
and very speclalized personnel, none of whom
are now unemployed. The only way you can
get people on this profect is to take them
from some other project. There's no gques-
tion that It's robbing personnel.

Question. Senator, do you oppose the idea
of going to the moon?

Answer. Oh, no, no. I think that going
to the moon is undoubtedly necessary. We're
going to do it. I earnestly hope we're first.
It's important that we be first, and I think
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we should be willing to take risks and to
pay heavy taxes in order to do this, but I
think we must put this in terms of priori-
tles, In perspective. We should recognize
that we also have an even more urgent, a
more necessary obligation to defemnd this
country. And I think defense has to come
ahead of space.

What most people overlook is that where-
as we're spending this enormous amount in
the coming year—nearly $4 billion on space—
none of this is for defense.

Question. Is it important which natlon
is first to the moon?

Answer. We'd like to win, surely, but I
cannot see that being first is going to make
the difference between whether freedom or
communism triumphs in the world.

Although the Russians have scored a num-
ber of firsts In space, it's my judgment that
in the 5 years since their first bilg space
breakthrough that we have advanced in
world prestige more than they. This is be-
cause more mundane, less exciting matters
are more significant.

One example: our great agricultural effi-
ciency. ¥t has resulted in a food-for-peace
program which has been very success-
ful throughout the world. Terrible farm
failures in China and in Russia and
throughout the Communist world have made
more and more people realize that where
communism moves in, hunger follows.

While this is, I suppose, a kind of simple
concept, it seems to me that here is an
area which is far more important in terms
of victory for freedom than is any spectacu-
lar achievement in space.

Question, Should the United States ignore
the Russians and pursue its own schedule
at a slower pace?

Answer. I wouldn't say we should ignore
the Russians. At the same time, I feel very
strongly that we owe the taxpayer a far
more careful and sober and conservative ap-
proach to this moon project than we've had
so far.

The fact is that, by proceeding with such
fantastic rapidity, there is every possibility
that we're going to so damage scientific edu-
cation that 5 or 10 or 15 years from now we
will suffer In the space race. With all of
our magnificent economic power, and with
our great ingemuity, if the Russians are able
to achieve scientific superiority over us be-
cause they have more scientists than we
have, and their sclentists are of comparable
competence, then we may lose because of
this.

Question. Are the Russians pulling ahead
in that fleld?

Answer. Nicholas DeWitt of Harvard has
made the most comprehensive study of So-
viet sclentific education that's ever been
made, and it shows that the Russians are
now graduating some 125,000 engineers and
sclentists a year compared to our 45,000.
That is In contrast with the situation 10
years ago when we were graduating about
55,000—more scientists then than we are
now—and the Russians were graduating
about 86,000. These statistics are of deep
concern. What we have to do is concentrate
on scientific education rather than on these
spectacular leaps to the moon as a first
priority.

Question. Getting back to what you con-
sider wasteful procedures——

Answer. Yes, I want to give you a specific
example of how the speedup in the space
program actually is costing money, because
we are skipping competitive bidding:

Space authorities announced recently that
they're dispensing with competitive bidding
on further key projects. They said this can
save as much as 4 months. They sald then
they were negotiating directly for construc-
tion of an upper stage costing $250 million
for the advanced Saturn rocket. They said
& new liquid-fueled engine for the Nova
rocket—a project expected to cost up to
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$175 million might also be allotted to a single

source.

Question. Why is that considered waste-~
ful?

Answer, This kind of activity, involving—
in both cases—far more than $100 million
and deliberately skipping competition in or-
der to save time, may save a few weeks or
even a couple of months, but it obviously
cannot be justified, and it's going to cost
millions of dollars more than it would if
orderly competitive procedures were fol-
lowed.

A policy enabling the space agency to skip
procedures which the military has to follow,
when defense is so much more urgent, is
wrong, particularly when, in aggregate, it
could amount to hundreds of millions of
dollars of more taxes.

Question. How seriously are taxes being
affected now as a result of the space race?

Answer, This latest single increase in the
space budget will result in a tax of $70 for
every American family—for all of our 50
million American families—for the non-
defense space program. That is a fantastic
burden for a nondefense program.

I wonder if most people approve of spend-
ing at that rate for this kind of a program.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the REcorp an excellent
article entitled “What a Moon Ticket
Will Buy,” written by Warren Weaver,
and published in the Saturday Review
for August 4, 1962. Mr. Weaver shows
the perfectly enormous cost of the
manned lunar project and puts it in
perspective.

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

Waatr & Moon Ticker Wit Buy—Aw In-
cREDIBLE PRICE STATED IN EARTHLY CUR-
RENCY

(By Warren Weaver)

(Eprtor's Note.—The American expedi-
tion to the moon, which President Kennedy
says must land on the moon by 1970 at the
latest, has been criticized by many scientists.
The usual reasons are that the project blocks
other, equally if not more important, re-
search work. Never before has anyone with
sufficient breadth of vision and simulta-
neous grasp of the technicalities attempted
to tote the bill for the moon voyage in terms
of the whole of American civilization. The
sane and sensible approach to the moon
would be first to launch a series of un-
manned spaceships loaded with supplies to
protect the lives of the men who will follow.
From these trips knowledge could be gained
about spaceship launching, rendezvous and
orbiting, as well as about the still virtually
unknown surface of the moon. Only after
all the possible lessons had been learned
from the unmanned lumar craft would men
be allowed to go. NASA has thrust these
old-fashioned cautions aside. In a frenazy
to reach the moon ahead of the Russians,
young American astronauts will be assigned
to travel to the moon, orbit around it, and
ride a small lunar ferryboat out of that
orbit 239,000 miles away from any possibility
of earthly help or advice.}

The American program for exploration of
extra-terrestrial space serves two distinet
purposes. On the one hand, it contributes
to defense, to international political pur-
poses, and to our national prestige. On the
other hand, it advances scientific knowl-
edge.

Certainly few sclentists have the profes-
sional competence or the practical expe-
rience which would enable them to make
responsible judgments concerning the non-
selentific aspects of space research. I am
myself not prepared to oppose any level of
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expenditure which has been thoughtfully
evaluated by leaders competent in the mili-
tary and political fields, and which has been
deemed by them, in careful review of alter-
native uses of the money and manpower, to
be necessary for nonsclentific reasons.

Apart from the military and political pur-
poses (within which can be included pos-
sible beneficial effects on our economy and
the charming possibility that we may force
our enemies into economic collapse), there
remain the essentially sclentific purposes. I
believe that most sclentists consider the
proposed expenditures gquite unjustified on
the grounds of scientific considerations; and
also consider the frantic pace of the pro-
gram to be wasteful.

It has been forecast that it may cost $30
billion to put a man on the moon. But
how much is $30 billion?

It is sobering to think of an alternative
set of projects that might be financed with
this sum. We could give a 10-percent raise
in salary, over a 10-year period, to every
teacher in the United States, from kinder-
garten through universities, in both public
and private Institutions (about $9.8 bil-
lion); give $10 million each to 200 of the
best smaller colleges ($2 billion); finance
7-year fellowships (freshman through
Ph. D.) at $4,000 per person per year for
50,000 new sclentists and engineers ($1.4
billion); contribute $200 milHon each to-
ward the creation of 10 new medical schools
(82 billion); build and largely endow com-
plete universities, with medical, engineering,
and agricultural faculties for all 53 of the
nations which have been added to the United
Nations since its original founding ($13.2
billion); create 3 more permanent Rocke-
feller Foundations ($1.5 billion); and still
have $100 million left over to popularize
science.

Whether you are primarily concerned with
national welfare, international prestige, or
science, weigh these alternatives against a
man on the moon.

SOVIET OPPRESSION OF HUNGARY

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, last
week I stated on the floor of the Senate
that I thought it was becoming increas-
ingly more evident that the United
States contemplates abandoning the
course it has pursued since 1956 in the-
United Nations with regard fo Hungary.
On October 2, 1956, when the brave
patriots of Hungary rose in rebellion,
the world applauded their conduct.
There was then visible a ray in the dark
clouds, indicating that probably the cap-
tive nations of Europe would become
emancipated. The United States was in
the midst of a presidential election. The
Nation was electrified when over the
radio and television, it reeeived reports
of brave Hungarians, many of them with
bare fists and only the strength of their
bodies, standing up while the iron and
the fire of the Soviet military machine
invaded Hungary.

Many Hungarians, both young and old,
died. They died partly for the cause of
Hungary and partly for the cause of our
country.

I wish today to review what took place
after October 27, 1956, in the Unifed
Nations, where our country was demand-
ing justice for Hungary and justice for
the people of the world and dignity and
respeet for the Unifted Nations.

I. THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The revolt in Hungary was first drawn
to the attention of the United Nations
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on October 27 when the United States,
France, and the United Kingdom asked
for an urgent meeting of the Security
Council. On October 28 the Hungarian
Government protested the calling of the
meeting but by November 1 the course of
the rebellion in Hungary had caused a
change in its attitude. The Prime Min-
ister—Nagy—then asked that the ques-
tion of the defense of Hungary’s
neutrality be put on the agenda of the
forthcoming U.N. General Assembly ses-
sion. He stated that Soviet units were
entering Hungary, that he had demanded
their withdrawal, and that Hungary had
repudiated the Warsaw Pact. On No-
vember 2 the Prime Minister appealed
to the Security Council to instruct the
U.S.8.R. and the Hungarian Government
to start negotiations immediately for the
withdrawal of Soviet troops.

The Soviet attack in strength on
Budapest led to a summons for an urgent
Security Council meeting on Sunday, No-
vember 4. The U.S. representative—
Lodge—reported that the Hungarian
Prime Minister had appealed to the
world for help as Hungary’s capital city
burned under the Soviet onslaught. He
proposed that the Security Council
should call on the Government of the
U.S.8.R. “to desist forthwith from any
form of intervention, particularly armed
intervention, in the internal affairs of
Hungary; to cease the introduction of
additional armed forces into Hungary,
and to withdraw all its forces without
delay from Hungarian territory.”

The vote on U.S. resolution: Nine in
favor; one against, U.S.5.R.; one absten-
tion, Yugoslavia.

The U.S. resolution was not passed
because of the veto of the U.S.S.R.
The Council then decided to call an
emergency special session of the General
Assembly.

II. THE TU.N. GENERAL ASSEMBLY: SECOND

EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION,! NOVEMBER 4—

10, 1956

The General Assembly met at 4:30
p.m., November 4, and 4 hours later had
adopted a resolution, as proposed by the
United States and amended by France,
substantially similar to the resolution
introduced in the Security Council. It
provided, as follows:

The General Assembly—

1. Calls upon the Government of the
TUnion of Soviet Socialist Republics to de-
sist forthwith from all armed attack on the
peoples of Hungary and from any form of
intervention, in particular armed interven-
tion, in the internal affairs of Hungary;

2. Calls upon the Union of Soviet Soclalist
Republics to cease the introduction of addi-
tional armed forces into Hungary and to
withdraw all of its forces without delay from
Hungarian territory;

3. Affirms the right of the Hungarian
people to a government responsive to its
national aspirations and dedicated to its
independence and well-being;

“4, Requests the Secretary General to in-
vestigate the situation caused by foreign
intervention in Hungary, to observe the situa-
tion directly through respresentatives named
by him, and to report thereon to the Gen-
eral Assembly at the earliest moment, and

1The first emergency special session had
been called a few days before on the situa-
tion in the Middle East.
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as sobn as possible suggest methods to bring
an end to the foreign intervention in Hun-
gary in accordance with the principles of
the Charter of the United Nations;

“5. Calls upon the Government of Hun-
gary and the Government of the Union of
Soviet Soclalist Republics to permit observers
designated by the Secretary General to enter
the territory of Hungary, to travel freely
therein, and to report their findings to the
Secretary General;

“g. Calls upon all members of the United
Nations to cooperate with the Secretary-Gen-
eral and his representatives in the execution
of his functions;

“7. Requests the Secretary General in con-
sultation with the heads of appropriate spe-
cialized agencies to inguire, on an urgent
basis, into the needs of the Hungarian peo-
ple for food, medicine, and other similar
supplies, and to report to the General As-
sembly as soon as possible;

“8. Requests all Members of the United
Nations, and invites national and interna-
tional humanitarian organizations to co-
operate in making avallable such supplies as
may be required by the Hungarian people.”

The vote: 50 in favor, 8 against, and 15
abstentions.

Against: Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorus-
sia, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania,
Ukrainian S8.8.R. and the U.S.S.R.

Abstentions: Afghanistan, Burma,
Ceylon, Egypt, Finland, India, Indo-
nesia, Iraq, Jordan, Libya, Nepal, Saudi
Arabia, Syria, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

On November 5 the Secretary General
made public a cable from a new Soviet-
dominated Hungarian Government,
headed by Janos Kadar, stating that re-
quests from the Nagy government that
the United Nations take up the Hun-
garian situation were invalid and had
no legal force. The Assembly, however,
ignored the Kadar cable and on Novem-
ber 9 adopted three additional resolu-
tions.

The first—sponsored by Cuba, Ireland,
Italy, Pakistan, and Peru—reaffirmed the
major provisions of the November 4
resolution and in addition stated that
the General Assembly ‘“considers that
free elections should be held in Hungary
under United Nations auspices, as soon
as law and order have been restored, to
enable the people of Hungary to deter-
mine for themselves the form of govern-
ment they wish to establish in their
country.”

The vote: 48 in favor, 11 against, 16
abstentions.

The second resolution, introduced by
the United States, called upon the
U.S.S.R. “to cease immediately actions
against the Hungarian population which
are in violation of the accepted stand-
ards of international law, justice and
morality.”

The resolution also asked that the
Hungarian authorities facilitate the re-
ceipt and distribution of food and
medieal supplies for the Hungarian peo-
ple. It requested the U.N. Secretary
General “to call upon the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees to con-
sult with other appropriate international
agencies and interested governments
with a view to making speedy and ef-
fective arrangements for emergency. as-
sistance to refugees from Hungary.”

It further urged member states to
make special contributions for this pur-
pose.
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The vote: 53 in favor, 9 against, and 13
abstentions.

On the proposal of Austria the Assem-
bly then resolved “to undertake on a
large scale immediate aid for the af-
fected territories by furnishing medical
supplies, foodstuffs and clothes” and
called “upon all member states to par-
ticipate to the greatest extent possible
in this relief action.”

The vote: 65 in favor, 0 against, 7
abstentions.

In compliance with the first Assembly
resolution U.N. Secretary General Ham-
marskjold had on November 8 asked
the Hungarian Government if it were
willing to permit entry and free travel
within Hungary to U.N. observers. He
stated that he had taken steps to in-
vestigate the situation caused by foreign
intervention in Hungary ‘“on the basis
of available and confirmed material”
but he pointed out that without the Hun-
garian Government's cooperation, it
would be impossible for him to suggest
methods for ending the foreign inter-
vention, as the Assembly has requested.
On November 10 the Secretary General
communicated with the Government of
the U.S.S.R. asking for its assistance in
the fulfilment of his mandate.

In the meantime, action was also taken
to meet the relief needs of the Hungarian
people and to speed aid for refugees.
The U.N. Secretary General on Novem-
ber 4 authorized his Under Secretary for
Economic and Social Affairs, Philippe
de Seynes, to follow up the Assembly’s
directives on relief needs, and asked the
U.N. Deputy High Commissioner for
Refugees, James M. Read, to consult with
governments and international bodies
on giving emergency aid to the refugees
and to coordinate the aid given.

III. UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMEBLY!:

11TH SESSION, NOVEMBER 12, 1962

The 11th session of the U.N. General
Assembly opened on November 12. By
this date the Soviet-dominated Hun-
garian Government had made known
its view to the effect that any Assembly
resolution on the country’s political sit-
uation would be considered interference
in its domestic affairs, that it would not
admit observers, and that Soviet troops
were in Hungary at its invitation. On
November 13 a reply was received from
the Soviet Union substantially to the
same effect. However, the Hungarian
Foreign Minister did cable his Govern-
ment’s intention to permit the receipt
and distribution of food and medicines
among the people.

It was announced at the United Na-
tions on November 16 that a three-man
group, consisting of Judge Gundersen of
Norway, Dr. Alberto Lleras, of Colombia,
and Arthur Lall, of India, had been
appointed to investigate the situation
caused by foreign intervention in Hun-
gary.

In the meantime, three new resolu-
tions were being circulated among U.N.
members. The first, introduced by

Cuba, was drafted in response to reports
of deportations of Hungarians to the So-
viet Union and called upon the U.S.S.R.
and the Hungarian authorities to cease
the deportations and returns those who
had been deported. The second, spon-
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sored by Ceylon, India, and Indonesia,
urged Hungary to admit U.N. observers.
The third, proposed by Argentina, Bel-
gium, Denmark, and the United States,
related to the coordination of relief ac-
tions. All three were adopted on No-
vember 21.

The vote on Cuban resolution: 55 in
favor, 10 against, and 14 abstentions.

The vote on Ceylon-India-Indonesia
resolution: 57 in favor, 8 against, and 14
abstentions.

The vote on Argentina-Belgium-Den-
mark-United States resolufion: 69 in
favor, 2 against, and 8 abstentions.

On November 30 the U.N. Secretary
General reported that “no information is
available to the Secretary General con-
cerning steps taken in order fo establish
compliance with the decisions of the
General Assembly which refer o a with-
drawal of troops or related political mat-
ters.” He stated that he had not been
able to obtain permission from Hungar-
ian authorities for observers to enter
Hungary. He also pointed out that the
U.N. investigating group appointed earli-
er in the month (see above) had exam-
ined the material available to the Secre-
tariat and had concluded that it did not
provide “a sufficient basis for a report to
him at the present stage and that the
group, moreover, deems it essential that
its work should be supplemented and co-
ordinated with such findings as might
result from the process of direct observa-
tion in Hungary.”

By December 3 the Hungarian authori-
ties had made it known that they were
ready to receive the UN. Secretary Gen-
eral “at a later date appropriate to both
parties.” Not satisfied with this vague
promise, the Assembly on December 4
adopted a resolution, sponsored by the
United States and 13 other nations—
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Cuba,
Denmark, El Salvador, Ireland, Italy,
Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Sweden,
and Thailand—which requested “the
Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the Hungarian
authorities fo communieate to the Sec-
retary General, not later than Decem-
ber T, 1956, their consent to receive
United Nations observers.”

It recommended that the Secretary
General send observers to Hungary, and
“other countries as appropriate,” in
other words, to any neighboring coun-
tries willing to receive them.

On the same day the U.N. Secretary
General informed the Assembly that the
Hungarian representative to the UN.—
Horvath—had agreed to suggest to his
Government that the Secretary General
be admitfed to Budapest on December 16.
Shortly afterward, however, the Hun-
garian radio rejected the date as “un-
suitable.” On December 8 in a report
to the Assembly the U.N. Secretary Gen-
eral affirmed that no purpose would be
served in making an on-the-spot investi-
gation in Hungary unless he were ad-
mitted soon.

When it became plain that Soviet in-
tervention in Hungary would continue,
and that the U.N. would not be allowed
to send observers, the General Assembly
on December 12 passed a resolution spon-
sored by the United States and 19 other
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lands,
the Philippines, Spain, Bweden Thalland,
and Turkey—whose substantive provi-
sions were as follows:

The General Assembly—

Declares that, by using its armed force
against the Hungarian people, the Govern-
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics is violating the political independ-
ence of Hungary;

Condemns the violation of the Charter
by the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics in depriving Hungary of
its liberty and independence and the Hun-
garian people of the exercise of thelr funda-
mental rights;

Reiterates its call upon the Government
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to
desist forthwith from any form of interven-
tion in the internal affairs of Hungary;

Calls upon the Government of the Union
of Soviet Soclalist Republics to make im-
mediate arrangements for the withdrawal,
under United Natlons observation, of its
armed forces from Hungary and to permit
the reestablishment of the political inde-
pendence of Hungary.

The vote: 55 in favor, 8 against—Soviet
bloc—13 abstentions.

Against: Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorus-
sia, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania,
Ukraine, Soviet Union.

Abstentions: Afghanistan, Cambodia,
Egypt, Finland, India, Indonesia, Jordan,
Moroceco, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria,
Yemen, Yugoslavia.

In early January U.N, Under Secretary
for Economic Affairs, Philippe de Seynes,
was permitted to enter Budapest in order
to make a survey of the needs of the
Hungarian people, Mr. Seynes made it
clear that his mission was not to estab-
lish an aid program but simply to make
a survey.

In a report to the Assembly on Janu-
ary 5 the U.N. Secretary General referred
to the work of the investigating commit-
tee he had appointed on November 16
and stated that “serious consideration"
should be given to the committee’s con-
clusion that “short of access to reliable
madterial, provided through observation
on the spot in Hungary and by the co-
operation of the governments directly
concerned, there would be little purpose
in attempting an assessment of the pres-
ent situation or of recent events.” India
had taken the position that since the
committee had not obtained permission
to go to Hungary, it should not go to
Austria, the only neighbor of Hungary
willing to admit it. Because of the
Hungarian refusal to admit observers
“the only source of new and direct in-
formation might be hearings with
refugees from Hungary, conducted, in
the first place, in neighbering countries”
the Secretary General stated “but in
order to yield results of wvalue, such
hearings must be extensive and orga-
nized in a judicially satisfactory -form.”
Mr. Hammarskjold suggested that the
Assembly set up its own committee to
take over from his committee “under
somewhat broader terms of reference”
than those implied in previous Assembly
resolutions.

The Soviet Union was for the first time
sharply critical of the Secretary General
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for this suggestion. The Soviet delegate
said that he regretted that Mr. Ham-
marskjold had seen fit to act as a party
in the dispute.

On January 10, 1957, the Assembly
adopted a resolution whose prinecipal
Pprovisions was as follows:

“The General Assembly—

“Establishes for the above-mentioned pur-
pose (to gather information) a special com-
mittee composed of representatives of
Australia, Ceylon, Denmark, Tunisla and
TUruguay, to investigate and to establish and
maintain direct observation in Hungary and
elsewhere, taking testimony, collecting evi-
dence, and receiving information, as appro-
priate, in order to report its findings to the
General Assembly at its present session, and
thereafter from time to time to prepare ad-
ditional reports for the information of mem-
bers of the United Nations and of the Gen-
eral Assembly If it is in session.”

The vote: 59 in favor, 8 against, 10 ab-
stentions.

Against: Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorus-
sia, Czechoslovakia, Peland, Rumania,
Ukraine, USS.R.

Abstentions: Afghanistan, Cuba,
Egypt, Finland, India, Jordan, Saudi
Arabia, Sudan, Syria, and Yugoslavia.

IV. CONCLUDING COMMENTS

United Nations resolutions have
pressed first, for a halt to the Soviet
armed attack and a withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Hungary; second, for non-
intervention by the Soviet Union in the
internal affairs of Hungary; third, for
the right of the Hungarian people to a
government responsive to their will;
fourth, for a direct investigation by U.N.
observers in Hungary or elsewhere; and
fifth, for permission to minister to the
relief needs of the Hungarian people and
for aid to the refugees.

On December 12 the Soviet Union
was condemned by the Assembly for
violating the political independence of
Hungary and the U.N. Charter.

In response, the Soviet Union and the
present Hungarian authorities have re-
jected all the U.N. resolutions addressed
to the rebellion and Soviet armed intru-
sion as an intervention in the internal
affairs of Hungary. Their representa-
tives have maintained further that So-
viet troops were in Hungary at the re-
quest of the Hungarian Government and
under the terms of the Warsaw Paet.
The Hungarian authorities have, how-
ever, permitted U.N. economic experts to
visit Budapest and allowed the distribu-
tion of relief supplies.

The Assembly’s call for relief assist-
ance for Hungary and the Hungarian
refugees has met with an encouraging
response, particularly among the Euro-
pean countries, and the United States.
Not only have food, clothing, and medi-
cal supplies been rushed to Hungary and
to the Hungarian refugees in Austria,
but many nations have offered asylum to
the refugees—see annex. However, the
future of a substantial number of the
refugees still remains uncertain.

On the other hand, in the absence of
an unexpected softening of attitude on
the part of the Soviet and Hungarian
authorities, or of developments in the
international situation relating to dis-
armament, the status of Germany or
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other matters it is doubtful if there will
be compliance with the Assembly resolu-
tions dealing with the withdrawal of So-
viet forces and nonintervention in
Hungary.

There were other developments in the
United Nations, but I shall not speak
now of them.

I now come to 1962, nearly 6 years
later. What a difference there is in the
situation. Time haspassed. The plight
of the Hungarian people obviously has
become insignificant.

In 1956 and 1957 the United Nations
declared that there was an armed in-
tervention in Hungary unjustified by in-
ternational law, and violative of the prin-
ciples of the United Nations, inhumane,
and that the Soviet Republic should
withdraw its troops. Today we find com-
plete lethargy and indifference. Today
the word is current that this subject is
to be dropped from further considera-
tion by the United Nations.

I ask my colleagues, What has been
accomplished? Have the Soviet troops
been withdrawn from Hungary? Have
the Hungarians been given the right to
have free and independent elections, to
choose their own government?

There has been no compliance with
all the resolutions passed by the United
Nations. Are only the little nations to
obey the orders of the United Nations?
Is the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics
to be honored, to be credited with the
right to indifferently look upon the man-
dates? Are we then to witness the pitiful
spectacle of the United Nations and our
country saying, “We will do nothing more
about it"”?

One might ask, “Why are we contem-
plating dropping the subject?”’ My un-
derstanding is that the position taken is,
“We cannot do anything about it, and
therefore we ought to quit pressing our
demands.”

Mr. President, it is better to try and to
fail than not to try at all. If respect
for the United Nations is to be main-
tained, if our word is to be accepted by
the people of the world, can we in this
shameful and indefensible fashion re-
treat from the lofty position which we
occupy in defending the rights of the
people to choose their own type of gov-
ernment, to be free from invasion?
What will the people of the world say
when the word goes out that the subject
will be dropped at the United Nations,
that the delegates from the Communist
Hungarian government will be honored
and recognized?

For 6 years those delegates have not
been recognized. They have been re-
jected. If the subject is dropped, they
will come in with their credentials.
They will say, “We are the representa-
tives of the duly recognized Hungarian
Government, and we ask recognition.”

For the good of the United Nations,
for the good of our country, and consist-
ent with decency and morality, this
subject ought not to be dropped. Let it
go to a vote. Let the Soviet Republic
and those nations which want to follow
it defeat our proposal. We will be
stronger going down in honorable defeat
than we will be in abandoning our po-
sition and saying that we will not try
because we cannot succeed.
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I think the subject is important. It
may seem out of time, but to me it is
not. Truth and justice are eternal,

The cause of the Hungarian people is
just. The position of the Soviet Repub-
lic is wrong. The position of the present
Government of Hungary is wrong. We
ought not to yield to them.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial commu-
nications satellite system, and for other
purposes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. 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. 175 Leg.]
Alken Gruening Morton
Allott Hart Mundt
Bartlett Hickenlooper Muskie
Beall Hickey Neuberger
Bennett Holland Pastore
Boggs Hruska Pearson
Bottum Humphrey Pell
Burdick Jackson Prouty
Bush Javits Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Johnston Randolph
Byrd, W.Va. Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Saltonstall
Carlson Keating Scott
Carroll Kefauver Smathers
Case, Eerr mith, Mass.
Chavez Kuchel Smith, Maine
Church Lausche Sparkman
Clark Long, Mo.
Cotton Long, Hawail Symington
Curtis Long, La. Talmadge
Dodd Magnuson Thurmond
Douglas Mansfield Tower
Eastland McCarthy Wiley
Ellender McClellan Williams, N.J.
Engle McGee Williams, Del
Ervin McNamara Yarborough
Fong Metcalf Young, N. Dak,
Fulbright Miller Young, Ohio
Goldwater Monroney
Gore Morse

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment of the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Bur-
DICK].

Mr. MORSE and Mr. KEFAUVER re-
quested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Mans-
FIELD].

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 Nevada [Mr. BiBLE],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Car-
roLL], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HARTKE], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hrirl, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Georgia [Mr.

RusseLr], and the Senator from Ohio .

[Mr. Youne] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]
are necessarily absent.
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I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
[{Mr. HarTeel, the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hiirl, and the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] would each vote
“Fea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpErsoN] is paired with
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Mossl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Utah would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN] is paired with the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Carrorrl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ari-
zona would vote “yea’” and the Senator
from Colorado would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BiBLE] is paired with the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Younc]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada would
vote “yea” and the Senator from Ohio
would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr, BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Care-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurpHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer] is absent to attend a funeral.

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 20, as follows:

[No. 176 Leg.]
YEAS—66
Alken Hickenlooper Muskie
Allott Holland Pastore
Beall Hruska Pearson
Bennett Humphrey Pell
Boggs Jackson Prouty
Bottum Johnston Proxmire
Bush Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Byrd, Va. Jordan, Idaho Robertson
Byrd, W.Va. Keating Saltonstall
Cannon Kerr Beott
Carlson Euchel Smathers
Case Lausche Smith, Mass
Chavez Long, Mo, Smith, Maine
Cotton Magnuson Sparkman
Curtis Mansfield Btennis
Eastland MeCarthy Symington
Ellender MeClellan Talmadge
Engle McGee Thurmond
Ervin Miller Tower
Fong Monroney Wiley
Fulbright Morton Williams, N.J.
Goldwater Mundt Williams, Del.
NAYS—20
Bartlett Gruening McNamara
Burdick Hart Metcalf
Church Hickey Morse
Clark Javits Neuberger
Dodd Kefauver Yarborough
Douglas Long, Hawail Young, N. Dak.
Gore Long, La.
NOT VOTING—14
Anderson Cooper Moss
Bible Dirksen Murphy
Butler Hartke Russell
Capehart Hayden Young, Ohio
Carroll Hin

So Mr. MANsFIELD'S motion to lay Mr.
Burpick’'s amendment on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President, I call up my amendment iden-
tified as “81-11-62—DDD.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER
NEUBERGER in the chair).
ment will be stated.

The LecisLaTIVE CLERK, On page 23, in
line 23, it is proposed to strike out the
words “sections 303 and 304", and in-

(Mrs,
The amend-
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sert in lieu thereof the words “sections
303, 304, and 404",

On page 39, between lines 13 and 14,

insert the following new section:
ANTITRUST LAW COMPLIANCE

Sec. 404. (a) Whenever the corporation
contemplates entering into any contract with
any other communications common carrler,
it shall, before entering into that proposed
contract, transmit promptly to the Attorney
General a true and correct copy thereof, a
full and complete written statement concern-
ing the purpose and effect thereof, and such
other information as the Attorney General
may consider necessary for determination
whether that contract, if entered into, would
tend to create or maintain any situation in-
consistent with the antitrust laws.

-(b) Within a reasonable time thereafter,
the Attorney General shall transmit to the
corporation his written opinion on the ques-
tion whether that contract, if entered into,
would have any such effect. A copy of each
opinion so transmitted to the corporation
shall be transmitted to the Commission,

On page 39, line 15, strike out “Skc.
404”7, and insert in lieu thereof “Skc.
405.".

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President——

Mr. MILLER. Madam President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield to me,
in my time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President, I cannot yield to the Senator
in his time. The gag rule which is being
applied requires that a Senator who has
the floor and is speaking can yield only
in his own time.

Mr. MILLER. I wish to find out what
the pending amendment is.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is one of
my amendments. It is identified as
“8-11-62—DDD.” I wish the label were
“DDT,” so as to kill this bill. However,
it is now labeled “DDD.”

Mr. MILLER. I cannot find any
amendment except one labeled “ZZZ.”

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Madam
President, we know that most Senators
will vote against the amendment. In
fact, it will be disposed of by means of
a motion to lay it on the table; there
will not even be a vote directly on the
amendment. We shall make a good case
for the amendment, as we have done for
the other amendments; but this amend-
ment will be disposed of by means of a
motion to lay on the table—as has been
done right along, with the other amend-
ments, under the most tyrannical rule I
have ever seen in the Senate. I must
proceed under it, so here I am.

I cannot yield to the Senator from
Iowa, except by unanimous consent; and
I am so upset about this matter that I
do not feel disposed to agree to any
unanimous consent.

Madam President, the purpose of this
amendment is to make the proposed cor-
poration comply with the antitrust laws.
The bill as it now stands would create
the most fantastic monopoly in existence,
and the proposed monopoly would deal
with space. Unfortunately, our country
does not own space. But here we are:
‘We do not own space, but we have spent
$25 billion trying to get it; but the Rus-
sians appear to be ahead of us.

However, if an attempt is to be made
to give our developments in space to the
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AT. & T, at least let us require com-
petitive bidding.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the yeas and nays be or-
dered on the question of laying my
amendment on the table. Of course, it
will be tabled; I know that a vote will
not be taken on my amendment on its
merits.

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, is
the Senator from Louisiana now mak-
ing a motion to lay his amendment on
the table?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No, but the
Senator from Rhode Island is going to
make that motion.

Mr. PASTORE. Why does not the
Senator from Louisiana wait until the
motion is made?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I want to
have the yeas and nays ordered now; and
when the yeas and nays are requested, I
want to agree to the request to have
them ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator
from Louisiana want me to move now
that his amendment be laid on the table?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No.

Mr, PASTORE. Very well, if the Sen-
ator from Louisiana does not want me
to make that motion now, let him wait
until I make the motion; and we will
ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island agreeing to do
that?

Mr. PASTORE. Yes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator from Rhode Island, and I thank
the good Lord that the yeas and nays
will be had on a motion to kill a good
amendment.

Mr. President—or, Madam President,
I wish to make a correction; under the
circumstances, I should say “Madam
President.” However, the rule provides
that when a Senator addresses the
Chair, he should say “Mr. President”;
the one who wrote this rule did not con-
template that a woman would ever oc-
cupy the chair.

Madam President, after all the billions
of dollars our Government has spent on
its developments in connection with
outer space, we now have Telstar in
outer space. Telstar, in my opinion, is
of questionable value. However, under
the pending bill, Telstar would be given
to AT. & T.

But Madam President, A.T. & T. al-
ready has so much. Why give them
more.

Madam President, I am fold that
within a month the Russians will have a
satellite up in space, broadcasting—
something that we do not even think

about doing now. They will be broad-

casting live television programs to all
the world. They will be doing it within
a year. We cannot do that. The con-
trolling factor is the problem of batter-
ies. The Russian rockets have so much
lifting power that they can send up the
necessary batteries and thus can broad-
cast live to the entire world—right now.
We are told that they will broadcast on
three spectrums. The AT. & T. says
that cannot be done; they say we do not
have on our receiver tubes the same lin-
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ear spectrums that are used in Europe,
so it will be necessary to use three spec-
trums. But we understand that the
Russians will put up a device which will
use three spectrums. Inasmuch as we
cannot do that, the Russians will do it;
and probably they will use an adapta-
tion of the old song, “The Best Things
in Life Are Free.” But as the Russians
use it, it probably will go something like
this:
You're listening to the people's star;
It's put here for you and me,
Don't tune in on that satellite—
It's owned by A.T. & T.

[Laughter.]

I think they will use part of the Ameri-
can version of the song for the next four
lines:

The flowers In spring,

The birdies that sing;

The sunbeams that shine,

They're yours, they're mine.

And love can come to everyone—
It's not a monopoly.

That will be the Russian version.

I suggest to the new corporation that
it put out its own song, to compete with
the Russians' song. Perhaps this corpo-
ration will use a song which will go
something like this:

This star is here to make a buck.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Please do not say
that.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask the
Senator from Illinois please to trust me:

This star is here to make a buck.

It's here for monopoly.

Tell all poor folks they're out of luck,

A man got to pay to see.

Your telephones ring,

It's Perry or Bing,

Just any old thing

You pay—we ring.

You can reach beloved ones;

Just pay old AT. & T.

Madam President, that is what we are
up against. The Russians say that un-
der our form of government our people
are taxed any given amount—let us say
$25 billion—for their investment in outer
space, but the first time it is possible to
show a profit, our Government is deter-
mined to sell it for nothing to a monop-
oly. The Russians say that is the way
our Government operates. But, Madam
President, why in the world should we
proceed in this way to prove it to the
Russians and to all the rest of the world?
Why do we not compete with the Rus-
sians?

Suppose we do what we are asked to
do: We are asked to let this private
monopoly charge everyone who uses our
satellite, But suppose the Russians put
up a satellite, and then say:

Come on, everybody!

Make your teiephone calls for free.
Look! It's our television program.
This ain't pay TV.

That would make a terrific appeal to
all the people of the world. But we
would be hogtied by this private monop-
oly; we would be stuck with it, while
the Russians won the propaganda race
in the world.

I am just trying to resist this monoply.
I am the chairman of a Subcommittee on
Monopoly; and the Senator from Ten-
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nessee [Mr. KerFauver] is also the chair-
man of a Subcommittee on Monopoly.
We are dedicated to opposing monopoly.

I asked the Secreftary of State, “Did
it ever occur to you that the major use
will be for telephones? Why don't you
give it to the telephone companies?”

But there was no answer.

Then I said—and what I said is cor-
rect—“You talk about all the money that
would be made by telephone calls be-
tween New York and London. Buf
there are five times as many channels
between New York and Los Angeles.
Why don’t you include those, so this
thing can be used domestically?”

There was no answer.

I will tell the Senate why they do it
this way. It is because the telephone
company wrote the legislation—at least
the original draft of it. They were
asked, “Why don’t you do it this way?"”
No answer. All I say is that if they
are going to do it, at least let us make
them try to comply with the antitrust
laws. That is what my amendment
does.

The Senate may vote to table my
amendment, but I am ready to vote.

Mr. PASTORE rose.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
Senator make the motion first.

Mr. MORSE. I thought he had made
it. He stood.

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, I
move to lay the amendment on the table,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam Presi-
dent——

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
a point of order.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, a
point of order.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would like to
speak in my own time.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, a
point of order. The Senator is out of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

The question is on the motion of the
Senator from Rhode Island to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from Louisiana. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIsLE],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Car-
roLL], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hiir]l, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Mossl, and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Russerr] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpErsoN] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpeErson] is paired with
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss].

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Mexico would vote “yea,” and
the Senator from Utah would vote
'lmo"

On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN] is paired with the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL].

Let the
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If present and voting, the Senator
from Arizona would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Colorado would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Brere]l, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Russert]l, and the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hmmi]l would each vote
|¢yea‘n

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CarE-
Hart], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurPHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vate “yea.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
Coorer] is absent to attend a funeral.

The result was announced—yeas 72,
nays 16, as follows:

[No. 177 Leg.]
YEAS—T2
Alken Hickenlooper Mundt
Allott Hickey uskie
Beall Holland Pastore
Bennett Hruska Pearson
Boggs Humphrey Pell
Bottum Jackson Prouty
Bush Javits Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Johnston Randolph
Byrd, W.Va, Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Saltonstall
Carlson Keal Bcott
Case Kerr Smathers
Church Kuchel Smith, Mass
Caotton Smith, Maine
Curtis Long, Mo Sparkman
Dodd Magnuson Stennis
Eastland Mansfield Symington
Engle MeCarthy Talmadge
Ervin McClellan Thurmond
Fong McGee Tower
Fulbright Metealf Wiley
Goldwater Miller Williams, N.J
Hart Monroney Williams, Del
Hartke Morton Young, N. Dak
NAYS—16
Bartlett Gore Morse
Burdick Gruening Neuberger
Chavez Eefauver Yarborough
Clark Long, Hawall Young, Ohio
Douglas Long, La.
Ellender McNamara
NOT VOTING—12
Anderson Carroll Hill
Bible Coaoper Moss
Butler Dirksen Murphy
Capehart Hayden Russell

So Mr. PAasTORE'S motion to lay on the
table the amendment of Mr, Lone of
Louisiana was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I
should like to address myself to my own
amendment, 8-14-62—H.

Mr. PASTORE. May we have order,
please.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr, JAVITS. Madam President, I
call up my amendment 8-14-62—H, and
ask that the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HvMPHREY] may be joined as a co-
SPONSOr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New York? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

The amendment will be stated for the
information of the Senate,

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. On page 38,
line 14, immediately after the period,
it is proposed teo insert the following new
sentence:

Nothing contained in this section shall be
construed as derogating from the authority
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of the President pursuant to section 201
(a) (4).

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, if
the Senate will give me its attention, I
shall complete everything I have to say
in about 5 minutes, in a colloguy with
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Spargman], who is the Senator in
charge of the bill for the committee
which last reported it, the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

Madam President, I yield myself 5
minutes.

The purpose of the amendment is to
make it crystal clear that the President
of the United States shall be the final
authority in respect of any matter
which concerns “the national interest
and foreign policy of the United States”
in international negotiations, even if
those particular negotiations may be
construed by the corporation organized
under the act to be a matter of “business
negotiations.”

Those words I have used, Madam
President, are words of art. The words
“business negotiations'” are found in
section 402, and the words “the national
interest and foreign policy of the United
States” are found in section 201(a) (4).

Madam President, I know there was
considerable debate about this question
when the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr, Gorel was be-
fore the Senate on Monday. Having
read that debate, it appeared hoth to the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuMm-
PHREY], who had about the same amend-
ment I have proposed, and to me that
this question was not yet clear in terms
of the basis of the bill, assuming that it
should become law. It is critically im-
portant that it should be clear, for the
reason that the power which is to be
granted by section 201(a)(4) to the
President of the United States is to be
complete power. The President is given
the power to “exercise such supervision
over relationships of the corporation
with foreign governments or entities or
with international bodies as may be ap-
propriate to assure that such relation-
ships shall be consistent with the nation-
al interest and foreign policy of the
United States.”

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Not wyet. Would the
Senator allow me to finish my thought?

However, when dealing with “business
negotiations,” in section 402, provision is
made for ‘“‘whenever the corporation
shall enter info business negotiations”
the corporation shall keep the Depart-
ment of State advised and the Depart-
ment of State, it is to be assumed, may
render such assistance as may be nec-
essary or appropriate, as the language
provides, or demur.

It is not clear from the wording that
if the President believes the “business
negotiations” will be not, as the com-
pany might think, “business negotia-
tions” but relationships with foreign
governments of the kind described in
section 201(a) (4), he may assert his au-
thority, and thereupon he shall have di-
rect authority in those negotiations as
if section 201(a) (4) were the section
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under which the negotiations were taking
place.

To clarify that, Madam President, we
really do not need an amendment if the
legislative history is very clear on the
subject. Therefore, if the Senator will
allow me, I should like to complete my
statement, and then I shall be glad to
yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

I should like to address a question to
the Senator from Alabama, the Senator
in charge of the bill on behalf of the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Not yet. I should like
to address a question to the Senator
from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded by the Senator from New
York has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I
yield myself 3 additional minutes.

Is it the intention of the committee
that section 402 of the bill is subject
to and limited by section 201(a) (4), so
that whether or not the corporation
seeks the assistance of the Department
of State under section 402 even in “busi-
ness negotiations” it is the President
who will have the power to determine
when and under what circumstances
“business negotiations” involve “the na-
tional interest and foreign policy of the
United States,” so as to warrant his in-
tervention under section 201(a) (4) ?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield in his own time?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield in my own time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For a
question?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. I understand the
Senator is going to ask me a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Alabama is
recognized.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Madam President,
I fear I cannot frame this in the form of
a question. Therefore, if I may, I will
use my own time.

Mr. JAVITS. Very well, Madam Pres-
ident, I yield the fioor.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield before so doing?

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator will al-
low me, I will yield in a minute. This is
not a matter of time or of being didac-
tic. I should like to get this set, and
then I will yield in my own time to the
Senator, if he will only allow me to do
it in this way.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I will, but I wish first
to get the Recorp straight by asking a
question of the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I
yield for a parliamentary inquiry to the
Senator from Oregon on my time.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, is it
not true that a Senator may ask unani-
mous consent of the Senate that he may
yield to another Senator for a purpose
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other than to ask a question, and if he

can get the consent, the Senator may

speak?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
request has been made and granted. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Madam President,
I shall try to answer the question of the
Senator from New York as completely
as I ecan, and yet with reasonable
brevity. I wish to call to the attention
of the Senator from New York several
things. First, the subject was one of
considerable discussion in the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

Very frankly, my own feeling is that
the power of the President under the
Constitution is so paramount on all
these questions that it would not make a
great deal of difference what wording
was used. Congress cannot limit, take
away, or destroy the powers of the Presi-
dent under the Constitution. I think
that is basic.

However, due to the fact that some
Senators were not satisfied, when Sec-
retary Rusk appeared before our com-
mittee, he made a rather strong state-
ment pertaining to that subject. The
part to which I refer particularly is to
be found on pages 174 and 175 of the
hearings before the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

Madam President, in order to help
make a complete record, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp the portion of Sec-
retary Rusk's statement beginning at
the top of page 174 and extending
through the break in the middle of page
175 of the hearings before the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

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

NO DELEGATION OF PRESIDENT'S AUTHORITY TO
ENGAGE IN INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS
In recent weeks most of the discussion

of the foreign policy provisions of the bill

has centered on whether they delegate to
the corporation a part of the President’s
authority to engage in International nego-
tiations on behalf of the U.B. Government.

Let me state most emphatically that they

do not. Indeed, to my mind, there would

be a constitutional guestion whether Con-
gress could by legislation deprive the Presi-
dent of any such authority.

BACKGROUND OF SECTION 201(a) (4) OF THE BILL
The fact is that the bill, in section

201(a) (4), expressly directs the President to
“exercise such supervision over relationships
of the corporation with foreign govern-
ments or entitles or with international
bodies as may be appropriate to assure that
such relationships shall be consistent with
the international interest and foreign policy
of the United States.”

This provision confirms the authority of
the President to control international nego-
tiations with respect to the satellite com-
munications system in any way he deems
appropriate, where the foreign policy inter-
ests of the United States are involved,
Where he considers it necessary for the ex-
ecutive branch to conduct the negotiations
himself, he will be able to direct this.

A certain confusion has arisen on this
subject because section 402 of the admin-
istration bill in its original form contained
the following provision:
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“The corporation shall not enter into nego-
tiations with any international agency, for-
eign government, or entity without a prior
notification to the Department of State,
which will conduct or supervise such negoti-
atlons. All agreements and arrangements
with any such agency, government, or entity
shall be subject to the approval of the De-
partment of State.”

That provision taken literally was perhaps
too broad. But as Under Secretary McGhee
made clear in the very first testimony of the
State Department on this bill, the Depart-
ment has neither the time, the personnel,
the technical competence, nor the desire to
carry on ordinary business negotiations for
this corporation, any more than it carries on
such detailed negotiations on behalf of other
American corporations engaged in interna-
tional business. Moreover, the original lan-
guage lodged the negotiating authority in the
State Department rather than in the Presi-
dent who has the constitutional responsi-
bility for the conduct of foreign policy.

For these reasons that language was
dropped, and the language I have previously
read to you was inserted in section 201(a) (4)
to confirm the President’s authority to con-
duct negotiations having international
political significance. In exercising this au-
thority the President will use the Depart-
ment of State as his principal arm; but, as
this committee knows, in conducting its in-
ternational negotiations the Department
associates with itself representatives of other
agencies which have interest and competence
in the subject matter.

BUSINESS NEGOTIATIONS LIMITED BY PRESIDEN-
TIAL AUTHORITY

In the course of congressional considera-
tion, section 402 was rewritten to govern
those situations in which the corporation is
negotiating abroad on business or technical
matters arising in the conduct of its opera-
tions. We do not interpret this new section
402 as a grant of power to the corporation
to negotiate on these matters. That derives
from its charter power to do the kind of
business it will be doing. Section 402 in its
present form is a recognition that, with this
corporation, even technical or minor busi-
ness negotiations may raise problems of
wider concern. It provides a procedure for
dealing with those problems. Under this
procedure the corporation must keep the De-
partment informed about such negotiations.
The Department will advise the company of
relevant foreign policy considerations and
be ready to provide appropriate assistance if
necessary. Although the bill contains no
definition of “business negotiations,” this
creates no dificulty. It is, after all, for the
President to determine, under section 201
(a)(4) as well as under his constitutional
power to conduct foreign policy, what nego-
tlations should be conducted by the Gov-
ernment and which may be left to the cor-
poration.

I can assure the committee that we in
the State Department are fully aware of
the broad range of gquestions involving for-
eign policy interests that may arise in con-
nection with this satellite communications
system. The Department will wish to follow
them closely either through direct conduct
of the negotiations or by close association
with the company under the procedure pre-
scribed by section 402, whichever is appro-
priate.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Answering further,
I had wanted to make certain that the
REecorp was clear. I supplemented Sec-
retary Rusk’s statement with a series of
questions, which he answered. Those
questions and answers are found be-
ginning at the middle of page 178 of the
hearings before the Committee on For-
eign Relations and continue to just be-
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low the top of page 180. The series of
questions and answers bears upon this
very subjeet. I shall not take the time
of the Senate to read it. T make refer-
ence to it and ask unanimous consent
that that portion of the hearings before
the Foreign Relations Commitiee be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

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

RELATIONSHIP OF THE CORPORATION WITH
FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS

Senator SparEMAN, Thank you, Mr. Sec-
retary.

I have just a few questions I want to pose
to you.

I note that you point out in your state-
ment section 201(a)(4) of the bill directs
the President “to exercise such supervision
over relationships of the corporation with
foreign governments or entities or with in-
ternational bodles as may be appropriate to
assure that such relationships shall be con-
sistent with the national interest and for-
eign policy of the United States.'”

This would seem to me to mean plainly
that the President will have full power to
decide in each case what supervision would
be appropriate.

Do you understand it that way?

Secretary Rusk. That is my understand-
ing, sir. I would say the answer to that
is “Yes.”

POWERS OF THE PRESIDENT AS SEPARATE FROM
THE POWERS OF THE CORFPORATION

Senator SparEMaN. It would seem to me
that if the President is to exereise such
supervision over relationships of the corpora-
tion as he may deem appropriate, and so
forth, it is clear that he may decide what
negotiations he believes the Government
should conduct and what negotiations are
business matters of the nature which the
corporation may conduct under the provi-
slons of section 402.

Is that the way you understand it?

Secretary Rusk. I think that is correct,
Mr. Chairman, if the President is to give
effect to his responsibilities under this bill.

Senator SPAREMAN. Yes. I am just trying
to make a record here as to your conception
of what the powers of the President are as
separated from the powers of the corpora-
tion,

I would assume, then, that the Govern-
ment, rather than the corporation, would
conduct basic negotlations affecting foreign
policy, including such important negotia-
tions as next year's ITU conference and any
other negotiations with foreign governments,
whenever the President thought it appro-
‘ priate?

Secretary Rusx. I think that is wun-
doubtedly true, Mr. Chairman. I think that
would be especially true at the early stages
of the establishment of an Iinternational
communications satellite system.

Senator SparxmaN. I assume, on the other
hand, that the corporation would, in all
probability, conduct its own technieal busi-
ness negotiations with foreign entities; is
that right?

Secretary Rusk. That is correet, sir, with
notification to the Department of State so
that the foreign policy interests can be
observed.

NOTIFICATION TO STATE DEPARTMENT CONCERN-
ING NEGOTIATIONS WITH FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS

Senator Sparxman. You make it clear in
your statement that notlce must he given
to the State Department in every instance
when negotiations are to be conducted, even
those of a business nature. And, further-
more, when it does this, it would be under
the provislons of section 402 which require
notifying the State Department?
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Secretary Rusx. That is correct, sir.

Senator SpArREMAN. I assume, also, that
when the President determines that it is ap-
propriate for the executive branch to conduect
a particular negotiation, he would direct
that such negotiations would be conducted
by the Department of State in conjunction
with other Interested agencies in the usual
way. Is that correct?

Rusk. That would be the normal
practice, and I might say, as happens in other
fields, I would suppose that at a number of
these negotiations a representative of the
corporation would also be a part of the
negotiating team assoclated with the Depart-
ment of State.

Senator SearEmaxn. But always under the
supervision of the President?

Secretary Rusk. That is correct.

Senator SParREMAN. And the State Depart-
ment acting, of course, for the Presldent?

Secretary Rusx. That Is correct.
RESPONSIBILITY FOR NEGOTIATION OF TREATIES

Senator SparEman. It has been sald that
this bill would give the corporation the
right to negotiate on behalf of the Govern-
ment agreements and treaties which would
require the approval of Congress.

Am I correct in reading the language of
section 201(a)(4) to mean that the execu-
tive branch will negotiate all such agree-
ments and treaties under the direction of the
President, just as at the present?

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir. I
would anticipate that any negotiation lead-
ing to an executive agreement or to a treaty
on behalf of the Government of the United
States would be conducted by the Govern-
ment of the United States.

Mr. SPAREMAN. In order to let the
Senate know that that was our inten-
tion, I call attention to pages 2, 3, and
the top of page 4 of the report of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, which
contain a quotation of the questions and
answers between me and Secretary Rusk.
They are identical with those contained
in the hearings. Therefore I shall not
ask that they be printed, but I make
reference to the report of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

I call attention to a part of the report
by the Committee on Commerce. I re-
fer to page 23, the bottom paragraph,
section 402, under the heading ‘“Notice
of Foreign Business Negotiations.” The
report contains a discussion, which I
think is clearly in point, answering fo
the question of the Senafor from New
York. I make reference to that section
in the report of the Commerce Commit-
tee, one of the legislative committees
reporting on the bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the per-
tinent portion of the report of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, beginning at the
bottom of page 23 and extending to the
top half of page 24, be printed at this
point in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be prinfed in the Recorn,
as follows:

SECTION 402. NOTICE OF FOREIGN BUSINESS
NEGOTIATIONS

This section is to insure that the corpora-
tion, in its business negotiations with inter-
national or foreign entities over faecilities,
operations, or services, will conform to rele-
vant foreign policies of the United States.
Section 402 should be read with section
201(a) (4) as both are concerned with the
role of the corporation in relation to U.S.
foreign policy. Together these sections as-
sure that this role will be carried out in a
manner which contributes to the success of
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that policy. Section 402(a)(4) recognizes
the FPresident’s authority to take whatever
steps he deems appropriate to assure that
the relationships of the corporation with
foreign governments, entitles, or interna-
tional agencies are consistent with the for-
eign policy of the United States. This sec-
tion reaffirms the traditional responsibility
of the President, and through him to the
Department of State, for conducting foretgn
policy. Section 402, on the other hand, is
concerned with the narrower problem of the
corporation's business negotiations with in-
ternational or foreign entities. With respect
to these negotiations, the corporation is to
notify the Department of State when enter-
ing into negotiations and that Department
is to advise the corporation of relevant for-
eign policy considerations. Moreover, dur-
ing the negotiations the corperation may re-
quest the assistance of the Department; such
assistance has customarily been furnished by
the Department to communications carriers.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Madam President,
further than that, our learned friend,
the Senator in charge of the bill, the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TORE], made inquiry of the Secretary of
State even since the debate started. He
has obtained a lefter from Secretary
Rusk which states the case quite fully.
I shall not take time fo read the letter,
but I do make reference to it. I ask
unanimous consent that the letter from
the Secretary of State be printed at this
point in the RECoRD.

There being no objection, the lefter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington.
Hon. Jouw O. PASTORE,
U.S. Senate.

DeAr SEnaTOR PASTORE: You have asked me
to set forth the views of the Department eof
State on those sections of the commumnica-
tions satellite bill which provide authority to
the Government to supervise and direct ac-
tivitles and relationships of the corporation
which materially affect foreign policy. I am
pleased to do so.

As you know, the Department has repeat-
edly expressed its support of the present bill.
We have testified to this effect before several
committees of the Congress. As recently as
August 6, I testified before the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and explained in
detail how the bill would protect the for-
elgn policy interests of the United States.

The authority of the President is contalned
in section 201(a). That section authorizes
and directs the President to do certaln things
“in order to achieve the objectives and to
carry out the purposes of this act.” Con-
gress has declared the major purposes and
objectives in section 102. It is the policy of
the United States, as declared by Congress,
to establish a commercial communications
satellite system, "in conjunction and in co-
operation with other countries,” which will
“contribute to world peace and understand-
ing.” In developing the system, *“care and .
attentlon will be directed toward providing
such services fo economically less developed
countries and areas."” To achieve these and
other purposes of the act, the President is
directed, among other things, to—

* ® L 3 - *

*“(4) exercise such supervision over rela-
tionships of the corporation with foreign gov-
ernments or entities or with international
bodies as may be appropriate to assure that
such relationships shall be consistent with
the national interest and foreign policy of
the United States;

*(5) Insure that timely arrangements are
made under which there can be forelgn par-
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ticlpation in the establishment and use of a
communieations satellite system;
L] L] L] - L

“(7) so exercise his authority as to help
attain coordinated and efficlent use of the
electromagnetic spectrum and the technieal
compatibility of the system with existing
communications facilities both in the United
States and abroad.”

Sectlons 201(a) 4, 5, and 7 both reaffirm
the plenary constitutional power of the
President to conduct foreign policy and au-
thorize him to issue such directives and
orders to the corporation as are appropriate
“to achieve the objectives and to carry out
the purposes of this act.” It is for the Presi-
dent to determine foreign policy, and to re-
quire the corporation to act in conformity
with that policy, subject to the limitation,
as I pointed out in my testimony, that his
direction must be consistent with the con-
cept of the corporation as a commercial en-
terprise and with other provisions of our
Constitution and laws.

Under section 201(a)4, it is for the Presi-
dent to determine, in each case, what super-
vision is appropriate. For example, the
President will have to determine when and
under what clrcumstances we will enter into
agreements and arrangements with foreign
governments, entifies, or international
bodies. He will also determine which agree-
ments should be negotiated by the Govern-
ment, and which can be left to the cor-
poration. And under section 201(a)5, the
President has authority to determine the
form and econtent of any international ar-
rangements—bilateral, regional, or multi-
lateral—which may be required to bring
about a global system, and to assure appro-
priate foreign participation In that system.

During the Senate debate on the bill, sev-
eral Senators expressed concern that the bill
delegated to the ecorporation authority to
negotiate arrangements which it would be
more appropriate for the Government to ne-
gotiate. This concern is, in our view, un-
warranted. As we have noted, section
201(a)4 gives the Presldent complete au-
thority to conduct any negotiations with
foreign governments, entities, or interna-
tional bodies when, in his judgment, it is
appropriate. This concern was perhaps based
on a misunderstanding of section 402. That
section is not a delegation of authority to
the corporation to conduct negotiations.
Rather, it Is a recognition that even the
most minor technical and business negoti-
ations, which the corporation would have to
conduct on its own behalf, might have for-
elgn policy implications. To assure that the
interests of the United States are protected
when the corporation negotiates, section 402
requires the corporation to notify the De-
partment of State before entering into such
negotiations. The Department will then ad-
vise the corporation and, # requested,
assist it.

It should be noted that the language of
section 402 has been changed considerably
from the form in which it appeared in the
original administration bill. In its original
form, section 402 authorized the Depart-
ment of State to “conduct or supervise"
negotiations with any “international agency,
foreign government, or entity.” Moreover,
the section provided that all agreements and
arrangements of the corporation with such
agency, government, or entity would be sub-
jeet to the approval of the Department of
State. In the original bill, section 402 was
the instrument through which the Govern-
ment was to exercise supervision over ac-
tivities of the corporation which might af-
fect our foreign policy. Taken literally,
however, the section would have imposed
on the Department of State the responsibil-
ity for supervising and approving the vast
number of ordinary business and technical
arrangements which the corporation, as an
operating business entity, will invariably
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enter into with its counterparts in other
countries, The Department did not want
to be burdened with this responsibility.
Moreover, section 402 as originally written
lodged in the Department of State an au-
thority which the Constitution confers on
the President. Accordingly, the authority
contained in the original section 402 was
transferred to section 201(a)4, and section
402 was rewritten to accomplish the more
Ilmited task just described. The action
of the Senate in defeating an amendment
offered by Senator Gore, which would have
restored the original language of section
402, is consistent with the Department’s
position.

The views which I have set forth above
were thoroughly discussed during my ap-
pearance before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. It is my understanding
that that committee shares these views.

If I ean be of further assistance to you,
please do not hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely yours,
Dean Rusk.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Madam President,
I could continue to speak at great length
on the subject, but I do not think any-
thing further need be said. It seems to
me that those statements show the belief
of those who dealt with the subject.
The intent of the Secretary of State is
shown. The Secretary of State affirmed
his feeling that the power of the Presi-
dent is inherent. He said so in his tes-
timony before our committee. He said
he did not believe that Congress could
take away the power that belongs to the
President, even if it sought to do so,
and he did not interpret the language
to contain any such meaning.

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I
yield myself an additional 2 minutes.

May we say that the legislative intent
is that the President shall have that
power?

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is certainly
my inferpretation. I am sure that was
the interpretation of the majority of the
Committee on Foreign Relations. I
think that is borne out by the citation
I gave in the report.

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I agree wholeheart-
edly with the interpretation given by the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],

Mr. JAVITS. Iam happy to hear that
the Senator from Rhode Island has said
that he agrees thoroughly with the state-
ment of the Senator from Alabama.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Within the limits of
available time, I yield.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Does not the Sena-
tor know that many of us thoroughly
disagree with that legislative history
and intent? Does not the Senator real-
ize that we are absolutely right in ad-
vocating the purpose of the amendment?
Article II, section 2 of the Constitution
gives the President power to make
treaties, with the advice and consent of
the Senate, but it does not extend to
agreements of less stature. Does not the
Senator realize that section 402 is in
complete derogation of the power of the
President, and that, coming after the
previous section stating the power of the
President, under the rules with respect
to the interpretation of any statute, the
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specific derogation and diminution of
the power of the President must be con-
sidered as an amending and qualifying
effort of the power previously given?

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I
yield myself 1 additional minute to
reply. The Senator does not believe
that. The Senafor, as a lawyer and
Senator, believes that the power of the
President may be derived from the Con-
stitution, but is certainly derived from
the proposed statute, based upon the
legislative intent, which has been clearly
spelled out here. The Senator is satis-
fied that if the bill should become law,
based upon the legislative intent and the
normal rule of construction that a court
will, wherever possible, give full effect to
every part of the statute and not treat
one part as canceling out another, the
President would give effect to both parts
of the statute in the way described. The
Senator from New York is satisfied as a
lawyer that that would be the construe-
fion.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Madam President,
section 201 is a general statement of the
powers of the President. Seection 402,
which would cut down the power of the
President, is specific and definite, coming
ggt‘ier the general statement in section

The Senator knows, as an able law-
yer, that a specific section is always
interpreted as a diminution of a general
one.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself half a
minute.

The Senator has stated his legal view,
on which the Senator will rely. I there-
fore withdraw my amendment.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Of course. I yield my-
self an additional half minute for that
pPurpose.

Mr, MORSE. Is it not true that it is
the elementary rule of statutory con-
struction that if the court finds any am-
biguity in a statute, it does not go into
the question of legislative intent at all?

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is quite
correct. However, I believe that this is
not quite an ambiguity. It is a question
of giving both sections full effect. There,
I believe, the court will go into the legis-
lative intemt. I believe that is firmly
established. I do not wish to derogate
from that by pressing the amendment
and having it voted down or tabled. I
think this still is the clear intent.

Mr. MORSE. I quite disagree, be-
cause, is it not true that the language
is perfectly clear that it goes to the
power to negotiate on so-called business
matters?

Mr. JAVITS. I do not agree. I have
stated my view. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has withdrawn his amendment.

Mr. MORSE. I believe what I have
said is clear from the hearings of the
Foreign Relations Committee.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, the
distinguished Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirsl, as well as other Members
of the Senate, evidently now recognizes
a serious error in the bill. Because of
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the rigidity of the political and parlia=
mentary situation in which the Senate
now finds itself, a majority seems de-
termined not to correct this error. I
shall not sit still and permit this patent
and specious attempt to correct the
error by establishing so-called legisla-
tive history to go unchallenged.

What is the legislative history?

The bill submitted to Congress con-
tained clear and specific language. That
clear and specific language, which would
have maintained primacy of the Gov-
ernment in international negotiations,
was stricken. One of the first rules of
construction of legislative intent, if the
court goes beyond the clear meaning
of the language is that Congress does
not perform futile acts. I am not sure
that the court is always correct in that
assumption, but it is one of the first
rules of construction.

So the question arises, For what pur-
pose was this provision stricken, and for
what purpose was the provision now in
the bill agreed to by the Senate?

We have just heard a colloquy which
clearly demonstrates that two of our dis=-
tinguished Members feel that some legis-
lative history to correct an error should
be made. Indeed, that was the thrust of
the letter of the Secretary of State.
That was the purport of his testimony
before the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

That is for the same purpose which the
distinguished junior Senator from Ala-
bama had reprinted in the Recorp the
colloquy in the hearings of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, which was also
reprinted in the committee report. That
is the purpose, in my opinion, of the ex-
change between the senior Senator from
New York and the junior Senator from
Alabama.

However, the fundamental error will
not thus be corrected. There is one way
it can be corrected, and that is by
amendment in the Senate. The distin-
guished assistant majority leader, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum-
PHREY], also a high ranking Senator on
the Foreign Relations Committee, has an
amendment at the desk to make it spe-
cific and clear. However, even the
amendment of the assistant majority
leader is subject to the guillotine, subject
to the blackjack procedure of tabling.
He, too, has been told that his amend-
ment will be tabled. He has been told
that even though it goes to the correc-
tion of this basic error in the hill.

If the senior Senator from Minnesota
does not call up his amendment, the
junior Senator from Tennessee will.
Again the Senate will have the opportu-
nity to correct this error in the bill.
Unless it does so, what will be the legis-
lative intent of the refusal to do so by the
the defeat of the amendment.

If the Senate has gotten itself into
such a position that it can no longer leg-
islate on the basis of substance and
merit, there is one other hope to correct
this error in our bicameral system.
This bill must be accepted by the House
before it can go to the President. Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
have been in the Senate Chamber today
talking to Members of the Senate, ex-
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pressing their concern about the provi-
sions of the Senate bill. Some of them
have expressed the view that the House
of Representatives shall have an oppor-
tunity to correct some of the basie errors
which are in the bill. Among other
things stricken from the House bill is a
provision that the satellite corporation
shall reimburse the Government for
some of the costs. That provision is
stricken,

Mr. GRUENING. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield to the distin-
guished junior Senator from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. Does not the Sen-
ator recall, in connection with his re-
mark that the assistant majority leader
is likely to be guillotined by the policy
which he and his colleagues have
adopted, that in the French Revolution
the creator of the guillotine subse-
quently fell its victim; and they who had
guillotined so many, were subsequently
guillotined themselves?

Mr. GORE. I hope the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota will not really
fall. I believe that this is an unfortunate
but temporary episode in the Senate.
The Democratic Party will recover. I
believe we will find a way to stand tra-
ditionally for the public interest. In
my view, history will deal generously
with those of us who have opposed this
bill, as indeed history has dealt gen-
erously in most instances when Senators
have felt so intensely that the public
interest is being outraged that they have
been willing to stand and take personal
and political vilification and abuse to
conduct an extended debate.

But I wish to return to the subject
at hand.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield for 30 seconds?

Mr, GORE. I yield for a question.

Mr. MORSE. It is true, is it not, that
the Senator referred to striking from the
House bill language that would have pro-
vided some reimbursement to the Gov-
ernment for the cost of launching in
return for the gains which the private
corporation would obtain?

Mr. GORE. Yes, that is true.

Mr., MORSE. Does the Senator agree
with me that if anyone has any question
as to whether the Senate bill involves a
giveaway, that is but one of the many
giveaways in the Senate bill?

Mr. GORE. I should say that is one
of the smaller elements of it, but an im-
portant one.

Senators have referred repeatedly to
the power of the President under the
Constitution to conduct the foreign rela-
tions of the U.S. Government, with the
advice and consent of the Senate. The
subject to which we are directing our
attention is the power or lack of power
of the President of the United States over
a corporation organized under the laws
of the District of Columbia and em-
powered by Congress, by statute, if the
bill shall be enacted, to enter into nego-
tiations and conclude agreements with
foreign nations.

If Senators will refer to section 402 as
it is in the pending bill, they will find
that it reads, in part, as follows:
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Whenever the corporation shall enter into
business negotiations— :

Note that the language does not pro-
vide that “before the corporation shall
enter” into negotiations it shall advise
the Department of State; it provides
“Whenever the corporation shall enter
into business negotiations.”

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

Mr. GORE. I yield for a question.

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that the
language read by the Senator from Ten-
nessee and the language that the rest of
us propose is that “The corporation shall
not enter into negotiations until” such
and such takes place with relation to a
study?

Mr. GORE. That is correct. I shall
read section 402 as it was included in the
bill submitted to Congress by the Presi-
dent, but which was stricken; and the
court will not conclude that Congress
acted futilely and without purpose in
striking it out and substituting some-
thing instead. I shall read it in the
identical form in which the senior Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], the senior
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH], and
the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel] submitted it in an amendment as
a substitute for the provision contained
in the bill:

The corporation shall not enter into nego-
tiations with any international agency, for-
eign government, or entity without a prior
notification to the Department of State,
which will conduect or supervise such nego-
tlations. All agreements and arrangements
with any such agency, government, or entity

shall be subject to the approval of the De-
partment of State.

That is, verbatim, the language as it
was submitted to Congress. That spe-
cific language was stricken. Why?
This language was resubmitted to the
Senate, as I have said, and the Senate
rejected it.

Now I should like to read the language
of the amendment by the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], the assist-
ant Democratic leader, which is now at
the desk. I take it that the Senator from
Minnesota will call up his amendment for
action. If he does not, the junior Sen-
ator from Tennessee will.

The language reads:

The corporation shall not enter into nego-
tiations with any international agency, for-
eign government, or entity without a prior
notification to the President, who will con-
duct or supervise such negotiations. All
agreements and arrangements with any such
agency, government, or entity shall be sub-
ject to the approval of the President,

If the Senate wishes to correct this
error, there is yet time, there is yet an
opportunity, even under the cloture rule,
because the amendment has been sub-
mitted by the senior Senator from Min-
nesota. It has been printed, it has been
read, and it is eligible for consideration
and vote. Unfortunately, under the
rule, but little debate can be had upon
it, really, unless the Senate debates it
before it is called up, because the guil-
lotine has been laid to us and to every
amendment. I am advised that that
will continue to be the procedure. But
the amendment is not difficult to read.
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Senators can go to the desk and read the
amendment offered by the senior Sena-
tor from Minnesota.

So I say that once again the Senafe
will have an opportunity to act. I do
not believe that clear and concise action
by the Senate will be mistaken by the
courts. On the other hand, I do not be-
lieve that long letters of explanation
which try to construe the language of
the pending bill to have a meaning
which the language clearly does not con-
tain will suffice, nor do I think that this
effort on the floor of the Senate to make
so-called legislative history will stand
against three specific acts of the Senate.

No, Mr. President, we shall not pro-
ceed on that basis, so far as I am con-
cerned, and I do not believe the courts
would conclude that the Senate is play-
ing games when questions involving the
foreign policy of the United States and
the national interest of our country, on
the one hand, and the interests of the
proposed corporation, on the other hand,
come to a judicial determination. I
should think the courts would be likely
to conclude that Congress intended to do
what it did.

I point out further, that section 402
does not even reguire the corporation to
give notice when it enters into negotia-
tions or concludes agreements other than
so-called business negotiations—what-
ever they are. Suppose the corporation
entered into an agreement which it said
was not a business agreement. Who
would determine the question? Who
would determine whether it was busi-
ness or was, in fact, some other character
of agreement? The bill is unclear.

If there should be disagreement be-
tween the Government and the corpora-
tion, there are two procedures which
could be followed. One could be for the
Attorney General of the United States
to bring an action in the Federal district
court, seeking injunctive relief, or equi-
table relief, on a question involving the
foreign policy of this country. Another
could be an adversary proceeding before
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion between the proposed corporation—
the satellite corporation—and the Gov-
ernment of the people of the United
States of America.

It is not with pleasure that I puncture
this colloquy for legislative history. It is
in the hope that the error with which
we are confronted will be corrected, not
compounded. It can yet be corrected by
the Senate through the amendment that
is at the desk, and which will be voted
upon before the bill passes. If the Senate
refuses to correct the error, the error
can yet be corrected by the House of
Representatives. Then, finally, the
President will have to decide whether
to approve or to disapprove the bill,
when it reaches him,

I shall later refer to the specific grant
.of authority to the proposed corporation
that is contained in section 305.

SALUTES TO THE COAST GUARD

. Mr. PELL. Madam President, having
‘been an enlisted man in the Coast Guard
Reserve prior to our entry into World
War II, and having been an officer in it
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ever since, it gave me particular pride
this morning to be aboard the training
bark Eagle when two classes of the Coast
Guard Academy Corps of Cadets manned
the yards and had the privilege of being
inspected by the President of the United
States.

Madam President, in connection with
the visit of these Coast Guard Academy
cadets to Washington, I salute this group
of splendid young Americans who are
visiting us today.

The US. Coast‘. Guard Academy, atb
New London, Conn. is an institution
whose mission is to train young men
“with sound bodies, stout hearts, and
alert minds, with a liking for the sea and
its lore, and with that high sense of
honor, loyalty, and obedience which goes
with trained initiative and leadership;
well grounded in seamanship, the
sciences, and the amenities; and strong
in the resolve to be worthy of the tradi-
tions of commissioned officers in the
U.S. Coast Guard in the service of their
country and humanity.”

These young men are now completing
the final phase of their annual summer
cruise aboard the famous training bark
Eagle, and comprise the sophomore and
senior classes for the ensuing year.
Other cutters, the Absecon, from Nor-
folk, Va., and the Yekutat, out of New
Bedford, Mass., accompanied the Eagle
on the eruise. Of the 260 cadets em-
barked on this year’s cruise, 153 pres-
ently serve aboard the Eagle. Each has
spent two-thirds of the cruise on the
Eagle, and one-third on one of the ac-
companying Coast Guard cutters.

These cadets have seen a good part
of the world since they departed New
London on June 8. They have visited
such distant points as Edinburgh, Scot-
land; Antwerp, Belgium; and Las Pal-
mas, in the Canary Islands. During
their stay in Edinburgh, His Royal High-
ness, Prince Philip, made an official visit
to the Eagle.

The purpose of these annual sum-
mer cruises is strictly professional.
Aboard Coast Guard cutters, cadets of
the first and third classes receive prac-
tical shipboard instruction in seagoing
skills and other matters pertaining to
their chosen profession. Combining the
features of a sailing ship with a modern
diesel engine, the Eagle is ideally suited
to developing leadership potential and a
capacity for teamwork so essential to a
successful career as a commissioned
officer in the Coast Guard. The Eagle
also serves as an effective oceangoing
classroom for third classmen, where they
may learn elements of ship maintenance,
housekeeping, and shipboard routine.

In addition to its practieal training
aspects, the cruise is also intended to
provide future Coast Guard officers with
a broader understanding of foreign
countries and customs—an extremely
important matter in this shrinking
world.

So, Madam President, I give you the
cadets of the U.S. Coast Guard Acad-
emy, who in a short time will take up
their duties as officers in our ecountry’s
oldest continuous seagoing armed force
and foremost maritime safety agency.
[Applause, Senators rising.]
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Mr. DODD. Madam President, will
the Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PELL. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. I wish to thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
for calling attention to the presence in
the Senate gallery of the Coast Guard
cadets. We are very proud that the
Coast Guard Academy is located in the
State of Connecticut. Each year the
Academy sends out some of the finest
officers who serve our great country.

I am sorry that this morning I was
not able to join my colleagues on the
Eagle. I am happy that these cadets
are now in the Senate gallery, and I am
very pleased that the Senator from
Rhode Island has called attention to
their visit.

Mr. GRUENING. Madam President,
will the Senator from Rhode Island
yield?

Mr, PELL. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the
Chair point out that the time now being
used is being charged to the time avail-
able to the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Yes, Madam President;
that is understood.

Mr. GRUENING. Let me say that I
am very happy that this tribute is being
paid fo the Coast Guard and to the Coast
Guard Academy and its fine cadets.

The Coast Guard was established to
guard the coasts of our great country,
and it has performed its work in most
notable and excellent fashion. In carry-
ing out its purpose, it guards the coasts
of Alaska, which has a coastline longer
than that of all the 48 States counting
the Atlantic, gulf, and Pacific coasts.
In the Stat.e of Alaska. where not all
agencies of the Federal Government
have always been highly cherished, the
Coast Guard is, I believe, the most popu-
lar agency of the Federal Government.

So I am very happy to join in the
tributes being paid to the Coast Guard,
the Coast Guard Academy, and its fine
cadets.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
will the Senator from Rhode Island yield
to me?

Mr. PELL. Iyield tothe Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I wish to join in
the tributes being paid to the Coast
Guard, the Coast Guard Academy, and
its cadets. The important functions
which the Coast Guard has so ably
carried out throughout the history of
our country continue to be of great im-
portance to the security and welfare of
the United States.

Many Coast Guardsmen serve in Ten-
nessee, on the great rivers there—the
Tennessee and the Cumberland; and
many of our finest young men are mem-
bers of the Coast Guard, and many of
them have graduated from the Coast
Guard Academy.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from
Tennessee.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
I should like to propound a unanimous-
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consent request, which has been cleared
with the Senator from Tennessee—
namely, that on tomorrow, during the
morning, the Committee on Government
Operations be permitted to sit during the
session of the Senate.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Until 12 o’clock
noon.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes;
o’clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

until 12

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
first, let me say there can be no question
that my colleague [Mr. Gore| is abso-
lutely correct when he says section 402
of the bill is in derogation of the power
of the President. The preceding sec-
tion is only a generality.

Article II, section 2, of the Constitu-
tion refers to treaties, not to executive
agreements. Any lawyer knows that
when there is a specific derogation, as
there is in section 402, it is a limitation
on the preceding text.

All of us know that the last part of a
piece of legislation restricts the preced-
ing parts, inasmuch as it comes lafer.
So there is no way to prevent the appli-
cation of this derogation of the power
of the President, except by amending
the bill in the way we propose. I think
this is also clearly borne out by the
statement set forth in the minority views
signed by several members of the For-
eign Relations Committee, and also in
the minority views signed by two Sena~
tors who are members of the Commerce
Committee. I ask unanimous consent
that these minority views be printed at
this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
from the reports (Nos. 1584 and 1873)
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

[From Report No. 1584]
MINORITY VIEWS
PART I

As President Eennedy has pointed out,
science and technology have progressed to
such a degree that communication through
the use of space satellites has become pos-
sible. A global satellite communications
system is an excliting thing to think about.
It truly represents one of the most revolu-
tionary and dramatic developments of this
century. Man's ability to utilize space has
created a new international resource that
can further the cause of world peace and un-
derstanding and bring all the people of the
world a better life. The benefits which man-

kind will derive from the conquest of space
are as vast as this new frontier itself.

1. Communications satellites will have inter-
national political, economiec, and social
impact

A satellite communications system will
have social, economie, and political benefits
for all the countries of the world. Such a
system will, of course, be international in
the truest sense and will require interna-
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tional cooperation on an unprecedented
scale.

The United States is far from alone in its
interest or its efforts in satellite communi-
cations. Soviet publications have an-
nounced that the Russians expect to launch
a communications satellite in the near fu-
ture. Indications are that they expect to
make use of a high-altitude or synchronous-
type satellite. One such Soviet satellite ap-
propriately placed in 24-hour equatorial orbit
would afford communications coverage for
virtually all the Communist-held world as
well as Far East areas. Three or four such
satellites could provide worldwide coverage.

The Japanese have recently announced
that they plan worldwide television coverage
of the 1964 Olympic games through the use
of a satellite system consisting of three or
four satellites in 24-hour orbit.

In addition, there are presently at least
five other countries, not including the United
States, that are engaged in the construction
of ground stations. Some of these countries
are also experimenting with the development
of communications satellites themselves.

I1. Government research has made United
States the leader

To date research and development con-
ducted by our Government has kept this
Nation in a position of leadership in the fleld
of space communications.

In testimony before the Senate Antitrust
and Monopoly SBubcommittee, Assistant At-
torney General Loevinger noted that—

“Satellite communication is made possible
through research and development pald for
by Government funds because of the na-
tional interest in the establishment of such
a system.”

The programed expenditures on space com-
munications alone of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration and the
Department of Defense through fiscal 1963
give an indication of the costs involved.

Amounts spent by U.S. Government
NASA, space communications alone: Million

Total, 1960-63

Department of Defense, space com-
munications alone:

92.0
1100.0

et

1963-...

Grand total, NASA and DOD *__

1 Proposed.
*Kerr committee staff report of Feb. 25,
1962, pp. 1 and 2.

This does not include the many billions
of dollars that have been spent on our over-
all space program in developing technology
and competence, absolutely necessary for a
satellite communications system. Without
this expenditure of billlons of dollars by
the taxpayers of the United States, there
would be no space satellite communications
system. The Importance of the space pro-
gram to satellite communications is illus-
strated by the following statement of Mr.
John H. Rubel, Assistant Secretary of De-
fense, made before the Senate Space Com-
mittee:

“About 90 percent, I would say of the prob-
lem associated with the communications sat-
ellite system really doesn’'t have much to do
with communications, Mr. Chairman. It has
to do with launch vehicles, it has to do with
spacecraft that you put into orbit, it has
to do with controlling those spacecraft when
they are up there In orbit, it has to do with

471.6
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the life of electronic and mechanical equip-
ment in space. All of these are technologies
and techniques that are being developed by
the Department of Defense, partly as part
of our communications satellite efforts, but
not exclusively so. I just can't imagine that
this kind of effort could successfully be un-
dertaken by any organization other than
both the NASA and the Department of De-
fense (transcript 462, Kerr committee hear-
h}g) »

III. Satellite legislation not necessary now

At this time the United States is moving
forward with all possible speed toward the
establishment of an operational satellite
communications system. The alleged ur-
gency for legislation at this time to decide
upon the legal organizational structure for
operation of the system does not exist. It
will be at least a year before we have con-
ducted the experiments and studied the
technical information necessary for a deci-
sion on an operations system.

Before the Senate Antitrust and Monopoly
Subcommittee, Samuel M. Barr, vice presi-
dent of Western Union Telegraph Co., testi-
fied as follows:

“Senator KEFAUVER. Suppose you had a
corporation of $200 million right now. What
would it do with the money?

“Mr. Barr. Well, for an appreclable period
of time It would sit on its hands. Deferral
of this legislation until next year will not
delay the development of a space satellite
communications system in any degree.”

IV. Commitiee bill would create a private
monopoly

The leglslation which has been recom-
mended by the majority of this committee
would create a private corporation that would
own and operate the U.S. portion of a world-
wide satellite communications system. This
corporation would be a Government-created
private monopoly. Such legislation is with-
out precedent in the history of the United
States. It runs counter to the historical and
traditional hostility to private monopoly that
has served as a foundation of this country’s
eccl}sr;nmic system of competitive free enter-
prise.

Not only does the committee bill create a
private monopoly, it would go even further
and bestow on that single private monopoly
the benefits of billions of dollars of the tax-
payers’ money. This legislation, if enacted,
likely would constitute the biggest giveaway
in the history of the United States.

All the elements necessary for the very
existence of an operational satellite com-
munications system have been financed by
all the taxpayers of the United States. It
is our belief that all these same taxpayers
should receive the benefits of the system
when it becomes operational. There can be
no justification for giving this vast resource
that has been financed by the taxpayers
away to a small group of stockholders for
their private gain. The taxpayers have al-
ready paid for their right to share in the
returns.

V. Government will continue to have a
leading role

Even if a decision were made to place
ownership and control of this country’s sat-
ellite communications system in a private
monopoly, the Government would necessar-
ily continue to have its leading role. The
Government would be required to:

1. Furnish launch vehicles.

2. Launch the satellites and provide launch
crew and associated services.

3. Consult with the private corporation
regarding technical specifications for satel-
lites and ground stations and in determining
the number and location of such facilities.

4. Coordinate continuing governmental re-
search and development with the activities
of the private corporation.
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5. Insure that the satellite system estab-
lished is technically compatible with existing
facilities with which it will interconnect.

6. Insure that present and future access
to the system on an equitable and nondis-
criminatory basis is made available to all au-
thorized communications carriers.

7. Preserve competition in the field of
supplying goods and services to the corpora-
tion,

8. Bupervise any change in the internal
structure of the private corporation.

9. Insure that opportunities are provided
for foreign participation in the system.

10. Insure that the corporation provides
communication services to areas of the world
where such services may be uneconomical,
if it is determined that providing such serv-
ices would be in the national interest.

11. Last, but by no means least, the Gov-
ernment would have to regulate the rate-
making process.

VI. Broad-based ownership illusory

The argument has been made that the
rights of the people are protected by making
it possible for some of them to buy stock
in a private satellite corporation. This over-
looks the fact that only a small percentage
of the Ameriean people own or can afford to
own stock in any private corporation. Many
millions of these people who will never be
able to own a single share of stock in a
private satellite corporation do pay taxes,
however, and have contributed to the in-
vestment that will make a satellite com-
munications system possible. It would cer-
tainly not be in keeping with our standards
of equity and fairness for Congress to give
away to a few this investment of all the
taxpayers.

VII. More competition would insure faster
development

The satellite communications system is a
revolutionary development that will be used
for both domestic and international com-
munications. It will inevitably be competi-
tive with existing facilities owned by the
communications common carriers: their
oversea telephone cables or domestic long-
distance telephone or telegraph lines. The
committee bill would allow the communica-
tions common carriers to own up to 50 per-
cent of the voting stock in a private satellite
corporation and an unlimited amount of
nonvoting securities, bonds, or debentures, or
other certificates of indebtedness. Even
though there is a limitation on the number
of directors that can be elected by the com-
munications carriers, their financial interest
in a private corporation would give them ex-
tensive control over the corporation.

By allowing this element of control to pass
into the hands of the communications car-
riers, we would lose the competitive stimu-
lus to maximum advances in all fields of
communication.

Historically, our public policy of prohibit-
ing one form of transportation from owning
or controlling a new form of transportation
has fostered active competition, develop-
ment, and innovation in the transportation
industry. This successful policy should also
be followed with regard to communications
carriers and the satellite system. Thus, in
the interest of fostering competition and in-
novation in the communications satellite
field, separate ownership of international
communications carriers and the communi-
cations satellite system is not only advisable
but essential. Private ownership and con-
trol of the space satellites would carry with
it a built-in conflict of interest that would
inevitably tend to slow down the most rapid
development and maximum utilization of
the best possible satellite system.

In our efforts to move ahead and in our
competition with the U.S.S.R. we cannot af-
ford the risk of delay by allowing a private
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monopoly the right to protect its present
investment in communications equipment
at the expense of the national interest. In
testimony before the Senate Antitrust and
Monopoly Subcommittee, Assistant Attorney
General Loevinger observed that—

“There would be a natural reluctance on
the part of companies with large investments
in existing facilities to take speedy action
which would make these facilities obsolete.
A company controlled by AT. & T. could
scarcely avold considering the effect of satel-
lite facilities on existing investments in cable
facilities.”

If the communications satellite system
were owned by the United States, the Gov-
ernment would not send or receive tele-
grams nor would it operate telephones or
radiophones. The Government would merely
sell or lease channels on the space satellites
system to privately owned communications
systems for their use as a part of their com-
munications system.

VIII. Satellite operations intimately con-
nected with foreign relations

The successful establishment of an opera-
tional satellite communications system will
require the cooperative efforts of the nations
of the world on an unprecedented scale.
Every phase of operations of the satellite
system will be intimately connected with
foreign policy. It is unrealistic to assume
that there can be a meaningful separation
of negotiations into categories of “business”
which do not affect the national interest
and “other” which do affect the national in-
terest. A system which will ultimately link
the entire world, provide for telephone, tele-
graph, television, and radio communication,
and be used for data transmission, weather,
navigation, mapping and oceanography is
obviously an instrument of national policy.
We cannot afford to delegate to a private
monopoly the function of conducting
American foreign policy. It is impractical
to try to separate out the communications
function alone and assign that to a private
corporation and retain the responsibility for
all the other phases of a satellite system in
the Government.

A truly global satellite communications
system must be made available to all na-
tions, including the less developed nations
of the world. We have begun negotiations
with the Soviet Union which we hope will
lead to peaceful joint uses of space and
space technology. President EKennedy, in
his letter of February 1 to Premier Khru-
shchev, specifically mentioned communica-
tions by satellite as one of the areas for
cooperation.

The State Department, under the super-
vision of the President, is the only agency
which is qualified or experienced enough to
represent the United States in the conduct
of the negotiations that will be necessary
for the establishment of the satellite com-
munications system.

IX, Federal Communications Commission
not an effective regulator

The proposal of the committee bill to
create a private monopoly to own and oper-
ate our satellite system is based on the propo-
sition that the Federal Communications
Commission will regulate the corporation
and thereby insure that the public interest
is protected. Any assumption that the Fed-
eral Communications Commission can or will
do the job adequately is not supported by
the facts. A recent study of the Federal
Communications Commission made for the
Bureau of the Budget by Booz-Allen-Hamil-
ton, private management consultants, con-
cluded that the Federal Communications
Commission has had neither the will nor the
way to regulate the communications common
carriers, This study stated that the im-
portant functions of surveillance and regu-
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lation of common carrier rates and rate bases

had not been adequately undertaken! Many

1Excerpt from “Organization and Man-
agement Survey of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission,” by Boosz, Allen & Ham-
ilton, management consultants, March 1962:

“THE COMMON CARRIER BUREAU IS NOT WELL
EQUIFFED TO MEET ITS RESPONSIBILITIES IN
THE FACE OF A RISING WORKLOAD

“This outline of Common Carrier Bureau
duties has sketched areas of responsibility
of an order of magnitude and significance
which exceeds the Bureau's resources.
Neither the physical facilities, the staff, nor
the budget provided the Bureau properly
reflects a recognition of the Bureau's statu-
tory obligations. Handleapped by inade-
quate provision of the means of insuring a
satisfactory level of regulatory activity,
Bureau management has never been tested
by measuring performance against feasible
program objectives. Further, there is evi-
dence that much of the Bureau staff believes
that the Commission has far less interest in
the Bureau's activities than is warranted.
Under these circumstances, Bureau man-
agement has been adequate but uninspired.

“Regulatory statutes such as the Com-
munications Act obviously are intended to
take effect under reasonable standards of
administration. Without extending to the
minute examination of each aspect of the
financial and operating practices of every
subject company in the country, the law
presumably intends that the public interest
in common carrier communications be pro-
tected by a reasonable level of Federal regu-
latory activity. Toll charges on interstate
telephone calls, for example, may be reviewed
to establish their reasonableness without
questioning to the penny every calculation
that went into toll rate determination.

“In sum, the regulatory activities of the
Federal Communications Commission are ex-
pected to reflect an effort to provide reason-
able protection of the public interest, con-
venience, and need. In this, the Common
Carrier Bureau has not been so organized,
staffed, and otherwise equipped so as to be
entirely successful. This is particularly true
of the attempt to regulate the telephone in-
dustry, for which the gross original cost of
plant is valued at 25 times that of all other
common carrier telecommunications activi-
ties regulated by the FCC, and where the
largest single component—the Bell System—
constitutes the largest corporate enterprise
in the world. Further, the Bell System ac-
counts for 96 percent of the telephone plant
in service and 97 percent of the operating
revenues received by all telephone companies
fully subject to FCC regulations. About 25
percent of Bell System operating revenues
are derived from Iinterstate and foreign
operations, and the percentage is increasing.
The existence of this huge strategic enter-
prise places a particular burden on the Fed-
eral Government to look to the public
interest.

“That the Common Carrier Bureau has
been active in pursuing its duties in part
is evidenced by app. I, which tabulates the
rate reductions and increases negotiated
between the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. and the FCC since 1935. However,
it is clear that the important functions of
surveillance and regulation of common car-
rier rates and rate base have not been ade-
quately undertaken. These functions do not
seem to have been accorded an appropriately
high priority by the Commission in the al-
location of resources and direction of atten-
tion. While the staff has sought to establish
essential criteria for judging rates of return,
the Commission, in fact, has established no
firm criteria governing such rates of return
and does not demonstrate that the reduc-
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other functions of the Federal Communica~
tions Commission with to the com-
munications carrlers have been performed in
only a superficial manner, or for only a small
fractionr of the total area of responsibility.

The Federal Communications Commission
in gemeral, and Its Common Carrier Bureau
in particular, have been suffering fromr a
lack of staff and budget. Furthermore, there
is evidence to indicate that the Commission
is relatively uminterested in the aectivities
of its Common Carrier Bureau. Clearly, it
would be folly to turn over the job of regu-
lating a private satellite corporation to the
FCC as it is presently constituted and fi-
nanced.

b il -

nwaent ship would insure that
the whale Nation benefiis
Government ownership is the only way to
Insure that all of the potentially vast rev-
enues from this taxpayer financed system will
accrue to all the people. ©Only under Gov-
ernment ownership can we be sure that the

tions: megotiated actually bring the overall
rate of return down to reasonable lmits.
This activity merits far greater emphasis
if the public interest is te be properly served.

“The list of Bureau functions which are
explieit or implicit in the Communications
Act is in fact a lengthy one. A tabulation
of these which, for lack of staff and budget,
are performed in a superficial manner, or are
performed for a small fraction of the total
area of responsibility, alsa would prove

lengthy. It would include such items as
the following:
“Since. Jan. 1, 1956, accounting ecompli-

ance reviews hawe been accomplished for
only 14 of 24 Bell System companies and 9
of 40 independent. telephone companies.
App. J Hlustrates this by listing the dates on
which accounting compliance reviews were
last eonducted for fully subject. independent
telephone companies.

“In 1960, Bell System purchases from the
Western Electrie Co., & Bell subsidiary,
amounted. to $1,800,600,000, which amount
becomes part of the rate base on which the
Bell companies expect a return. Apart from
occasional review of periodic reports, no
examination of the books of Western Eleetric
or other leading telephone equipment manu-~
facturers has been undertaken to determine
the reasonableness of charges to the Bell
System.

“Under the Communications Act, depreci-
ation rates—a major factor in an
with an increasingly faster rate of obsoles-
cence for much of its equipment—must. be
prescribed by the FCC. Rates of Bell System
companies can be reviewed every 3 or 4
years, at best. Although depreciation rates
in general use are scanned for unusual fac-
tors, in fact no depreciation rates have been
prescribed for the independent companies
subject.to the FCC.

“The method of timing and billing long-
distance telephone calls never has been ade~
quately examined.

“Tariffs for the relatively new broad band
and private line services require study of
level and structure which has not been possi-
ble to date on a scale In keeping with the
rapld development of significant new
services.

“Disparities which exist between interstate
and Intrastate telephone rates for compara-
ble distances are blamed by State authorities
for inequities in revenue distribution and
consequent adverse effects on local tax ylelds.
Additional accounting studies are needed te
establish acceptable separations and division
of revenue.

“This list ls susceptible to econsiderable
extension. The point is. that the Bureau is
in ne position to establish the reasonable-
ness. of charges in most areas of common
carrier service.”

ceszary research and development In com-
m:*lmmm highly impor-
tant areas, such as weather, space research,
and navigation, will proceed at the maximum:
rate. If the Gowernment owns the satellite
communications system, including both the
satellites themselves amd the sta-
tioms, it can hring competition Into the com-
munteations fleld.

XI1. Government corporation would jfoster
competition

A Government corporation can insure
competition in the procurement of the
equipment. and services used by the com-
munications satelllte system. It is essential
that. all interested parties engaged In pro-
ducing and selling communications and re-
lated equipment be given unrestricted
chance to provide such equipment to the
system whether or not they are owners of
the system. This will enhance the chance
for small business to participate In the de-
velopment of the communications satelllte
system.

The committee bill cannot Imsure unre-
stricted opportumity to furnish eguipment
for the communications satellite system,
since the major international eommunica-
tions carriers are integrated with the largest
eommunications equipment manufacturers.
Vertical Integration of international commu-
nications carriers and the manufacturers of
the equipment they use, moreover, inhibits
a free competitive system. The choice
whiclh i{s before us is between Government
owmnership: of a taxpayer-financed resource,
with operation for the benefit of all the
American people, or ownership by a Govern-
ment-created private monopoly.

PART II

The foregoing arguments and observations
show that a publicly owned communications
satellite corporation would be far superior
to- the propesed private corporation. The
public lon, moreover, would avoid
the pitfalls inherent in the proposed private
eorperation. Even, the committee bill, how-
ever, requires amendment in several respects
to effectively accomplish the purpose for
which it is offered.

Seetion 201(a)(6), page 25, line 20: The
language of section 201(a) (6) prowides that

the President shall insure the appropriate
utmmt.lm of the commercial system for Gen-
eral Gowernment purpeses that do not re-
guire a separate communications satellite
system to meet unique Government needs.

This indicates that the President i{s ex-
pected, in fact required, to see that all Gov=
ernment communications will be channeled
through the commercial system even though
the Government might have its own satellite
system, e.g., Advent or Relay, that could be
used at a smaller cost to the Government.
This, in effect, would provide a continuing
subsidy te the private corporation. It is easy
to visualize a Government-owned system
whose existence is necessary in the national
interest going unused while the Government
pays a private monopoly for communications
services that are already available to it.

Section 201(c) (1), page 27, line 17: Under
section: 201(¢) (1) the Federal Communica-
tions Commission need only consult with the
Small Business Administration and get rec-
ommendations on measures and procedures
intended to provide small business concerns
an equitable opportunity to participate in
the procurement program of the corporation.
This provisiom, as it is written, affords no
real protection: to small business. It is
merely window dressing without substance.
In view of the fact that the communications
carriers. who will be major investors in the
corparation are also in the manufacturing
business, and. since the noncarrier stock can
ber held hy large ons engaged in
manufacturing and supply, there should be
strong language to guarantee the small busf-
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ness coneerns a role in this impertant wirder-

taking.

Section: 201 (c)(7), page 29, lime 7: With
reference to this section and the ownership
of ground statioms, the bill should provide
that the ground stations will be owned by
the satellite corperation. Only if the corpo~
ration owns the ground stations as well as
the sateilites will it have a communications
system.

If the ownership of the ground stations
is left to the communications carriers, they
will, in effeet, have control of satellite eom-
munieations. M the ground statlons and
satellites are owned by the corporation, it
may be possible to improse the competitive
structure of both demestic and internation-
al cemmunications.

Mr. Nichelas Katzenbach, Deputy Attor-
ney General, appeared before this committee
and testified in su of the President's
recommended satellite bill. His comments
on the subject of ownership of ground sta-
tions by the private satellite corporation
are well worth repeating here:

‘“There: are very good reasons for consider-
ing the ground stations to be properly part
of the eommunications satellite system for
which the proposed col o will be re-
sponsible. But for the m the ground
stations would have no

“T am advised that technical
between the satellites and the ground m-
tions in any system is clearly mandatory,
and that progress from Initial satellites to
more efficlent and desirable types will not
be possible if the ground stations would not
be compatible with the improved satellites.
There is a real danger that ground stations
if separately ewned by the carriers may, he-
cause of their high cost, represent anm ob-
stacle to technieal growth so. as prematurely
to freeze the type of system.

“It is also important to note that satel-
lifes and ground stations will be technically
able to handle all forms of communications,
such as voice, record, and television, while
particular carriers who might own
stations may only hold asuthorizations for
certaln types of communications.

“Moreover, as anyone generally famillar
with public utilities will realize, there may
be different peaks in the demands for serv-
ice, varying with the types of service or with
the particular carrier. A more efficient utili-
zation of the systemr could be achieved by
pooling the capacity necessary to meet these
varying peaks, thus comserving scarce radio
spectrum allocations, rather than providing
separate and partly overlapping reserves of
capacity for each carrfer and for each type of
service. Having the corporation own and
operate its own ground stations also could
mean greater reliability, guaranteeing eon-
tinuity of service in emergenices, such as
failure at one ground station, by the ability
quickly to reroute traffic through other
ground stations under its own management.

“In addition, there might well be a savings
in capital expenditures by avolding the un-
necessary duplication of ground stations com-
structed by the varlous carriers. Construc-
tion of ground stations as part of the
corporation’s assets would also facilitate
regulation of rates by the FCC, because the
costs involved could be isolated, rather than
becoming hopelessly entangled in the pres-
ent economic jungle of long-distance and
oversea telephone services, the rates of which
the FCC has thus far found it Impossible to
investigate or regulate effectively.

“To summarize, there are good reasons to
belleve that, with the corporation owning
the ground stations, technical improvement
to exploit a vigorous evolving technology
might be more rapid, capital requirements
and operating expenses might be minimized,
the radiofrequency spectrum might be more
effectively utilized, reliability In emergencies
and to meet peak trafic demands might be
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enhanced through pooling or rerouting,
negotiations of the corporation with foreign
entities might be simplified, and FCC regula~-
tion might be facilita *

Section 302, page 31, line 6: The President
must approve the original articles of incor-
poration of the corporation. Under the orig-
inal administration proposal, 8. 2814, section
802, approval by the President was required
for the original articles of incorporation
and for any amendments thereafter. In
addition the President was given the power
to initiate amendments. This power over
amendments should definitely be restored.
Without it, the mere power to approve
the original articles has little real sub-
stance, TUnder the District of Columbia
Corporation Act, section 290-921, the articles
of incorporation can be amended by a vote
of two-thirds of the outstanding shares en-
titled to vote. (In some instances class
voting is provided for.) If it is important
that the President approve the articles of
Incorporation, as it surely is, then it is
equally important to foreclose the possibility
of accomplishing by amendment what would
not have been approved originally. The
President should have a continuing power to
protect the public interest with respect to
the contents of the articles of incorporation.

This would not subject the day-to-day
affairs of the corporation to Presidential su-
pervision. There is no provision in the bill
which affects management’s normal control
over the bylaws, which provide for the op-
erational aspects of the corporation’s busi-
ness. Section 29-909 of the District of
Columbia Corporation Act which would
apply to the corporation provides:

“The power to make, alter, amend, or repeal
the bylaws of the corporation shall be vested
in the board of directors unless reserved to
the shareholders by the articles of incorpo-
ration. The bylaws may contain any provi-
sions for the regulation and management of
the affairs of the corporation not incon-
sistent with law or the articles of incorpora-
tion” (June 8, 1954, 68 Stat. 190, ch. 289,
sec. 24).

Section 803(b), page 32, line 17: This
section states that no officer of the corpora-
tion shall recelve any salary from any
source other than the corporation during
the period of his employment by the corpo-
ration. Because of the unique character of
the proposed form of business organization,
a very strong provision is needed to guard
against any possible conflict of interest.
The fact that the communications carriers
are even to be allowed to own stock in the
satellite corporation requires an exemption
to the antitrust laws. Protection of the
public interest requires that officers and di-
rectors of the private corporation be for-
bidden to have any direct or indirect finan-
clal connection with any communications
carrier or equipment manufacturer, or sup-
plier of the satellite corporation.

Section 304(a), page 33, line 1: The original
proposals for a private satellite corporation
would have limited ownership to a small
group of international communications
carriers. This was the class identified by
administration spokesmen as the “favored
few.” Subsequent proposals have included
provisions that would allow the public to
participate to some extent in the owner-
ship of the corporation. Two prineipal
reasons have been advanced for broadening
the ownership base: (1) It would glve the
taxpayers who have already financed the
necessary technical competence the chance
to invest further in the hope of receiving a
financial return. It was stated that it would
be "unconsclonable” to exclude the publiec.
(2) It would help avold domination of the
satellite corporation by a single communica-
tions carrier.

Attorney General EKennedy in his testi-
mony before the House Commerce Commit=-
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tee stated the administration position as
follows:

“It is our firm conviction that the general
public should be permitted to participate
in this proposed corporation. A monopoly
created by legislation should not be turned
over to a favored few. This is even more true
when the probable success of this venture
has been assured by governmental research
and development at considerable cost to the
taxpayers.

“Public participation will help us to avoid
domination by a single carrier. It will help
to insure competition in all its ramifications.
It will help to insure speed. Such a cor-
poration would be interested in developing
the widest possible usage of the system as
soon as possible. It will help to insure ade-
quate private financing if we do not close the
door to noncarrier investment.”

If private ownership is the final choice,
these, of course, represent important con-
siderations. However, section 304 as finally
drafted will not accomplish the desired ob-
Jectives. BSection 304 states that the shares
of voting stock initially offered shall be sold
at a price not in excess of $100 a share and
in a manner to encourage the widest dis-
tribution to the American publie.

First of all the philosophy of insuring the
widest possible distribution to the American
public should apply to all issues of voting
stock and to all issues of nonvoting securi-
ties, bonds, debentures, and other certificates
of indebtedness authorized under section
304(c). Only by so doing can we be sure
of real participation by the public.

Second, if the taxpayers who have financed
the present investment in space communi-
cations technology are to be brought into
the corporation, the price of the stock should
be set low enough that the average taxpayer
can buy the stock; $100 a share is far too
high. Only a small percentage of the shares
listed on either the New York or American
Stock Exchanges sell for as much as $100 a
share. The price of stock in the satellite
corporation should be set at $10 per share,
or certainly not more than $25 per share.

If a private corporation must rely on pub-
lic participation to protect the public in-
terest, the corporation should be organized
in such a way that widespread public par-
ticipation will actually result.

A final point with regard to financing the
corporation: Under section 304(b)(3) non-
carrier stockholders are limited as to the
amount of stock a single stockholder, syndi-
cate, or affiliated group can own., The limit
is 10 percent of the shares of voting stock
outstanding. Fairness requires that this
limitation be applied equally to the com-
munications carriers. The same limitation
of 10 percent should apply to both carriers
and noncarriers with respect to ownership
of nonvoting securities, bonds, debentures,
and other certificates of Indebtedness au-
thorized under section 304(c).

Section 402, page 38, llne 4: The Presi-
dent's original bill, S. 2814, “Section 402.
Conduct of Foreign Negotiations,” provided
as follows (S. 2814, p. 17, sec. 402) :

“The corporation shall not enter into
negotiations with any international agency,
foreign government, or entity without a prior
notification to the Department of State,
which will conduct or supervise such nego-
tiations. All agreements and arrangements
with any such agency, government, or entity
shall be subject to the approval of the De-
partment of State.”

The bill as approved by the majority of
this committee contains as a substitute for
that section the present section 402, “No-
tice of Business Negotiations" (H.R. 11040,
Rept. No. 1873, sec. 402, p. 38):

“Whenever the corporation shall enter into
business negotiations with respect to fa-
cilities, operations, or services authorized
by this Act with any international or for-
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eign entity, it shall notify the Department
of State of the negotiations, and the Depart-
ment of State shall advise the corporation of
relevant foreign policy considerations.
Throughout such negotiations the corpora-
tion shall keep the Department of State in-
formed with respect to such considerations.”
This narrowing of the role of the State
Department will endanger the position of
the United States in its efforts to compete
with the Soviet Union in the race for space.
It amounts to a delegation of the conduct
of American foreign policy to a private cor-
porate monopoly.
Rarrer W, YARBOROUGH.
E. L. BARTLETT.
CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW
There are no changes in existing law.

[From Report No. 1873]
MinorrTYy VIEWS

The record made in the hearings held by
the Committee on Foreign Relations com-
pletely justifies the action of the Senate in
referring H.R. 11040 to that committee.
Testimony presented, both by administra-
tion witnesses and by those outside the Gov-
ernment, fully supports our view that the
foreign policy implications of the bill are of
enormous importance.

The committee did not have adequate op-
portunity to consider the bill thoroughly.
The committee was diligent in initiating the
hearings promptly and in conducting them
with dispatch. Daylong sessions were held
and, upon one occasion, an evening session
as well. Even so, the committee was able
to hear only three non-Government wit-
nesses after administration witnesses were
heard, and the printed record of the hear-
ings was not available for study by members
of the committee before it acted on the bill
in executive session.

‘We think it significant that, although some
administration witnesses at Cabinet level
Professed to be wholly satisfled with the bill
in every respect, the Secretary of State agreed
to the wisdom of certain amendments prior
to the conclusion of his testimony. This
supports our view that provisions of the bill
have not been as thoroughly considered by
the executive department as some have been
led to believe.

We think it even more significant and,
indeed, difficult to understand, that the com-
mittee declined to approve even those
amendments which the Secretary of State
agreed would improve the bill.

Testimony presented before the committee
reinforces our strongly held opinion that
enactment of HR. 11040 in its present form,
at this time, would be contrary to the na-
tional interest. In this statement of our
views, we shall confine our remarks to our
major objections to the bill from the stand-
point of forelgn policy, because it was for
review of these aspects of the bill that it
was referred to the committee. Other seri-
ous objections to the bill we shall under-
take to outline during the course of the de-
bate which will ensue,.

THE BILL IS PREMATURE

Dr. Hugh L. Dryden of NASA and other
witnesses testified that it would be at least
3 to 5 years before a viable global satellite
communications system could be developed
and made operational. Though the present
state of redevelopment strongly indicates
eventual feasibility of a commercial system,
there is much we do not yet know. We do
not yet know what type of system (low
orbit, medium orbit, or synchronous orbit)
will prove to be best. Moreover, we do not
know under what international political
and economic conditions a commercial sys-
tem can be established.

Answers to the foregoing problems will not
be forthcoming until there has been further
extensive experimental and developmental
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work and until extensive multilateral ne-
gotiations have been successfully concluded
with many other nations without whose
cooperationn and participation no workable
system can be installed. Nat until these
and other questions have been resolved can
we intelligently select the most appropriate
vehicle for operation of the U.S. segment of
what must be an international system.

Those who suggest we must pass the pend-
ing bill now to avold delay have the cart
before the horse. Passage of the pending
bill will hamper rather than facilitate ex-
peditious development and installation of a
workable system. This is true for the fol-
lowing reasons:

1. Competition in developmental work
would be eliminated. Dr. Dryden testified
that cooperation by NASA in experimental
work, now available to anyone with adequate
technical and financlal resources, would be
available only to the proposed corporation
upon passage of the bill.

2. Passage of the bill would freeze the
U.S. position as to the type of arrange-
ment In which we could participate.

3. By vesting legal rights in the proposed
private corporate monopoly we would be in-
forming the world that U.S. participation in
a global cooperative effort would be gulded
by the narrow concepts of the profit motive
at the expense of broad considerations of
national policy.

4. Creation of the private monopoly as the
chosen instrument of the United States, plus
the wholly unsatisfactory provisions of the
bill dealing with international negotlations,
would make it much more difficult to
achieve the international agreements nec-
essary for installation of a global system.

No persuasive evidence has been presented
to justify vesting legal rights in the pro-
posed corporate monopoly before either the
nature or extent of those rights has been
ascertained. On the contrary, witnesses
testified before the committee that such
premature actien would be both unneces-
sary and improvident. U.S. leadership in
space communieations is at stake. We
should not jeopardize this leadership by
acting prematurely before the essential
broad international agreements have been
reached.

On July 12, 1962, news articles referred 'to
an by the: press secretary to
the President that the executive department
had initiated an interdepartmental study of
the foreign poliey implications of satellite
communications. It is obvious that many
problems have not even yet been defined,
much less resolved.. Prudence dlctates that
action: on this legislation be: deferred pend-
ing compietion of this: study and analysis
of the conclusions reached.

After the problems have been more com-
pletely defined, after broad political negotia-
tlons have clarified the role which the United
States will play, then we will be in a position
to determine the most suitable form of own-
.ership to which to entrust operation of the
system in the United States.

Deferral of legislative action on this bill
will in no sense delay experimental and de-
velopment work. It is proeeeding satlsfac-
torily now. Indeed, the Secretary of De-
fense testified before the committee that the
Department of Defense expects to proceed
with the development of a Government-
owned system to handle unique govern-
mental needs, which system will in many
respects. be more complex than a commercial
system ‘hel::ause the former must be able to
resist J ence. No one has
suggested that we must create a private cor-
poration to advance development of the De~
fense Department system.

The argument that we must create a cor-
poration, at this time, to permit develop-
ment of a commerclal satellite eommunica~
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tiens system to go forward is nothing but
a smokescreen.

THE BILL WOULD DELEGATE TO A PRIVATE CORPO-

POLICY

The bill relegates the President of the
United States and the Secretary of State to
a secondary position and establishes the pro~
posed private corporation in a primary posi-
tion for the conduct of the complex inter-
national negotiations that will be required
for the establishment and operation of a
global satellite communications system. De-
spite protestations to the contrary, the legis-
lative record is clear.

On July 24, 1961, President EKennedy issued
a statement on communications satellite
policy. In outlining the governmental re-
sponsibility in connection with the an-
nounced policy the President stated that:

“In addition to its regulatory responsibill-
ties the Government will—

* L] - - ®

“2, Conduct or maintain supervision of
international agreements and negotiations.”

To implement the foregoing portion of his
policy statement section 402 of the bill sub-
mitted to the Congress by the President
provided as follows:

“See. 402. The corporation shall not enter
into: negotiations with any international
agency, foreign government, or entity with-
out & prior notification to the Department of
State, which will conduct or supervise such
negotlations. All agreements and arrange-
ments with any such agency, government,
or entity shall be subject to the approval of
the Department of State.”

As submitted to the Congress by the
President, section 402 of the bill clearly re-
served to the President, acting through the
Department of State, full control over the
conduct. of international negotlations re-
specting the satellite communications sys-
tem. Whatever may be said in various, and
sametimes conflieting, committee reports,
the fact remains that this provision has beern.
stricken fromu the hill. It has been replaced
by language which permits the corporation
to conduet negotiations by advising
the Department. of State ofmmtentltmta

do so. The Department may assist the cor-
poration in these negoﬂutlmxu the corpora-
tien: so reguests.

It is said that the prerogatives of the
President. are by language else-
where im the bill which directs the Presi-
dent: to “exercise such supervision over the:
relationships of the corporation with foreigm
governments or entities, or with interna-
tlonal bodies, as: may be appropriate to assure
that such relationships shall be consistent
with the national interest and foreign policy
of the United States.™

Words in committee reports cannot com-
vert the foregoing ambiguous gemeral lan-
guage into substantive authority on the part
of the President to direct or centrol activi-
ties of a private corporatiom erganized for
profit. Moreaver; even should authority in
this respect explieitly be vested im the Presi-
dent, wawnmnrugard s!mh as a dangerous
precedent which would be imimieal to our
concept of the relationship between govern-
ment: and a private: eorporation.

Section 402, as now worded, undertakes to
apply to only “business’™ negotiations. But
there is no way to separate the business
aspects from the political or foreign policy
aspects of nmtdationn involving a global
satellite cc The nego-
tiations. whlﬂwultake-plaﬁe will, o~

evitably, include both. Under the terms of

the bill, the proposed eorperation would be
in a position te determine for itself that
a glven negotiation was a business negotia~
tion, and te proceed merely by advising the
Department of State.
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Witnesses who are distinguished attor-
neys, experienced in construetion of statu-
tory language, confirmed our conclusion that
the language of the bill would: delegate ta a
proposed corporation the authority to ne-
gotiate agreements with forelgn governments
on matters affeeting U.S. foreign policy. We
know of no precedent for such a delegation
by statute, and a former legal adviser to the
Department testified that he knew of no such
precedent.

We submitted an amendment that would
have restored to the President his: traditional
constitutional control over negotiations with
other nations on matters affecting foreign
policy. This amendment was identical with
the provision recommended and requested
by the President. Even so, this amendment
was rejected, as were all others, bhut we shall
offer it again on the floor of the Senate.
Should the bill, unfortumately, be emacted
into law without correcting this glaring de-
fect, the consequences will be serious beyond
our ability to describe.

PRIVATE MONOPOLY OPERATION WILL ADVERSELY
AFFECT U.S. FOREIGN POLICY

We recognize that a form. of regulated
monopoly is inherent in our domestic: sys-
tem of utility, transportation, and communi-
catlon facilities. But the pending bill would
vest.exclusive U.S, rights to commercial satel-
lite communications in a corporation which
would be dominated by the same intevests
that dominater and control  conventienal
communications facilitles. We do not here
undertake to spell out the adverse domestic
implications: which would arise from such
ill-advised action. Rather, we here confine
our remarks to the adverse forelgn policy
implications.,

The corporation which would be created
by the bill, and which would be the recipient
of vested monopoly rights in the anticipated
commercial satellite communiecations system,
would be erganized: solely for the profit of its
stockholders. The direetors of the corpora-
tiom, ineluding those appointed by the Presi-
dent, would owe their fiduclary responsibility
solely ter the stockholders. This is not to
question the patriotism of members of cor-
peration heards of directors, but enly a.state-
ment. of legal fact. Nowhere in the bill is
there affirmatively imposed upon: the cor-
poration or any director any national interest
responsibility or duty.

According to the testimony presemted be-
fore all the committees, commercial satel-
lite eommunieation is not expeeted ta be
profitable for a number of years. Profits
will first be achievable from communiecation
with the more highly developed areas of the
world., Clearly, satellite communieations
with the so-called underdeveloped portions:
of the world will not be profitable in the
foreseeable future, from the standpeoint of a
private corperation..

If the U.S. participation in a global satellite
communications system is to be based upon
the: profit. motive, as it would be under the
pending bill, then for all practical purposes
we will have cenfined its use to the Nerth
Atlantie community or the U.8. Govermment:
will be required to pay enormous: subsidy to
the: corporation.

We seek by every appropriate means to
reach and win the minds of the uncom~
mitted peoples—thaose who are yet undecided
as to whether the natlonal Interests best
lie in asseclation with freedem er with com-
munisme.

Satellite communication offers a poten-
tially invaluable: medimm for projecting the
image of the American way of life to these
peoples, most of them newly independent,
:t‘ce brl-nglng s.hnm: am hxhammmgn of hopes

n Yet,
under ‘the pending bill, thl.a wnl be achieved
onlytothmutentthattheremapmﬂttn
be made.
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The Director of the U.S. Information
Agency testified eloquently before the com-
mittee about the use that be made
of satellife communications to promote the
responsibility with which the Agenecy he
heads is charged. But he expressed doubt
that his Agency would be able to afford to
utillze such a system at commercial rates.

Whatever rates might be made available,
or how large might be USIA's budget, how-
ever, satellite communications to the un-
committed areas of the world will not be
possible unless facilities are available in these
areas. They will not be available on a profit-
able basis. It was to eorrect this defect in
the bill that we offered an amendment in
committee which would bhave provided for
preferential rates for Government-sponsored
“freedom’’ programs.

Speaking befare the General Assembly Po-
litical Committee of the United Nations, Am-~
bassador Stevenson, in hehalf of the United
States, stated as follows:

“This fundamental breakthrough in com-
munication could affect the lives of people
everywhere. It could forge new bonds of
mutual knowledge and understanding be-
tween nations. It could eoffer a powerful
tool to improve literacy and education in
developing areas. It could support world
weather services by speedy transmittal of
data. It could enable leaders of nations to
talk face to face on a convenlent and reliable
basis.

"“The United States wishes to see this fa-
cility made available to all states on a global
and nondiscriminatory basis. We conceive
of this as an International service. We would
like to see United Nations' members not only
use this service but also participate in its
ownership and operation, if they so des

The foregoing U.S. policy statement was
made on December 20, 1961. The bill before
the Senate is wholly inconsistent with the
philosophy of Ambassador Stevenson's state-
ment. The committee rejected our amend-
ment to restore to the bill a reference to the
United Nations as recommended by the
President.

In our view, the opportunity to utilize a
commercial satellite communications system
as an instrument of national policy for the
furtherance of international understanding
and peace cught not be crucified on the al-
tar of profit for a private manopaly.

To promote this objective, we offered in
committee an amendment fo set aside 10
percent of the net revenues of the proposed
corporation to be used to advance education,
including international education and ex-
change scholarship. This amendment
would have implemented our traditional
policy of allocating a portion of the Nation's
undeveloped resources for support of educa-
tion, as established by the Northwest Ordi-
nance of 1785, out of which have come our
land-grant colleges. Its purpose was
to that of the "oil for education"™ amend-
ment which won the support of many Sena-

tors when offered to S. 1801 in 1953. This

amendment, like others rejected by the com-
mittee, will be reoffered on the floor of the
Senate.

In our view, enactment of the bill in its
present formx would only confirm the hopes
of our enemies and the fears of our friends
that we are incapable, as a people, of satis-
factorily combining our traditions of private
interest with the exigent demands of our
public responsibilities.

For the foregoing reasons, and others, we
oppose passage of the bill.

Wayne Mogrse.
Russern B. LoNe.
ALBERT GORE.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
Cabell Phillips, a very able writer, has
written a very fair deseription of this
matter, and it was published on yester-
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day in the New York Times. The arti-
ele is entitled “Space Age Populists.”™ I
ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed at this point in the Recorn.
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:
[From the New York Times, Aug. 14, 1962]

8pace AcE PorPULIsSTS—SENATE TEST TODAY ON
SarELLrre Bink RECALLS PoLITICAL FIRES OF
THE 1880's
(By Cabell Phillips)

WasaINGeTON, August 14.—An extraordinary
test of power will occur in the Senmate to-
morrow. It projects am issue out of the
space age against a politiea] backdrop of the
latter-day Populist era.

A small group of liberal Demoerats will be
facing a showdown on whether they cam
maintain a flibuster against the communi-
eations satellite bill over the massed opposi-
tion not only of a bipartisan majority of the
Senate, but also of & national administra-
tion they have loyally supported on almost

issue.

every

The embattled minority is as eager to have
worldwide communications by satellite as is
the ma]jority, or as is the Eennedy adminis-
tration. What it does not want is to have
the system placed in the hands of a “private
monopoly.”

The administration-supported bill is de-
signed to give private enterprise—a corpora-
tion dominated by the American Telegraph
& Telephone Co.—virtually a free hand
in the future development and exploitation
of the system. The prototype communica~
tions wvehicle now In orbit—Telstar—was
built and is owned by AT. & T.

The objectors ("a little band of willful
men—and one woman') want the Govern-
ment to retain control of the system as a
public utility but possibly permitting com-
mercial companies to operate it under con-
tract.

In the days when electrical energy was
still Iittle more than a promise that man
might be freed from the drudgery of physieal
labor, the basic issue of who should control
it stirred the political fires of the Nation.
The Populists, free-swinging liberals of their
day, argued (among other thimgs) for public
ownership as & publc trust. And in their
platform in the presidential campaign of
1892 they put the issue of electrieal com-
munications in words that would not have
sounded out of place in the Senate in the
midsummer of 1962:

“The telegraph and telephone systems, be-
ing a necessity for the transmission of news,
should be owned and operated by ths Gav-
ernment in the interest of the '

The bill about which the present con-
troversy revolves has been much amended
from its original version as prepared under
White House guidance late in the winter.
Its central purpose is to ereate a private cor-
poration to take ever the development of a
commercial space communications system,
using satellites such as Telstar.

The corporation would be financed by the
issuance of stock. Up to 50 percent of the
voting share of this stock can be purchased
by regular communications carriers, which
in this case means A.T. & T. because of its
ownership of the only operable commercial
satellite. The balance is to be offered to
the public. The 15-man board of directors
would have 6 members representing the com-
pany, 6 representing the public, and 3 ap-
pointed by the President,

The corporation would operate under the
rules and regulations of the Federal Com-
munications Commission, just as domestic
carriers do. It would build at its own cost
the additional satellites to complete the sys-
tem, and pay the National Aeronautics and
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Space Administration for the missiles to put
them in orbit from Cape Canaveral, Fla.

The corporation would also build and own
the necessary group facilities to send and
receive signals from the satellites im this
eountry. It would negotiate with foreign
governments and agencies for comparable
ground facilities in such other countries as
decided to get into the system, but would
not necessarily own them.

The advantage of satellite communications
is that it makes possible the discemination of
television signals from continent to conti-
nent. This is impossible otherwise, as the
signals travel by line of sight and cannot
be received over long distances because of
the curvature of the earth. The signals are
received by the satellite far above the earth
and relayed back to the receiving area. A
communications satellite can also greatly
multiply the available channels for radio and
radio telephone signals.

The basic research and delevolpment in
space communication have been done by the
space agency. Since 1959, Congress has ap~
propriated $80,770,000 for this program alone.

PARALLEL RESEARCH

Simultaneously, A.T. & T. and other largs
communications companies have carried on
their own research and development parallel
to and cooperatively with the Government.

AT. & T. says it has spent $50 million on
this work In the last 5 years.

The fight against the communieations bill
has been waged by a small group of liberal
Democrats including Senators Estes KEFAU~-
vER and ALBERT GoOgre, of Tennessee, and
WaTnNE MorsE and MavrIiNE B. NEUBERGER, of
Oregon. They staged a 5-day fillbuster to
prevent Senate consideration of the bill.
They yielded temporarily to have its foreign
policy implications explored in public hear-
ings by the Foreign Relations Committee.

When the group reported the bill back
to the Senate last Friday without amend-
ments demanded by the minority, they re-
sumed their effort to talk it to death. Tomor-
row an effort will be made to inwoke the
Benate’s antifillbuster rule to force the meas-
ure to a vote.

Senator Morse has described the bill *“as
the most outrageous giveaway of a national
asset In my 18 years In the Senate.” He and
his colleagues have demanded either that the
Government retain full control of the eom-
munications system, or that the hand of the
Government be greatly strengthened within
the corporate setup.

Their fire has been concentrated on these
maln points:

That space communieation, like the dis-
covery of atomic energy, is too vital to the
natlonal interest to be allowed out of ef-
fective Government control.

That private enterprise should not be al-
lowed to make profits out of a development
on which the Federal Government has spent
millions of taxpayers’ dollars.

That the corporation, through its right
to negotiate with foreign governments, has
been given a hand in foreign policy to the
disadvantage of the President and the State
Department.

That the prowisions for public and Presi-
dentially appointed members of the board
of directors, and for regulation by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, are in-
adequate to protect the public interest.

CORPORATION'S PROFITS

A board of directors, Senator Gore said
recently, has a fiduciary obligation to return
a profit to a coropration’s stoekholders, and
only incidentally does it have an obligation
to the public interest. And Senator Morse
has observed that the history of the FCC
gives him little assurance that it will be
as alert to the public Interest as it has been
to that of the communications industry.
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One of the most effective witnesses against
the bill heard by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee last week was Benjamin V. Cohen, a
Presidential adviser to Franklin D. Roosevelt
and more recently counselor of the State De-
partment. Addressing himself to the im-
portance of global communications as an
instrument of peace, Mr. Cohen gald:

“It seems to me wholly premature to try
to separate the commercial aspects of the
problem from the public aspects. The corpo-
rate setup proposed resembles the code au-
thorities set up under the NRA legislation in
the 1930's. We know from experience that
these hybrid code authorities satisfled neither
the public interest nor the private interest.”

In defense of the bill, President Kennedy,
Secretary of State Dean Rusk and other high
Government officials have spoken out at
varlous times. In particular, they have
stated that the foreign policy interests of
the Nation are not endangered by any nego-
tiating rights conferred on the corporation.

Senator StuarT SymMINGTON, Democrat, of
Missourl, among others, has emphasized the
desirability of having private enterprise
rather than Government operate the system.

“If AT. & T. and the RCA (Radio Corp. of
America) and other communications com-
panies make money out of Telstar,” he said,
it won't be for many years, despite the fact
that this is a business they know. The Gov-
ernment doesn’'t know this business. In
addition to any money made, 52 percent goes
back to help us with this tax burden.”

Addressing himself to the same point,
James E. Dingman, executive vice president
of A.T. & T., told the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee at hearings on the bill last April:

“The implication is * * * that the corpo-
ration will make large profits on research
paid for by the Government. This is the
sheerest nonsense, * * * The corporation
will pay for everything it gets. It will lose
money for a considerable period of time.
When earnings do begin it will be allowed to
earn only a reasonable return, since it will be
a regulated utility.”

And Newton N. Minow, Chairman of the
FCC, assured the committee that under the
proposed setup, the corporation would not be
allowed to pass its costs for satellite com-
munications experiments on to ordinary
citizen telephone subscribers in the form of
higher rates.

These arguments and explanations, how-
ever, have done little to quiet the fears of
the opponents of the bill, or to dampen their
ardor to fight to the bitter parliamentary end
against the encroachments of the monopo-
lists. Sixty years ago, they might have
found a Willlam Jennings Bryan on their
side, or, later, a Bob La Follette or a George
Norris.

DEATH OF EUGENE HOLMAN

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
some persons think that I do not like
businessmen. But I wish to say I had
great respect for Eugene Holman, who
for many years was chairman of the
board of the Standard Oil Co. of New
Jersey. He passed away yesterday.

He has appeared before our commit-
tee. He was fair; he did great civic
work. He came up the hard way. He
was always conscious of his responsibili-
ties.

I enjoyed my friendship with Mr. Hol-
man, and I regret very much that so
useful a citizen has passed away.

I ask unanimous consent to have a very
fine biography of Eugene Holman, which
was published in the New York Times,
printed at this point in the Recorb.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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

EUvGENE HoLMAN, OmL LEADER, DIES—JERSEY
STANDARD CHAIRMAN UNTIL 1960 BEGAN IN
1917 a8 GEOLOGIST IN CUBA; LABOR-PEACE
ApvocaTE; OpPosEp DEePENDING oN TU.S.
Anprrers; HeapeEp Rapio FreE EUROPE
BACKERS

Eugene Holman, former chalrman and
chief executive officer of the Standard Oil
Co. (New Jersey), died Sunday night at the
age of 67.

His death, at Roosevelt Hospital, was an-
nounced yesterday by the company.

Mr. Holman retired as board chairman in
May 1960, after having been a leading oil-
industry figure for more than 25 years.

Mr. Holman, a Texan by birth, fitted the
picture of an urbane business executive.

He was considered tough minded, tactful,
and ethical. His casual informality won
friends. His generalship of Standard Oil
required that he compound his business and
scientific background with the politico-so-
ciological knowledge of the backward lands
that yielded crude oil.

Mr, Holman oversaw the world's largest
oil company, once part of John D. Rocke-
feller's empire.

Before he became its chief executive, Mr.
Holman held a variety of jobs. He was an
odd-jobs boy around his father's livery
stable and feed store in Monahans, Tex.; a
callboy on the Texas & Pacific Rallway, a
geologist in Texas, Mexico, Cuba, and the
West Indies and an aerial photographer in
the Signal Corps in World War I.

He was born in San Angelo and was gradu-
ated in 1916 from Simmons University. He
then entered the University of Texas, where
a professor encouraged him to pursue oil in-
stead of civil engineering.

EXPLORED FOR CUBAN OIL

Mr. Holman received an M.A. degree in
geology and in 1917 went to Cuba with an
oil exploration party. After World War I,
he worked for the U.S. Geological Survey.
In Texas he renewed his acquaintance with
Wallace E. Pratt, then chief geologist for the
Humble 01l & Refining Co,, a Jersey Standard
affiliate. :

In 1919 Mr. Holman went to work for
Mr. Pratt, and in 1923 he became superin-
tendent of the Loulsiana-Arkansas division.
Two years later he became chief geologist.

Coming to New York in 1929 as assistant
to E. J. Sadler, then a vice president of Jer-
sey Standard in charge of crude-oil produc-
tion, Mr. Holman served as president and
director of the Creole Petroleum Corp., and
the Lago Petroleum Corp. Venezuelan affili-
ate of Jersey Standard.

Named a director of the parent company
in June 1940, he was elected a vice president
in 1942, then a member of the executive
committee. He became president on June
12, 1944, executive committee chairman in
January 1946, and board chairman on Janu-
ary 1, 1954,

A member of the American Assoclation of
Petroleum Geologists and the American Pe-
troleum Institute, he contributed many
technical papers and articles on the industry.

Proud that Jersey Standard had had no
major strike since 1915, Mr. Holman held
that labor and management must settle
their own problems without calling on the
Government.

LIKED TO WORK IN GARDEN

Six feet tall and weighing 190 pounds,
the big-framed, ruddy-faced executive liked
to tinker in the garden of his 18-acre farm
near Greenwich, Conn. He enjoyed trap-
shooting, hunting and fishing and usually
spent his vacation in south Texas or Colo-
rado.

August 15

In November 1956, he became chairman
of the Crusade for Freedom, which raises
funds to support news broadcasts over Radio
Free Europe and Free Europe Press. He felt
that the only alternative to world coopera-
tion was mass destruction.

He was a member of the American Insti-
tute of Mining and Metallurgical Engineers,
the Chi Phi fraternity and the Masons. His
clubs included the Explorers of New York,
the University and the Round Hill of Green-
wich, Conn.

LED COMMERCE UNIT

In 1956 and 19567, Mr. Holman was chair-
man of the Business Advisory Council for
the Department of Commerce. He was also
a director of the Metropolitan Life Insurance
Co., the Chase Manhattan Bank and the
Borden Co.

His awards included the American Pe-
troleum Institute Gold Medal for Distin-
guished Achievement, which was presented
in 1960. The next year the Franklin In-
stitute awarded its Vermilye Medal to Mr.
Holman for his “outstanding contributions”
in industrial management.

Mr. Holman is survived by his widow, the
former Edith Carver Reid; a daughter, Mrs.
Franklin P. Johnson, Jr.; a son, Bugene, Jr.;
three sisters, Mrs, Theo Andrews, Mrs. A, L.
Draper and Mrs. I. H. Moody, and six grand-
children.

A funeral service will be held at 11 am
tomorrow in St. James Protestant Eplscopal
Church at Madison Avenue and Tlst Street.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide
for the establishment, ownership, oper-
ation, and regulation of a commercial
communications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Madam Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I shall take only
a minute or two to make some com-
ments relating to the remarks of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE].

This matter was fully discussed in the
Foreign Relations Committee. I call at-
tention to the fact that an overwhelm-
ing majority of the members of the
Foreign Relations Committee are
lawyers, as is the Senator from Tennes-
see, and it was the considered opinion
and belief of a very large majority of
the Foreign Relations Committee that
the attitude expressed by Secretary Rusk
was correct and that the President's
powers were not taken away and could
not be taken away.

I call attention specifically to the dis-
cussion of Mr. Rusk on page 174 of the
hearings in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, when he commented on the lan-
guage that was originally in the bill, and
which was read by the Senator from
Tennessee. That language reads:

The corporation shall not enter into nego-
tlations with any international agency, for-
eign government, or entity without a prior
notification to the Department of BState,
which will conduct or supervise such nego-
tiations. All agreements and arrangements
with any such agency, government, or entity

shall be subject to the approval of the
Department of State.

Following that, Secretary Rusk dis-
cussed the paragraph and told us why it

The
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would be well to substitute the language
that is in the bill for the language which
was in that paragraph. I think it is per-
tinent to read what he said:

That provision taken literally was perhaps
too broad. But as Under Secretary McGhee
made clear in the very first testimony of
the State Department on this bill, the De-
partment has neither the time, the personnel,
the technical competence, nor the desire
to carry on ordinary business negotiations
for this corporation, any more than it carries
on such detailed negotiations on behalf of
other American corporations engaged in in-
ternational business.

I think he answered the question very
well with those words, and also with his
contention that it did not limit or invade
the Presidential powers; that the State
Department was pleased with the lan-
guage we had in the bill; that the Presi-
dent was the one to determine at all
times, under this language, what super-
vision should be exercised by the Presi-
dent, and what detailed part should be
left to the corporation.

Mr. CARLSON, Madam President,
will the Senator from Alabama yield to
me on my time?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will yield the
floor, because I have said all I intended
to say.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, I
wished to ask a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama is not permitted
to yield time fto another Senator except
for a question.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Would the Senator be
willing to recite any provision in the bill
which requires the proposed corporation
to comply with the direction of the Pres-
ident of the United States?

Mr, SPAREMAN. I think section 402
does. The intent of the bill is that the
corporation shall be subject to the super-
vision and direction of the President of
the United States, cerfainly, so far as
concerns engaging in foreign affairs, or
matters that may be of foreign affairs
interest. Yes.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator examine
section 402?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I have examined
it time after time.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator read to
me any reguirement contained in that
section which makes it incumbent upon
the corporation to do anything other
than advise the State Department?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. It also pro-
vides that the State Department——

Mr. GORE. I beg the Senator’'s par-
don. The word is “notify.” Will the
Senator point to any requirement on the
part of the corporation other than to
notify the State Department when the
corporation “shall enter into business
negotiations” and to keep the Depart-
ment informed “with respect to such
considerations™?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes.
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Mr, GORE. Where is the require-
ment that it comply with the direction
of the President?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. If the Senator will
follow me very briefly—and I do not
want to take much more time—and re-
fer to section 301 of the bill, he will find
that it provides:

There is hereby authorized to be created
a communications satellite corporation for
profit which will not be an agency or estab-
lishment of the United States Government.
The corporation shall be subject to the pro-
visions of this Act.

One cannot pull a single section out of
context and use it; he must look to the
four corners of the bill. And seetion 301
provides that:

The corporation shall be subject to the
provisions of this Act.

It covers section 201. It covers section
402. It covers every section in the bill.
Section 402 provides:
the State Department shall advise the cor-

poration of relevant foreign policy consid-
erations.

Mr, GORE. What I asked the Sena-
tor was this: Where is the provision
that provides that the corporation shall
comply with the direction of the Presi-
dent?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Section 301 pro-
vides that the corporation shall be sub-
ject to the provisions of this act.

Mr. GORE. Section 301 states that
it is not an agency of the Government.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course it is not.
& Mr. GORE. It is a private corpora-

on,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Iam not an agen-
cy of the Government, but when the
code says I must do something, I have to
do it, The Senator is a lawyer, and he
knows better than the argument he is
making at the present time.

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

Mr., SPAREKEMAN. Yes, but very
briefly.

Mr. GORE. The Senator is not im-
plying, I take it, when he says I know
better, that I am making an insincere
argument?

Mr, SPAREMAN. I would not do
that, but the Senator is frying to take
one section out of context and consider
only it, when he knows that the bill must
be considered as a whole. I do not think
anyone can read the bill and reach the
conclusion that the corporation would
not be subject to the provisions of the
act. That means that all the laws and
power of the U.S. Government would be
behind seeing that the corporation
abides by the provisions of the act.

Mr. GORE. I have asked the Senator
to point to a single provision which re-
quires the corporation to comply with
the direction of the President. He has
not been able to cite one.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I have cited sec-
tion 301, which states that it shall com-
ply with the provisions of the aet, That
covers section 201, which spells out the
things the President may do.

It applies to section 402, which says
that the State Department, which is
the alter ego for the President in the
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field of foreign relations, shall keep the
corporation informed and advised as to
the implications affecting foreign affairs.

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

Mr. SPAREMAN. Yes, but let it be
the last question, please.

Mr. GORE. I do noft wish to press
the Senator too far or too severely.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. It is not severe.

Mr. GORE. This is an important
question. The Senator said that sec-
tion 301 provides that the corporation
shall be subject to the provisions of the
act. That section does not provide that
the corporation must comply with the
directions of the President. There is
no such requirement in the bill. As a
matter of fact, the pending bill would
not confer any additional power upon
the President.

If the bill should be enacted, for the
first time in history a private corpora-
tion would be given statutory authority
to proceed and to take the initiative,
to enter into negotiations with, and to
conclude agreements with foreign coun-
tries. The only requirement in the act
in this respect would be that the cor-
poration notify the State Department
when such foreign negotiations on “busi-
ness” matters have been entered and to
advise the State Department of such
negotiations.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. The Senator for-
got to ask a question and made a speech,
on my time, and I shall yield the floor,
Madam President. I do not subscribe to
the speech.

Mr. CARLSON and Mr. EEFAUVER
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
I was recognized a moment ago. Does
the Senator wish to disecuss the same
subject?

Mr. CARLSON. I thought I would.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee yielded the
floor.

Mr. EEFAUVER. That was with the
understanding that I could get it back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In all
fairness, the Chair must recognize the
Senator from EKansas.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Very well.

Mr, CARLSON. Madam President,
the question which has been under dis-
cussion for some time was of serious
concern to the members of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. I assure Sen-
ators that it was not lightly considered.
We discussed it at considerable length.
We were greatly concerned about it.
We did not act on the bill until we had
received a letter from the Secretary of
State. Senators who are also members
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
will remember that we waited at least
45 minutes to obtain a final statement
from the Secretary of State on this im-
portant question. We made it a part
of the hearings.

I ask that the letter be made a part
of my remarks. It is to be found on
page 433 of the hearings. It is dated
August 9, 1962. I shall quote only one
or two sentences, but I ask unanimous




16616

consent to have the entire letter printed
in the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, August 9, 1962,
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Commitiee,
U.S. Senate.

Dear MR. CHAmRMAN: During the hearing
before your committee on the proposed com-
munications satellite bill, HR. 11040, on
August 6, the acting chairman asked for my
views on two conforming amendments and
Senator Gore asked me to provide the com-
mittee with comments on two amendments
suggested by him,

1. We have no objection to the conform-
ing amendments and they will, in fact, be
desirable. Suggested language for them Iis
attached.

2. As I said at the committee hearing, we
consider that the matters addressed by Sen-
ator Gore's suggested amendments are al-
ready covered by the bill, and his amend-
ments would have the effect of making them
more explicit.

Senator Gore's first amendment was in-
tended to assure that, in matters relating
to the foreign policy of the United States, the
President’s authority to issue necessary di-
rectives be recognized and that the corpora-
tion be required to comply with the direc-
tives of the President. To this end he
suggested that there be added at the end of
section 201(a) (4) the words: “and the corpo-
ration shall comply with the directives of the
President.”

As I stated in my testimony and discussed
at some length in the hearings, it is our be-
lief that section 201(a), not only in subsec-
tion (4), but in all its subsections, consti-
tutes a grant of authority to him to direct
the corporation to take action within the
scope of the sectlon—so long as such action
is consistent with the overall concept of this
corporation as a commerclal enterprise and is
not at odds with other provisions of our Con-
stitution and laws. This authority is im-
plicit in the fact that the section directs the
President to take such actions. In this con-
nection it is most important to recall that
section 201(a) also incorporates the objec-
tives and purposes of the act as set forth in
some detall in section 102, It was pointed
out in addition that section 403(c) imposes
the duty on the corporation to comply, inso-
far as applicable, with all provisions of the
act and all rules and regulations promulgated
thereunder.

The language proposed by Senator GoRE s
explicit with respect to section 201(a)(4)
but, we believe, does not fully carry out his
intention in that it seems to draw a distine-
tion between that subsection and the other
subsections of section 201(a), which would
imply a lesser power in the President as to
these other subsections.

If the committee believes it would be use-
ful to make any clarifying amendment it
should apply equally to all of section 201(a).
Such a result can, of course, be accomplished
in more than one way. One appropriate way
would be to add to section 403(c) the follow-

ing language: “and all orders and directives
issued by the President pursuant to the au-
thority contained in section 201(a).” It
should be noted that this language would
specifically recognize that section 201(a) pro-
vides authority as well as direction to the
President.

Senator Gore's second suggestion was to
add to the end of section 402 the following
language:

“Provided, That the right of the President
to conduct international negotiations is fully
reserved and the corporation shall not enter
negotiations until and unless the Secretary
of State shall have determined that the sub-
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ject to be negotiated is of a business nature:
And provided further, That there is reserved
to the Department of State the right of ap-
proval of the terms of any negotiated agree-
ment which materially affects the foreign
policy of the United States.”

As I stated in my testimony, it is our belief
that sectlon 201(a)(4) confirms the au-
thority of the President to control interna-
tional negotiations with respect to the
satellite communications system in any way
he deems appropriate, where the foreign
policy interests of the United States are in-
volved. It is our belief as I stated, that
where he considers it necessary for the execu-
tive branch to conduct the negotlations it-
self, he will be able to direct this. If the
committee feels it would be helpful to add
some language to provide further clarity as
to the authority of the President to make
these determinations, it could be added in
section 402 but we believe it would more
properly fall in section 201(a) (4) which, as I
explained in my statement, is the section
dealing with the President’s general au-
thority in foreign relations.

The authority which it is generally agreed
the President should have and which, as I
have said, we believe he does have, could be
clearly stated by an addition to section
201(a) (4) reading: “* * * and conduct any
negotiations affecting the corporation or the
communications satellite system with such
governments, entities, or bodies when in his
judgment the forelgn policy or national in-
terest of the United States requires.”

We believe it is important not to require
a positive action by the Department of State
with regard to each of the very numerous de-
tailed business and technical negotiations
the corporation will need to undertake in the
normal course of business.

In conclusion, let me reiterate that the
early establishment of this corporation would
provide distinct advantages in accelerating
further development of the system and for
developing the necessary international ar-
rangements.

Sincerely yours,
DEAN RUSK.

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

[Matter proposed to be omitted in black
brackets, new matter in italic]

In order to conform with the language of
section 201(a)(4), the following changes
may be made:

“SEc. 305 (a)(1). Plan, initiate, construct,
own, manage, and operate itself or in con-
junction with forelgn governments or [busi-
ness] entities or international bodies a com-
mercial communications satellite system;

“Sec. 402, Whenever the corporation shall
enter into business negotiations with respect
to facllities, operations, or services authorized
by this Act with any [international or
forelgn entity,] foreign government or entity
or international body, it shall notify the De-
partment of State of the negotlations, and
the Department of State shall advise the
corporation of relevant foreign policy con-
siderations, Throughout such negotiations
the corporation shall keep the Department of
State informed with respect to such con-
siderations. The corporation may request
the Department of State to assist in the ne-
gotiations, and that Department shall render
such assistance as may be appropria

In order to conform with the language of
section 102(d) the following change may be
made:

“Sec. 201(a)(6). Take all necessary steps
to insure the availability and appropriate
utilization of the communlications satellite
system for [such] general governmental pur-
poses [as do not requirel except where a
separate communications satellite system is
required to meet unique governmental needs,
or is otherwise required in the national in-
terest; and”.
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Mr. CARLSON. The Secretary stated,
on this very point:

As I stated In my testimony, it is our
belief that section 201(a)(4) confirms the
authority of the President to control inter-
national negotiations with respect to the
satellite communications system in any way
he deems appropriate, where the foreign
policy interests of the United States are
involved.

The Secretary of State also said:

It is our belief as I stated, that where he
considers it necessary for the executive
branch to conduct the negotiations itself, he
will be able to direct this.

Further, I invite attention to section
201(a) (4) of the bill itself.

Section 201 begins by providing:

The President shall—

And one thing that the President shall
do is—
exercise such supervision over relationships
of the corporation with foreign governments
or entitles or with international bodles as
may be appropriate to assure that such re-
lationships shall be consistent with the na-
tional interest and foreign policy of the
United States;

Madam President, I do not see how
language could be plainer than that. I
assure Senators, as I stated earlier, that
this question was given thorough con-
sideration. I share the views of the Sen-
ator from Alabama and other Senators
who have spoken as to the recommenda-
tion of the administration.

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

Mr, CARLSON. I would rather not
yield at this time, because my time is
limited and I wish to make a speech on
this subject.

Madam President, that ends my dis-
cusion on this particular phase. I
wanted to get those statements in the
Recorp as proof that we considered the
question.

Madam President, I would not want
this important debate to conclude with-
out expressing my views on it.

Much attention is being paid the latest
Soviet space “firsts”; yet when we have
a “first” we do not seem to know what
to do about it. Y

We should unite our efforts and not
only write legislation that will keep us
first in the field of space communica-
tions, but let us tell the world about it
as Russia does in the case of its cosmo-
nauts.

Delay and inaction have held up the
passage of the communications satellite
bill, and the United States is made to
appear before the world as unable to
handle leadership when it attains it.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CARLSON. Not at present.

Failure is frustrating enough—but
what is more frustrating to the people
of this country than smothering success
in unending verbiage? There was no
need for delay. In the House the satellite
communications question has been con-
sidered by the Science and Astronautics
Committee, the Antitrust Subcommittee
of the Judiciary Committee and the
Ir.'tittigstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee.
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It has been considered in the Senate
by the Monopoly Subcommittee of the
Small Business Committee, the Com-
merce Committee, the Aeronautical and
Space Sciences Committee, the Antitrust
and Monopoly Subcommittee of the
Judiciary Committee, and the Foreign
Relations Committee.

In my experience, few bills have
enjoyed such a high degree of bipartisan
support. The vote in the House was 354
in favor, 9 against. Every vote taken in
the Senate indicates that it has the over-
whelming support of this body.

Those who have been opposing the bill
charge that it is a “giveway”, and that it
is not in the best interests of our Nation.
But the President—a member of their
own party—has recommended the bill;
and surely they are not seriously charg-
ing him with recommending a “giveway,”
or endorsing legislation that is not in the
best interests of our citizens.

The charge is made that the bill would
permit A.T. & T. to dominate the satellite
corporation. But the Attorney General
says, “No.” He points out that there are
adequate safeguards on that score.

The charge is made that the bill would
interfere with functions of the State De-
partment. But the Secretary of State,
who has to perform these functions, says
this is not so. He urges passage of the
bill. The charge is made that we should
wadit, that there is no need to rush. The
Deputy Director of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration says
that we should not wait, but should get
on with the job.

It seems to me that these charges rep-
resent an attempt to keep the public
from dwelling on the basic issue.

The issue here is Government versus
private ownership. Make no mistake
about it. The question before us is, Are
we going to legislate the Government
into the communications business or are
we going to follow our traditional policy
whereby private enterprise, under Gov-
ernment regulation, provides the country
with its communications services?

This is the issue. Every Senator knows
it. The other issues raised by the op-
position are so much window dressing.

As a member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, I heard the testi-
mony of the Secretary of State, the At-
torney General, the Chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission,
the Secretary of Defense, the U.S. In-
formation Agency, and the head of the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration.

I heard the testimony of able and out-
standing international lawyers and other
citizens. The interrogation of those wit-
nesses by those opposed to the bill could
lead to but one conclusion—they want
the Government in the communications
business.

Obviously making changes in this bill
would not satisfy them. They would
only be satisfled- with a bill that calls
for Government ownership.

But nobody is going to get very far
in this country continually calling for
Government ownership, so the charge of
“giveaway" is continually made.

In one area I am sure that some head-
way has been made in confusing some of
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the public. The opponents point to the
billions of dollars the Government has
spent on the space program and indicate
that Government research has made
communications satellites possible. This
sounds plausible, but like so many things
that sound plausible, it simply is not
true.

Of course, everyone fully appreciates
that Government research in rocketry
has made it possible for us to put a
satellite in orbit. But it seems to me
that relatively few people appreciate the
fact that research conducted by private
industry, particularly the communica-
tions industry, makes communication by
satellite a reality.

_If one takes the time fo look into this
subjeet, he finds that a workable satel-
lite communications system could not
have been conceived, let alone carried
out if it had not been for the scientific
developments resulting from private re-
search. Specifically, many of them have
come from the Bell Telephone labora-
tories.

We would not even be debating a com-
munications satellite bill, if the research
of private industry had not brought
forth the transistor, the maser, the
traveling wave tube, the horn antenna,
and the Bell solar battery.

These are the components that make
Telstar an operating communications
satellite and not merely a piece of hard-
ware.

I understand that since World War
II the Bell System alone has spent more
than $1 billion in research and develop-
ment in fields closely pertinent to to-
day's satellite communications system
development.

I stress these points about research
that private industry carried out because
I think that there is a great deal of mis-
understanding on this point.

In short, a workable satellite com-
munications system, if we get one, will
have the customary number of parents—
two—namely, Government and industry.
It is rather worthless to argue which
parent is the more important.

There is another charge that I would
like to speak of. This is the old charge
of monopoly, which seems to be the
workhorse of the opponents’ stable. It
is pretty tired, but apparently it is
thought that the emotion it is supposed
to arouse is worth a great deal of mile-
age. And, as might be expected, the at-
tack is centered on A T. & T.

What is there to the monopoly charge?

Of course AT. & T. is a monopoly.
All telephone companies are monopolies.
Years ago the people of this country
struggled with the problem of how to
reconcile the need for monopoly in the
public utilities and the need for compe-
tition among industry generally. They
arrived at the practical solution of giv-
ing public utilities franchises but, at the
same time, putting them under Govern-
ment regulation.

How has this practical solution worked
out? In this country, the communica-
tions industry has given us the best day-
to-day telephone service in the world.
Anyone who has traveled beyond the
borders of the United States knows that
telephone service in other countries,
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mainly operated by government monop-
olies, does not compare in quality to
the service provided here by private en-
terprise.

This country has been the world lead-
er in communications research. And, if
I need to refresh any memories, Telstar
worked. It worked on the first try. It
was built and paid for by private indus-
try. As a result of the cooperation be-
tween Government and private industry,
the United States was able to demon-
strate to the world its leadership in space
communications.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CARLSON. No; I will not yield
now.

When we go back and look at all the
arguments of those opposed to this bill
they seem to be saying:

If we would believe these assertions, it
would be pretty difficult to find anybody
doing his job. It is obvious just where
it is thought all the courage and com-
petence reside.

One argument which has been used
really upsets me personally. It is the
argument that the Senate should not vote
on the this bill until after election, so
that the American people may have an
opportunity to express their opinion at
the polls.

This suggests a referendum type of
government rather than a representa-
tive government. The Founding Fa-
thers did not exactly have that in mind.
Under our form of government, we are
the duly elected representatives of the
people. We should vote on the proposed
legislation now.

The public directors of the proposed
corporation will really not do their duty
and A.T. & T. will be able to dominate.

The Attorney General will really not
be watchful and will not move against
the common carriers if the law is being
circumvented.

The Secretary of State will be handi-
capped in foreign relations if the com-
mon carriers negotiate communications
agreements. Although the common car-
riers have been negotiating similar
agreements for years regarding oversea
communications service, and the Secre-
tary of State says that he will not be
handicapped, those opposed to the bill
say he really does not know what he is
talking about.

It is said that the Federal Communica-
tions Commission would not really
regulate the corporation.

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President,
will the Senator yield? I wish to com-
pliment the Senator.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator will state it.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No
Senator has been recognized.

Mr. PASTORE. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CARLSON. Madam President, as
I understand the ruling, I cannot yield
for anything but a question. Therefore
I yield the floor.

The
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Mr. PASTORE. Madam President, I
intended to ask the Senator a question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT rose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Arkansas.

GLOBAL QUOTA SYSTEM FOR
SUGAR

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President,
last week, less than a month after the
President signed into law the sugar bill,
the Department of Agriculture was
forced to increase the size of the global
quota from 300,000 tons to 541,745 tons
in order to assure adequate supplies for
August and September requirements.

During the recent sugar bill debate,
two alternative courses for purchase of
foreign origin sugar were discussed: The
first called for maintaining the old-fash-
ioned national quota system with high
premiums attached; the second for
adopting the global quota plan proposed
by the President with the premiums re-
captured for the Treasury.

In the end, a compromise was effected
and the final bill contained elements of
both approaches.

The import of the Agriculture Depart-
ment’s action last week was, in the
words of an administration official, to
show that the global quota system works
and the country quota system does not.

During the past month, sugar export-
ing countries have been competing to
supply sugar for the U.S. market at
world market prices, with those having
fixed U.S. quotas holding back on the
premium-price sugar that had been al-
located to them, knowing that they
could always sell it here at the last mo-
ment. With this kind of activity, two
myths have been destroyed: The first
was the cliche that no one would deliver
sugar to this country at world prices—
they clearly have. The second was that
payments of high premiums to foreign
producers would guarantee a steady
sugar supply—it does not for there is no
way to force a country with a stated
quota to deliver the sugar when this
country wants it.

I ask unanimous consent to place in
the Recorp at this point the Depart-
ment of Agriculture release dated Au-
gust 7, 1962, which deseribes its actions;
a story from the August 8 Wall Street
Journal entitled “Global Sugar Import
Quota Is Increased To Assure Fall Sup-
ply,” and a story from the August 14
Wall Street Journal describing a price
rise in domestic sugar which has been
traced to inadequate supplies obtained
under country quotas and prospects that
some countries will be unable to fill
their U.S. quotas.

There being no objection, the release
and article were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

SUGAR IMPORT AUTHORIZATIONS INCREASED
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importation is approved by August 15. The
USDA also announced additional import
allocations for specific countries totaling
80,000 tons.

On July 16, 300,000 short tons, raw value
of the global sugar quota were released for
importation under similar time requirements
(press release USDA 2558-62). It was as-
sumed that this quantity would provide an
adequate supplement to import supplies un-
der country quotas to meet August and Sep-
tember requirements. Applications for im-
portation under country quotas, however,
have not been adequate to date.

Under the temp regulations of July
16, applications could not be approved until
b5 days before the sailing date of the ship so
that transactions were severely hampered.
Nevertheless by the close of business August
3, over 209,000 tons, or 70 percent of the
300,000 tons, had been approved for importa-
tion. In contrast, approvals for importation
by August 3 under forelgn country quotas
other than the Philippines, with which the
United States has speclal treaty arrange-
ments for sugar trade, amounted to only 26
percent of the total of country quotas. Total
approvals for importation under the Philip-
pines quota amounted to 66 percent of its
quota.

Revised Sugar Regulation 817 which re-
laxed the temporary regulations was released
by the opening of the market August 6 and
by midafternoon applications exceeded the
quantity remaining available from the 300,-
000 tons of global quota sugar authorized
July 16.

This is the season of high consumption
and industrial use of sugar, including the use

August 15

for food canning and freezing. Neverthe-
less, visible stocks are low. Reflners' stocks
at the end of July were down 70,000 tons
from a year ago.

The labor contract with east coast steve-
dores, which expires September 80, is in
dispute. Market reports indicate that un-
til this is settled and the threat of a pos-
sible strike is ended refiners and others will
tend to maintain their sugar supplies at
relatively high levels.

Supplies of Hawallan sugar are fixed and
supplies of new crop mainland cane and
beet sugar will not become available until
October. The Puerto Rican is short.

In view of the inadequate supplies ob-
talned under country quotas and the pros-
pect that some foreign countries will have
inadequate supplies to fill their U.S. quotas
untll new crop sugar becomes avallable, De-
partment officials said it is essential that
more adequate supplies of global quota sug-
ar be made avallable.

The short time permitted for importation
of additional sugar under today’s action will
give an advantage to countries of the Western
Hemisphere, but time will not permit work-
ing out special arrangements with respect to
obtaining sugar from countries purchasing
U.S. agricultural commodities.

In addition to the increase in the quantity
authorized above for foreign countries as a
group, the Department established alloca-
tions in accordance with President's Procla-
mation 3485 which will permit the importa-
tion of an additional 65,000 tons from the
Dominican Republic and 10,000 tons from
Argentina. Also, an allocation of 5,000 tons
was established for Ireland.

1962 sugar quolas and prorations

[In short tons, raw value)]

The U.S. Department of Agriculture today
announced that it is avallable fo
importation by September 30 such part of
the global sugar quota of 541,743 tons as may
be needed to meet market requirements, pro-
vided application for set-aside or release for

Quotas and Direct-
Area or country Applicable period prorations | eonsum
Domestic beet sugar Calendsar year_._._....._...| 2, 650, 000
Maininnid eatio Soe st e e Y do 805, 000 53
Ha AR i e S SR e v el R U Tt do. 1, 110, 000 33,174
Puerto Rico__ -eiado. 1, 140, 000 145, 500
a e TR SRR R SRR S R L do 15, 000 0
Total, domestic areas_ _ 5, 810, 000 178,674
Republic of the Philippir Oalendar year..__.____... 050, 000 59, 920
Total 6, 860, 000 238, 594
Tuly-December b 71,635 0
}:ﬁf" i Republie. o 136, 635 0
Mexico. . Z do. 71,635 0
o, LS LIIMEIIOE et IR T = T T, 21| 'Sl do. 68, 005 0
British West Indies. do. 34,056 0
AT SRRl @ T S [ ST ST R . | B B IRRTIT do. 15, 053 0
Republic of China do 13,238 3,705
Fronoh Woal Tndlel. . oo o e e s it aos o do. 11,316 0
(3Tt T, | M B I S R S e P v e DO o gn i(‘ll.%g g
..... 0, X
Nitarages. do 9,395 9,305
Pl TSk T N T IS, T L RN | NETY rd!n gl ?‘g 1 D:l;
Ecuad 0
il . 4| I
0, s
Coatean do 7,580 G
South Africa. do 7, 530 0
= i 000 %000
0.
glelg:!g;hm do. 3,843 0
Paraguay. do 3, 736 0
British Honduras. do. 3,737 0
Fiji Islands. do 3, 736 0
e g |
t T e e AL 0.
mﬂnﬂ %s'otamhﬂ!’edy i do 312 0
Total 1,073, 250 25,223
Full-duty country quot Janoary toJune. ... 162, 538 |
Nonguota p h. authorized do.
Total
Grand total Calendar year... .ceeeeenes
INo limit.
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[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 8, 1962]

GLOBAL SUGAR IMPORT QUOTA Is INCREASED To
AssURE FALL SUPPLY—FARM AGENCY RAISES
ALLOTMENT TO 541,743 ToNs BECAUSE oF LAG
IN RECEIPTS OF FIXED-QUOTA SUGAR

WasHINGTON —The Government has been
forced to switch signals to assure the United
States of enough sugar this fall—a sour be-
ginning for the new Bugar Act passed last
month,

The Agriculture Department raised the
recently set global sugar quota to 541,743
tons from 300,000 tons to meet peak demands
expected later this year. The change, how-
ever, doesn’t increase the total amount of
sugar to be consumed in the United States
this year from domestic and foreign sources,
about 9.7 million tons. The increase in the
global quota came from allotments that in
previous years went to Cuba but hadn't
been reapportioned this year.

Under the new law, most U.S. sugar im-
ports still are supposed to arrive through
fixed quotas spread among a number of major
world producers. The so-called global quota,
primarily a device for parceling out part of
Cuba’s old quota on a first-come, first-served
basis to foreign producers, was supposed to
supplement fixed-quota deliveries. But in
practice, the Department said, fixed-quota
deliveries are slow in arriving, and of neces-
sity the United States is turning to the other
plan.

The action means little in relation to this
year’s bitter congressional battle over the
terms of the new sugar measure. In any
future fights, however, it may lend substance
to administration arguments that foreigners
should compete more for U.S. purchases.

Producers quickly snapped up the first
300,000-ton global allotment, the Department
said. In contrast, the agency said, commit-
ments for delivery of fixed-quota sugar
amounted to only 26 percent of the total
tonnage allotted to the countries. This esti-
mate excludes the Philippines, which has
arranged for dellvery of 66 percent of its
quota, the Department said.

Officially, the Department ventured no
opinion on the lag in fixed-quota deliveries,
although it noted there is a ‘“prospect that
some foreign countries will have inadequate
supplies to fill their U.8. quotas until a new
crop of sugar becomes available.” One of-
fictal, however, grumbled that the delay was
caused by “producers who know the United
States has to buy their sugar and who aren’t
in any hurry to get it over here. There's no
incentive for efficiency.”

Although suppliers of fixed-quota sugar
receive the higher U.S. price and those ship-
ping the global-quota sugar obtain the lower
world price, some producers may be using
the global allotments as a means of obtain-
ing more U.S. dollars over the long run.
Some producers, even though they have a
fixed allotment, may prefer to compete first
for global-quota shares, then try to meet
their fixed quota. A Department official sald
it was known some of the global allotment
was being supplied by producers in countries
that have fixed quotas.

The Department noted that the drop'in
deliveries comes during a “season of high
consumption and industrial use of sugar, in-
cluding the use for food canning and freez-
ing. Visible stocks are low. Refiners’ stocks
at the end of July were down 70,000 tons
from a year ago.” The low stocks and the
lagging arrivals have been blamed for a rise
in raw sugar prices for New York delivery
to $6.47 a hundred pounds Monday from $6.43
a hundred pounds last Friday.

The increase in the global allotment, the
agency said, will malnly benefit Western
Hemisphere producers. Because of the low
supplies here, the agency sald deliveries
under the increased global quota must arrive
by September 30. A Department spokesman
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sald this would mean the sugar “would al-
most have to be on the high seas now” in
order to meet the delivery date.

The Department also noted that the pres-
ent need for sugar is accented by labor ne-
gotiations involving east coast dockworkers
whose contracts expire September 30. “Until
the threat of a possible strike is ended,” the
agency said, “refiners and others will tend
to maintain their sugar supplies at relatively
high levels.”

[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 14, 1962]

PRICE OF INDUSTRIAL GRADE REFINED Sucar To
Risg 10 CENTs A HUNDRED POUNDS IN THE
NORTHEAST ON AUGUST 24

Sugar refiners in the Northeast scheduled a
price increase of 10 cents a hundred pounds
for industrial grades of refined sugar in bags,
to take effect after the close of business
August 24.

The concerns also announced that prices
for household grades of sugar will rise 6 cents
per 60-pound bundle on the same date. The
present price is $6.21 in the Northeast.

Refineries announcing price increases in-
cluded National Sugar Refining Co., Ameri-
can Sugar Refining Co., Refined Syrups &
Sugar, Inc., and SuCrest Corp.

The main reason for the price increases is
the recent price advance of raw sugar. De-
livered in New York, raw sugar sells for $6.50
a hundred pounds, up from $6.37 in early
July and $6.03 a year ago. There are also
fears of smaller than previously expected de-
liveries from some offshore producing areas.
Nervousness over a possible dock strike along
the eastern seaboard when present long-
shoremen contracts expire is another factor
pushing prices up.

DUAL PRICE SYSTEM

Leading refiners yesterday sold industrial
grades of refined sugar in 100-pound bags at
$0.50 In New York and $9.60 elsewhere and
stlpulated that sales were subject to con-
firmation and ability to ship by August 24.
The dual price system has been in effect for
some time; competition in the New York
metropolitan area has kept the price there
lower.

National Sugar Refining announced that
prices of sugar delivered in bulk by trucks
and rail cars will also be advanced 10 cents
a hundred pounds but that this rise won't
take effect until after the close of business
September 7. Other refiners took no action
on sugar delivered in this manner.

Some industry observers belleve that unless
the price of raw sugar declines between now
and late August, refiners may raise quotes of
refined sugar for the New York metropolitan
area by 20 cents a hundred pounds to the
$0.70 price that then will prevall for other
eastern marketing areas.

On August 8, the Department of Agricul-
ture raised the recently set global sugar
quota for the U.S. market to 541,734 tons
from 300,000 tons for the last half of this
year. At that time, the Department sald it
was forced to raise the unassigned global
quota because countries which have a fixed
quota haven't supplied enough sugar to meet
US. demand. The Department sald that in
view of the inadequate supplies obtained
under country quotas and the prospect that
some foreign countries will be unable to fill
their U.8. quotas, it was essential that more
adequate supplies of global sugar be made
available.

PUERTO RICO’S CROP TO BE SMALL

Puerto Rico this year is expected to have
a sugar crop of only 1,008,000 short tons,
the lowest production in 6 years and well
below the island's 1,140,000-ton U.8. quota.
The deficit will have to be allocated to other
producers, sugar dealers sald.
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The overall quota established by the De-
partment of Agriculture for this year is 8.7
million tons. Dealers say U.S. refiners will
need all this sugar to satlsfly demand and
that at least 200,000 tons of Puerto Rico’s
quota will have to be reallocated.

No business in raw sugar was reported
yesterday. Dealers said, however, supplies
for delivery in September were sought by
refiners at $6.50 a hundred pounds delivered
at New York, but offers were held at $6.55.

In other commodity markets, price trends
yesterday were Irregular. Markets for most
grains, eggs, soybean meal, copper and pota-
toes advanced, but for other staples prices
were mostly lower.

Buying of corn and soybean contracts was
touched off by last Friday's Government
August crop report, which showed a smaller
expected 1962 harvest than was predicted
by private dealers.

CORN CROP ESTIMATE LOWER

The Government's estimate of a corn crop
of 3.5 billion bushels compared with trade
estimates of 3.6 to 3.7 billion bushels. Trad-
ers had expected a soybean estimate of
around 720 million bushels to 7256 million
bushels. The Government estimated the
crop at 703 million bushels.

Buying of soybeans also was spurred by
the small stocks of soybeans at the market-
place. Dealers sald industries were paying
sharply higher prices for cash beans at cen-
tral Illinois river points. The estimate of a
small soybean crop also created active buy-
ing of soybean meal.

Elevator and export dealers bought corn,
News that the Canadian Government has ex-
empted corn from a 5-percent import sur-
charge if the corn is used for farm purposes
also spurred buying of corn futures. The tax
was imposed June 24, but complaints from
Canadian feeders brought about its removal.
Corn stocks at Chicago last week declined
1,870,000 bushels to 16,841,000 bushels. This
gharp drop was an added consideration be-
hind the futures buying, traders said.

A strong cash market for wheat in the
Southwest and talk of an expected hike of
about 20 percent in food-for-peace ship-
ments overseas in the year ending June 30,
1963, helped to firm prices for wheat futures.
Traders sald they expect big increases 'n
wheat and corn shipments under the food-
for-peace program.

Trading in shell egg futures was active.
Prices galned nearly three-fourths of a cent
a dozen after recovering from an early de-
cline of about one-half cent. The initial
selling was attributed to disappointment over
the U.S. crop report, which showed July egg
production as the largest for the month on
record. Later, however, reports of a firm
cash market stimulated demand for futures.
Cash prices at New York and Chicago were
unchanged to up 215 cents a dozen.

Prices for live cattle gained as much as 50
cents a hundred pounds, while hog quotes
fell as much as 25 cents.

Receipts of cattle at the 12 major markets
fell to 83,600 head from 89,700 a week ago and
95,300 a year ago. Receipts of hogs at the
big terminals rose to 69,900 from 62,400 a
week ago and 66,300 a year ago.

The market for live sheep was steady.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President,
another aspect of the sugar bill is
coming to the fore and that concerns
my amendment to the honey bee hill
which provided for distribution of short-
fall premium sugar to Western Hemi-
sphere countries at the discretion of the
Secretary of Agriculture. These short-
falls refer to that amount of quota, both
foreign and domestic, that cannot be
filled by the foreign country or domestic




16620

growing area to whom it had been
allotted. Under my amendment, after
making allocation to the Philippines, the
Secretary was given the authority to re-
distribute any such sugar to Western
Hemisphere countries providing special
consideration shall be given to those
countries purchasing U.S. agricultural
commodities.

Madam President, it has come to my
attention that there are some who in
reading this particular language have
come to the conclusion that such sugar
is to be distributed on the basis of barter
transactions. As the author of that
particular amendment let me say that
such is not the case. It was my inten-
tion that the Secretary was to be free
to distribute such sugar as may come
under the amendment in any way he saw
fit, as long as it went to a country with-
in the Western Hemisphere. In making
such allocation, however, he was to take
into consideration those nations that
have in the past, and are currently, pur-
chasing our agriculture commodities.
There was not then and certainly is not
now any intentions on my part to tie
this sugar distribution to barter agree-
ments.

I would like to again call the attention
of my colleagues to what is happening
in the sugar market and voice the hope
that when, in 2 years, we again open up
this Pandora's box of foreign sugar
quotas we will drop the whole country
quota system and put our offshore sugar
procurement on a competitive global
quota basis.

And I would reiterate that the basie
cause for this whole facade of interna-
tional quotas, premiums, and the like
rests with our sugar system which has
been constructed to provide hidden sub-
sidies to our domestic sugar producers.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide
for the establishment, ownership, opera-
tion, and regulation of a commercial
communications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

A HANDFUL OF DEMOCRATS AND A BARRELFUL
OF REPUBLICANS

Mr. PROUTY. Madam President, the
traditions of the Senate are not matters
to be set aside for light and fleeting
causes. And certainly high among these
traditions is the practice of exfended de-
bate. Extended debate allows a small
group to carry its case to the people in
the hope that the public will respond and
that its impact will be felt upon the
Senate at large. This is a thing of no
small importance.

Even more significant is the fact that
extended debate is one of the few de-
vices remaining for the protection of
the smaller States. In the House of
Representatives, which is based on popu-
lation, a small State such as Vermont
has but one Representative. He may
function with the maximum degree of
effectiveness and his proposals may be
exemplary—and yet—he may not have
an opportunity to voice them. Or hav-
ing given them voice, the urgencies of
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time and the rapidity of House pro-
cedures allow them and him to be
snowed under by the sheer weight of
numbers.

It is the Senate which safeguards the
rights and interests of the small Stafe.
If the rules of this body which allow
extended debate are abandoned or made
feeble, the unavoidable consequence will
be unrestricted power in the hands of
9 or 10 of the big metropolitan States
which could easily run roughshod over
their smaller counterparts.

In the past I have stated that I would
support cloture only in those instances
when I feel that the public interest
requires not just action—but immediate
action. ¥Yet I recognize that there are
ftimes when the habits and patterns of
the Senate, however revered they may
be, must not remain constant in a world
of change and challenge. Yesterday
was one of these times.

It would have been folly to stand on
tradition in order to secure the past
while in so doing we risked the future.

The communications satellite legisla-
tion is important to our national secur-
ity, and failure to pass the bill may cost
us the chance for a major victory in the
cold war race for space.

Secretary of Defense Robert S. Mc-
Namara spoke of the national security
aspects of the measure in his recent
testimony before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. He was asked
point blank whether a delay in getting
the communications satellite system
rolling would be against the security of
the United States. Without hesitation,
Secretary McNamara answered “Yes.”
The Defense Department, he said, will
benefit substantially from the early in-
troduction of commereial satellite com-
munications systems.

Hugh L. Dryden, one of the top men
at the space agency, reached the same
significant conclusion.

The success of the Telstar satellite has
dramatized the tremendous potential of
a worldwide communications satellite
system, capable of bringing telephone,
television, and telegraph service to every
corner of the globe. The first nation to
establish such a system will have a clear
advantage in the race for space, and will
harvest the prestige of being first to put
space sciences to a practical and peaceful
use.

The lead which America has in this
field can be maintained only if we push
ahead with work on a workable system.
In the face of Russian space achieve-
ments, we certainly cannot maintain this
lead by waiting a year, as opponents of
the legislation have urged.

Still another key element in the pic-
ture argues against any delay in acting
on this legislation. The development of
a useful communications satellite system
depends on the availability of adequate
radio frequencies on a worldwide basis.
Unless such frequencies are carefully re-
served, the problems of interference,
static, and unintentional jamming could
block out signals from the satellite and
render it useless.

To deal with this matter, an extraor-
dinary international radio freguencies
conference will be held in Geneva in Oc-

August 15

tober of next year, and preliminary con-
ferences are scheduled for earlier dates.

U.S. negotiators will have a crucial
task at these conferences, but their bur-
den will be greatly eased if a going Amer-
ican concern is in business, with experi-
mental satellites in orbit. The existence
of such a corporation and its satellites
will be the best possible evidence of the
need for adequate frequencies. Further-
more, the corporation itself ought to be
present to advise and assist the Ameri-
can negotiators in what will be a crucial
matter as far as it and the Nation are
concerned.

The evidence is clear and overwhelm-
ing: Delay could only lead to disadvan-
tages and dangers. Cloture was not
only desirable, it was absolutely neces-
sary.

The fact that yesterday’s vote repre-
sents only the first time in almost 35
years that a petition to invoke cloture
was successful indicates the reluctance
with which the Senate assumes such an
awesome responsibility.

I voted for cessation of debate after
diligent study of the matter and because
of my conviction that no other course
was available to me. I did not cast my
vote yesterday looking for praise or
thanks from the President, nor do I nor
does any other Republican Member of
the Senate anticipate such praise. How-
ever, the less than oblique attacks by the
White House on Republican Members of
Congress throughout this session require
some frank, just appraisal.

The administration, conducting its
business largely through what some of
my colleagues have called agonizing
indecision, and attempting to use
legislation as simply a vehicle for the ac-
cumulation of power, has, nevertheless,
running through it a fine thread of con-
sistency. It has been consistent in en-
dorsing legislation for the most part with
which the Congress is becoming more
and more impatient. If has also been
consistent in its remarks of derision
about Republican Members of Congress.
The very small minority we compose are
charged with being responsible for the
failure of the White House programs.

Yet, I submit, Mr. President, that
when the administration proposes or en-
dorses legislation which is appropriate to
the welfare of this Nation, it will find
the Republican Members of the Senate
in full force behind it. Such was the
case on the cloture vote yesterday.

The vote yesterday was not close. It
was over the necessary two-thirds vote
required under the rule; 34 out of 36
Republicans voted to invoke cloture on
the satellite bill. Only 29 Democrats out
of 64 voted to protect the President’s
program, That means, Mr. President,
that more Republicans voted with the
President than did Democrats.

We do not expect the President to
praise us. But, the President is an hon-
orable man. He is the leader of his
party. Accordingly, I invite the Presi-
dent to applaud in resounding tones the
handful of Democrats who so gallantly
assisted him in his efforts to continue
work on his necessary legislative pro-
gram.
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Small, though their number be, they
are good Americans, they are good Dem-
ocrats, and they have been unafraid, as
have an overwhelming majority of Re-
publicans, to support the President.

And so, I say to the present occupant
of the White House, “Thank this handful
of your supporters, Mr. President. Tell
them how much you appreciate the vote
of a handful of your fellow Democrats.”

“And the 95 percent of our Republican
minority who voted with you will bask
in the reflection of the praise and grati-
tude you owe to so few members of your
own party.”

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
as spokesman for the group of Senators
opposing the space communications
satellite bill, I can express only regret
that debate was cut off. However, our
group will, of course, bow to the will
of the Senate, and will do so without
acrimony and in a spirit of good sports-
manship. Before cloture was applied,
there was opportunity for thoughtful
action by the Senate on only three
amendments. If the Senate is going to
pass a bill of this type—but, Madam
President, of course, I will never vote
for it—it will be passing a bill contain-
ing grave errors. It will have many
shortcomings, and will omit provisions
essential to the protection of the pub-
lic. A number of the pending amend-
m?&t‘s should be conscientiously consid-
ered.

I wish to assure the Senate that we
shall not call up amendments designed
for delay or harassment. We shall call
up only amendments which we  think
will provide substantial improvements in
the bill before the Senate.

Since this will probably be our last
chance to improve this important bill
before it becomes law, I hope our amend-
ments will be considered thoughtfully;
and I hope the proponents of the bill
will not summarily move to table them,
thus automatically cutting off debate.

Madam President, at this time I call
up my amendment identified as “8-11-
62—MM,"” and ask that it be stated.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Madam President,
will the Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I cannot yield in
my time. I shall yield the floor, how-
ever, if the Presiding Officer will lock
my way afterward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee will be read.

The LecIsLAaTIVE CLERK. If is proposed
on page 29, to strike out lines 9 through
19, and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

(7) grant appropriate authorization to the
corpomtion for the construction and opera-
tion of each satellite terminal station. No
satellite terminal shall be owned or operated
by any corporation, partnership, firm, or
entity other than the corporation.

On page 30, lines 6 and 13, strike out
“or carriers”.

On page 37, lines 20 through 24, strike
out the sentence beginning with “The”
and ending with “Act.”

Mr, EEFAUVER. Mr, President, this
is an important amendment. I wish
there were more Senators on the floor to
listen to my discussion of it, I do not
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know how to get them here without tak-
ing the chance of using up my time. The
amendment provides that the corpora-
tion shall own the ground stations. It
will be seen by looking at the bill, at
section 201(e) (7), on page 29, that the
original Janguage has been changed, and
the language now states:

(7) grant appropriate authorizations for
the construction and operation of each satel-
lite terminal station, either to the corpora-
tion or to one or more authorized carrlers
or to the corporation and one or more such
carriers jointly,

The amendment would provide that
the corporation itself shall own the
ground stations. Why should it be that
way? In the first place, the ground
stations are the control access to the
satellite. In order for any communica-
tions earriers to get to the satellite, it
must go through the ground station. If
AT. & T. owns the ground stations—
they have two of them now—others will
have to negotiate through A.T. & T. in
order to get to the satellite. That will
mean that A.T. & T. can charge what-
ever rate it wishes to charge, even
though subject to the regulation of the
Federal Communications Commission,
which never has regulated it substan-
tially, admittedly so. Mr. Murrow, in
testifying on the bill stated that with
the ground stations in the hands of a
private corporation it will be impossible
for him to negotiate rates with the satel-
lite corporation directly because he
would also have to negotiate with the
private corporation owning the ground
station.

The administration, through wit-
nesses, has supported the corporation
owning the ground stations. In the
hearings before the space committee, at
page 66, Mr. Morton J. Stoller, Acting
Director, Office of Applications of NASA,
testified:

The CHammAN, Does the corporation op-
erate the satellite?
~ Mr. Srorier. The entity that would be
responsible for the technical operation of
the satellites I would think would function
better if it controlled the ground stations
at the same time. This is my personal opin-
ion.

He goes on to explain how it would
be technically better for the corporation
to own the ground stations.

A great deal has been said about Mr.
Katzenbach, Deputy Attorney General
of the United States. He testified that
the corporation deserves to own the
ground stations. I refer Senators to his
testimony, which appears in the hear-
ings of the Commerce Committee at
pages 56 and 57. I shall not read it,
but I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Katzenbach's statement in connection
with ground stations be printed at this
point in my remarks.

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

There are very good reasons for consider-
ing the ground stations to be properly part
of the communications satellite system for
which the proposed corporation will be re-
gponsible. But for the system, the ground
stations would have no purpose.

I am advised that technical compatibility
between the satellites and the ground sta-
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tlons in any system is clearly mandatory,
and that progress from initial satellites to
more efficient and desirable types will not be
possible if the ground stations would not be
compatible with the improved satellites.
There is a real danger that ground stations
if separately owned by the carriers may, be-
cause of their high cost, represent an ob-
stacle to technical growth so as prematurely
to freeze the type of system.

It is also important to note that satellites
and ground stations will be technically able
to handle all forms of communications, such
as voice, record, and television, whilé par-
ticular carriers who might own ground sta-
tions may only hold authorizations for cer-
tain types of communications,

Moreover, as anyone generally familiar with
public utilities will realize, there may be dif-
ferent peaks in the demands for service, vary-
ing with the types of service or with the par-
ticular carrier. A more efficient utilization of
the system could be achieved by pooling
the .capacity necessary to meet these varying
peaks, thus conserving scarce radio spectrum
alloeations, rather than providing separate
and partly overlapping reserves of capacity
for each carrier and for each type of service.
Having the corporation own and operate its
own ground stations also could mean greater
reliability, guaranteeing continuity of serv-
ice in emergencies, such as failure at one
ground station, by the ability quickly to re-
route traffic through other ground stations
under its own management.

In addition, there might well be a savings
in capital expenditures by avoiding the un-
necessary duplication of ground stations con-
structed by the various carriers. Construc-
tion of ground stations as part of the
corporation’s assets would also facllitate reg-
ulation of rates by the FCC, because the costs
involved could be isolated, rather than be-
coming hopelessly entangled in the present
economic jungle of long-distance and over-
sea telephone services, the rates of which
the FCC has thus far found it impossible to
investigate or regulate effectively.

To summarize, there are good reasons to
belleve that, with the corporation owning the
ground stations, technical improvement ta
exploit a vigorous evolving technology might
be more rapid, eapital requirements and op-
erating expenses might be minimized, the
radiofrequency spectrum might be more ef-
fectively utilized, reliability in emergencies
and to meet peak traffic demands might be
enhanced through pooling or rerouting, nego-
tiations of the corporation with foreign en-
tities might be simplified, and FCC regula-
tion might be facilitated.

Mr,. KEFAUVER. He says, in part:

Having the corporation own and operate
its own ground stations also could mean
greater reliability, guaranteeing continuity
of service in emergencies, such as failure at
one ground station, by the ability quickly
to reroute traffic through other ground sta-
tions under its own management.

To summarize, there are good reasons to
believe that, with the corporation owning
the ground stations, technical improvement
to exploit a vigorous evolving techneology
might be more rapid, capital requirements
and operating expenses might be minimized,
the radiofrequency spectrum might be more
effectively wutilized, reliability in emergen-
cies and to meet peak fraffic demands might
be enhanced through pooling or rerouting,
negotiations of the corporation with foreign
entities might be simplified, and FCC regu-
lation might be facilitated.

This is & big concession to AT. & T.
AT, & T. wanted to have the authority
for one corporation, a private corpora-
tion, to own ground stations. AT. & T.
does not want the corporation proposed
to be formed under the provisions of
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the bill to own ground stations, for this
simple reason: AT. & T. knows that if
private corporations are to have ground
stations, there will be very few which
can afford to have them, because there
are no other companies which are in a
position to charge off against the domes-
tic users of telephone services, subject to
the allowances of the FCC, what will be
spent on the facilities, unless it might
be General Telephone & Electronics
Corp., which is not an international
communications carrier.

A.T. & T. also knows that by allowing
private corporations to own ground sta-
tions, they could utilize the two ground
stations they already have, the one at
Andover, Maine, and the other at Holm-
del, N.J., without selling them to the cor-
poration to be created under the bill.

Thus A.T. & T. could regulate effec-
tively the rates the corporation would
be charged for international radio and
telephone communication through the
satellite system.

The amendment provides protection
for the small carriers, protection for the
users of telephones, and protection for
the Government, so that the Govern-
ment can negotiate directly with the
satellite corporation and not with A.T.
& T. In the interest of breaking up
deals and, to some little extent, the mo-
nopoly that is created by the bill, the
amendment providing that the corpora-
tion shall own the ground stations should
be adopted.

Madam President, I am ready to vote.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment will be stated.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. The amendment
has already been read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that it has not been
read.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; the amend-
ment was read before we entered upon
this long colloquy. However, I think it
might well be read again. I ask that it
be read again.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I do
not believe the amendment has been
read. May we have it read?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment will be stated.

The LEcGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 29, it
is proposed to strike out lines 9 through
113. and insert in lieu thereof the follow-

g:

(7) grant appropriate authorization to the
corporation for the construction and opera-
tion of each satellite terminal station. No
satellite terminal shall be owned or operated
by any corporation, partnership, firm, or
entity other than the corporation.

On page 30, lines 6 and 13, strike out
“or carriers”.

On page 37, lines 20 through 24, strike
out the sentence beginning with “The"
and ending with “Act.”

Mr. KERR. Madam President, I
move to lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The

The
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Mr. KERR. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded, in view of
the fact that the Senator from Okla-
homa wishes to withdraw his motion to
table the amendment so that the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. MorTON] may dis-
cuss the amendment for a few minutes.

Mr. MORSE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll.

[No. 178 Leg.]
Alken Hart Morton
Allott Hartke Mundt
Bartlett Hickenlooper Muskle
Beall Hickey Neuberger
Bennett Holland Pastore
Boggs Hruska Pearson
Bottum Humphrey Pell
Burdick Jackson Prouty
Bush Javits Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Johnston Randolph
Byrd, W.Va. Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Saltonstall
Carlson Keating Scott
Case EKefauver Smathers
Chavez Kerr Smith, Mass.
Church Kuchel Smith, Maine
Clark Lausche Sparkman
Cotton Long, Mo. Stennis
Curtis Long, Hawail Symington
Dodd Long, La. Talmadge
Douglas Magnuson Thurmond
Eastland Mansfield Tower
Ellender McCarthy Wiley
Engle McClellan Williams, N.J.
Ervin MecGee Williams, Del.
Fong McNamara Yarborough
Fulbright Me Young, N, Dak,
Goldwater Miller Young, Ohio
Gore Monroney
Gruening Morse

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to lay the amendment on the
table.

Mr. MORSE. On this question I re-
quest the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay the amendment on the table. [Put-
ting the question.]

The “ayes” appear to have it; and the
“ayes” have it.

Mr., GRUENING. Madam President,
I ask for a division.

Mr.. MORSE. Madam President, I
ask for a division.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There-
sult of the vote has already been an-
nounced.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam President, a
parliamentary inquiry: Has not the re-
sult of the vote already been announced?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. MORSE. Madam President, I
ask for a division.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest for a division followed the an-
nouncement of the result of the vote.
THE MORSE-CLARE AMENDMENT TO PROHIBIT

DISCRIMINATION ON THE BEASIS OF RACE,

COLOR, OR RACIAL ORIGINS IN THE SPACE COM~-

MUNICATION AGENCY AND ITS AFFILIATES—
SENATOR GRUENING'S VIEW

Mr. GRUENING. Madam President, I
understand that the distinguished senior
Senators from Oregon and Pennsylvania
[Mr. Morse and Mr. CrLark] plan to
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present an amendment to prohibit dis-
crimination in employment by the cor-
poration created by H.R. 11040 on a basis
of race, creed, color, or national origin.

Mr. President, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MET-
cALF in the chair). The Senate will be
in order.

Mr. GRUENING. Mryr. President, I in-
tend to support this amendment. It is
wholly germane. What is more, it is
essential to the good name and repute
of the United States of Amerieca.

In the course of the debate earlier to-
day, the distinguished senior Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs] presented to
the Senate testimony from the General
Services Administration evidencing
racial diserimination in the employment
practices of the Southern Bell Telephone
Co., an important subsidiary of the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
and an integral part of its system.

Shall it be said that we are going to
carry discrimination on the basis of race,
color, or national origins into outer
space?

Shall it be said that the United States
proposes to pollute the rarified atmos-
phere beyond the stratosphere, beyond
the ionosphere, into the very heavens,
with the happily dwindling practices of
segregation and diserimination which
persist in a few of our States?

We have been told how valuable this
intercontinental transmission of news,
opinion, and television will be to the
presentation of ideas and ideals of the
United States. How helpful will it be
among the darker peoples of Asia, Africa,
and South America coming from a
racially segregated transmitting agency
which, by virtue of the bill which is
before us and is being rushed to enact-
ment, is the sole representative in space
of the United States?

What will be the effect in the 20 sister
republics of the Americas when this
widely proclaimed triumph of modern
science is known to be owned, controlled,
and operated by a racially discriminatory
organization? How will that help the
image of the United States which our
Government is trying to transmit?

What will be the effect on the two-
score of emerging African nations into
which we are pouring our taxpayers’ dol-
lars in the hope of keeping them free
from totalitarian control and, by con-
trast, inculcating upon the conscious-
ness of their peoples our purportedly
American ideals of equality—of equal-
ity of opportunity? What will be the
effect on them of the knowledge that
this new communications agency denies
the equality of opportunity to people of
darker skin?

What will be the effect on the people
of Asia? In India, seeking to maintain
a reasonably democratic form of govern-
ment, are half a billion people of dark
skin, Our Government is, by a lavish
use of our dollars, trying to help keep
India free and to demonstrate to its
people a community of ideals and goals
for the freedom of mankind. How will
that high purpose be served by launch-
ing into space a segregated, a racially
prejudiced enterprise?
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No, Mr. President, this amendment of-
fered by the distinguished Senators
from Oregon and Pennsylvania should
be promptly adopted to safeguard the
foreign policy of the United States and
to keep before the world at least the high
purposes which activate the majority of
the American people in seeking freedom
and equality for all mankind.

Shall it be said that the Democratic
leadership and the Republican leader-
ship, joined in happy wedlock to rush
through this private monopoly space
communications bill, are oblivious to the
solemn pledges made in their respective
party platforms? Are the Senators pre-
pared to vote that the United States of-
ficially approves and tolerates racial dis-
crimination shall be written into the sky
in the clear view of all mankind?

Lest we forget, I have here the text of
the Democratic and Republican Parties’
platforms for 1960.

Both are extensive, both are explicit.
They pledge equality of employment op-
portunity without diserimination on the
basis of race, color, or national origin.
They are too long to read, so I ask unan-
imous consent that they be printed at
this point in my remarks.

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

DEMOCRATIC PLATFORM, 1960—DISCRIMINATION
1IN EMPLOYMENT

The right to a job requires action to break
down artificlal and arbitrary barriers to em-
ployment based on age, race, sex, religion,
or national origin.

Unemployment strikes hardest at workers

over 40, minority groups, young people, and
women. We will not achieve full employ-
ment until prejudice against these workers
is wiped out.

DEMOCRATIC PLATFORM, 1960—CIVIL RIGHTS

We shall also seek to create an affirmative
new atmosphere in which to deal with racial
divisions and inequalities which threaten
both the integrity of our democratic faith
and the proposition on which our Nation
was founded—that all men are created equal.
It is our faith in human dignity that dis-
tinguishes our open free society from the
closed totalitarian soclety of the Communists,

The Constitution of the United States re-
jects the notion that the rights of man
means the rights of some men only. We
reject it too. The right to vote is the first
principle of self-government, The Constitu-
tion also guarantees to all Americans the
equal protection of the laws.

It is the duty of the Congress to enact
the laws necessary and proper to protect
and promote these constitutional rights.
The Supreme Court has the power to inter-
pret these rights and the laws thus enacted.

It is the duty of the President to see that
these rights are respected and the Constitu-
tion and laws as interpreted by the Supreme
Court are faithfully executed.

What is now required is effective moral and
political leadership by the whole executive
branch of our Government to make equal
opportunity a living reality for all Americans.

As the party of Jefferson, we shall provide
that leadership.

In every city and State in greater or lesser
degree there is discrimination based on color,
race, religion, or national origin.

If discrimination in voting, education, the
administration of justice or segregated lunch
counters are the issues in one area, discrimi-
nation in housing and employment may be
pressing questions elsewhere.
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The peaceful demonstration for first-class
cltizenship whieh have recently taken place
in many parts of this country are a signal
to all of us to make good at long last the
guarantees of our Constitution.

The time has come to assure equal access
for all Americans to all areas of community
life, including voting booths, schoolrooms,
jobs, housing, and public facilities,

The Democratic administration which
takes office next January will therefore use
the full powers provided in the Civil Rights
Act of 1857 and 1960 to secure for all Amer-
icans the right to vote.

If these powers, vigorously invoked by a
new Attorney General are backed by a strong
and imaginative Democratic President, prove
inadequate, further powers will be sought.

We will support whatever action is neces-
sary to eliminate literacy tests and the pay-
ment of poll taxes as requirements for voting.

A new Democratic administration will also
use its full powers—legal and moral—to en-
sure the beginning of good faith compliance
with the constitutional requirement that
racial discrimination be ended in public edu-
cation.

We believe that every school district af-
fected by the Supreme Court’s school deseg-
regation decision should submit a plan pro-
viding for at least first-step compliance by
1963, the 100th anniversary of the Emanci-
pation Proclamation.

To facilitate compliance, techniecal, and
financial assistance should be given to school
distriets facing special problems of transition.

For this and for the protection of all other
constitutional rights of Americans, the At-
torney General should be empowered and
directed to file civil injunction suits in Fed-
eral courts to prevent the denial of any civil
rights on grounds of race, creed, or color.

The new Democratic administration will
support Federal legislation establishing &
fair employment practices commission ef-
fectively to secure for everyone the right to
equal opportunity for employment.

In 1949 the President's Committee on
Civil Rights recommended a permanent Com-
mission on Civil Rights. The new Demo-
cratic administration will broaden the scope
and strengthen the powers of the present
Commission and make it permanent.

Its functions will be to provide assistance
to communities, industries, or individuals in
the implementation of constitutional rights
in educatiom, housing, employment, trans-
portation, and the administration of justice.

In addition the Democratic administration
will use its full Executive powers to assure
equal employment opportunities and to ter-
minate racial segregation throughout Federal
services and institutions, and on all Gov-
ernment contracts. The successful deseg-
regation of the armed services took place
through such decisive Executive action under
President Truman.

Similarly the new Democratic administra-
tion will take action to end discrimination in
Federal housing programs, including fed-
erally assisted housing.

To accomplish these goals will require
Executive orders, legal actions brought by the
Attorney General, legislation, and improved
congressional procedures to safeguard ma-
jority rule.

Above all, it will require the strong, active,
persuasive, and inventive leadership of the
President of the United States.

The Democratic President who takes of-
fice next January will face unprecedented
challenges. His administration will present
a new face to the world.

It will be a beld, confident, afirmative
face. We will draw new strength from the
universal truths which the founder of our
party asserted in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence to be “self evident.”

Emerson once spoke of an unending con-
test in human affairs a contest between the
party of hope and the party of memory.
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For 8 years, America, governed by the
party of memory, has taken a holiday from
history.

As the party of hope it is our responsibility
and opportunity to call forth the greatness
of the American people.

In this spirit, we hereby rededicate our-
selves to the continuing service of the
rights of man everywhere in America and
everywhere else on God's earth.

THE 1960 REPUBLICAN PLATFORM ON CIVIL
RIGHTS

This Nation was created to give expres-
sion, validity and purpose to our spiritual
heritage. The supreme worth of the indi-
vidual in such a nation, a nation dedicated
to the proposition that all men are created
equal. Raclal discrimination has no place.
It can hardly be reconciled with the Con-
stitution that guarantees egqual protection
under law to all persons. In a deeper sense,
too, it is immoral and unjust.

As to those matters within reach of politi-
cal action and rendered, we pledge ourselves
unreservedly to its eradication. Equality
under law promises more than the egual
rights fo vote and transcend mere relief from
discrimination by Government. It becomes
a reality only when all persons have egual
opportunity without distinction of race, reli-
gion, color, or national origin to acquire the
essentials of life—housing, education and
employment.

The Republican Party, the party of Abra-
ham Lincoln, from its very beginning has
striven to make this promise a reality. It
is today, as it was then, unequivocally dedi~
cated to making the greatest amount of
progress toward that objective. We recognize
the discrimination is not a problem localized
in one area of the country but rather a prob-
Iem that must be faced by North and South
alike. Nor is discrimination confined to dis-
crimination against Negroes. Discrimination
in many, if not all, areas of the counfry on
the basis of creed or national origin is equally
insidious. Further, we recognize that In
many communities in which a century of
custom and tradition must be overcome
heartening and commendable progress haa
been made. The Republican Party is proud
of the civil rights records of the Eisenhower
administration. More progress has been
made during the past 8 years than in the
preceding 80 years,

We acted promptly to end discrimination
in our Nation's Capltal. Vigorous Executive
action was taken to complete swiftly the
desegregation of the Armed Forces, veterans
hospitals, Navy yards and other Federal es-
tablishments. We supported the posltion of
the Negro schoolchildren before the Su-
preme Court. We believe the Supreme Court
school decision should be carried out in ac-
cordance with the mandate of the Court
although the Democratic controlled Con-
gress watered them down. The Republican
administration’'s recommendations resulted
in significant and effective civil rights legis-
lation in both 1857 and 1960, the first civil
rights statutes to be passed in more than 80
years.

Hundreds of Negroes have szlready been
registered to vote as a result of Department
of Justice action, some in counties where
Negroes did not vote before. The new law
will soon make it possible for thousands and
thousands of Negroes previously disenfran-
chised to vote. By Executive order a Com-
mittee for the Elimination of Discrimination
in Government Employment has been re-
established with broadened authority. The
President's Committee on Government Con-
tracts under the chairmanship of Vice Pres-
tdent Nixon has become an impressive force
for the elimination of discriminatory em-
ployment practices of private companies that
do business with the Government. Other
important achievements include initial steps
toward the elimination of segregation in
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federally aided housing. The establishment
of a Civil Rights Division of the Department
of Justice which enforces Federal -civil
rights laws and the appointment of the bi-
partisan Civil Rights Commission which
has presented a significant report that lays

the groundwork for further legislative action

and progress, The Republican record is a
record of progress, not merely promises.
Nevertheless, we recognize that much re-
mains to be done. Each of the following
pledges is practical and within realistic reach
of accomplishment. They are serious, not
cynical pledges made to result in maximum
progress.

Voting: We pledge continued vigorous en-
forcement of the civil rights laws to guar-
antee the right to vote to all citizens in all
areas of the country. Legislation to provide
that the completion of six primary grades in
a State accredited school is conclusive evi-
dence of literacy for voting purposes.

Public schools: We pledge the Department
of Justice will continue its vigorous support
of the Court orders for school desegregation.

Employment: We pledge continued sup-
port for legislation to establish a commis-
slon on equal job opportunity to make
permanent and to expand the legislative
backing the excellent work being performed
by the Fresident’s Committee on Govern-
ment Contracts. Appropriate legislation to
end the discriminatory membership practices
of some labor union locals unless such prac-
tices are eradicated promptly by the labor
unions themselves. Use of the full-scale
review of existing State laws and of prior
proposals for Federal legislation to eliminate
discrimination in employment now being
conducted by the Civil Rights Commission for
guldance in our objective of developing a
Federal-State program in the employment
area. Special consideration of training pro-
grams aimed at developing the skills of those
now working in marginal agriculture em-
ployment so that they can obtaln employ-
ment in industry, notably in the new in-
dustries moving into the South.

Public facilities and services—We pledge
removal of any vestige of discrimination in
the operation of Federal facilitles or pro-
cedures wheh may at any time be found.
Opposition to the use of Federal funds for
the construction of segregated community
facilities. Action to insure that public
transportation and other Government au-
thorized services shall be free from segrega-
tion.

We reaffirm the constitutional right to
peaceable assembly to protest diserimina-
tion by private business establishments.
We applaud the action of the businessman
who has abandoned discriminatory practices
in retall establishments and we urge others
to follow this example.

Finally, we recognize that civil rights is
a responsibility of not only States and lo-
calities, it 1s a national problem and a na-
tional responsibility. The Federal Govern-
ment should take the initiative in promoting
intergroup conferences among those who in
thelr communities are earnestly seeking so-
lutions of the complex problems of desegre-
gatlon. To the end that closed channels of
communication may be opened, tensions
eased and a cooperative solution of local
problems may he sought.

In summaéary, we pledge the full use of the
power resources and leadership of the Fed-
eral Government to eliminate discrimination
based on race, color, religion, or national
origin and to encourage understanding and
good will among all races and creeds.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Illinois earlier
today read the pertinent sentence from
the Democratic platform. I will read
the pertinent paragraph from the Re-
publican platform.
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We pledge removal of any vestige of dis-
crimination in the operation of Federal fa-
cilities or procedures which may at any time
be found. Opposition to the use of Federal
funds for the construction of segregated
community facilities., Action to insure that
public transportation and other Government
authorized services shall be free from
segregation.

Mr. President, we have here a plain
issue which should appeal to all the
people of our Nation. We have in our
land a good many millions of people who
have risen in peaceable rebellion against
the nefarious practices of segregation, of
racial discrimination, of denial of equal
opportunity, based on race, creed, color,
or national origin. This rebellion is
both just and legal. It is sanctioned
and buttressed by the highest authority
in the land, the Supreme Court of the
United States.

There are in this country some 15
million American citizens of wholly or
partly African descent. In addition,
there are hundreds of thousands of
others of Hispanic and Indian descent.
Both of these ethnic groups exist in sub-
stantial numbers in the great State of
California, and in the Southwest, in
Texas, in New Mexico, in Arizona, in
Oklahoma. They exist in our great
cities—in Chicago, St. Louis, Detroit,
Louisville, New York, Seattle, Phila-
delphia, Pittsburgh, Baltimore, Cleve-
land, Kansas City, Minneapolis-St. Paul,
Portland, Oregon, Omaha, Indianapolis,
Topeka, Wichita, Denver, Cincinnati,
Boston, Hartford, New Haven.

Shall those among these American
citizens who are otherwise qualified be
precluded from employment in the vast
space communications system when its
ground stations may be within their very
communities? Shall this be permitted
to happen in the agency which is to rep-
resent the United States in outer space?

Rejection of the Morse-Clark amend-
ment will be disastrous to the United
States and may be disastrous to others
as well.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in further
reference to the power or privilege which
the pending bill, if enacted, would con-
fer upon the satellite corporation to en-
ter into international negotiations, to
enter into agreements with foreign
countries, I call attention first to the
definition of “communications satellite
system” found on page 22 of the bill,
which reads as follows:

The term “communications satellite sys-
tem" refers to a system of communications
satellites in space whose purpose is to relay
telecommunication information between
satellite terminal stations, together with
such associated equipment and facilities for
tracking, guldance, control, and command
functions as are not part of the generalized

launching, tracking, control, and command
facllities for all space purposes.

Mr. President, I now turn to page 36.
I read to the Senate the affirmative grant
of privilege and power—the authoriza-
tion contained in the bill for the corpora-
tion to conduet and to enter into agree-
ments with foreign countries. I begin
on line 4, page 36, with the caption of
the section:

PURFOSES AND POWERS OF THE CORPORATION

August 15

I now read section 305:

In order to achieve the objectives and to
carry out the purposes of this Act, the cor-
poration is authorized to—

(1) plan, initiate, construct, own, manage,
and operate itself or in conjunction with
foreign governments or business entities a
commercial communiecations satellite system;

Mr. President, how can there be any
doubt that unprecedent privilege is to
be extended to this proposed corpora-
tion? No indefinite, strained colloquy
on the floor of the Senate for the pur-
pose of legislative history ean overturn
glflzﬁ explicit provisions of the pending
302 now read paragraph (2) of section

Furnish, for hire, channels of communica-
tion to United States communications com-
mon carriers and to other authorized enti-
ties, foreign and domestic.

Mr. President, there can be no doubt
of the intent of the pending bill. I
think it is an erroneous intent. There
is yet time for the Senate to avoid the
commission of this grave error—the
error of conferring upon a private cor-
poration the authority and power to
negotiate on behalf of the United States
with foreign governments, indeed, to
enter into such agreements with foreign
governments for the profit of the cor-
poration.

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

Mr. GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. McNAMARA. The Senator refers
to this as a private corporation. Is it
not to be, in reality, a private monopoly,
which is even worse?

Mr. GORE. Yes, indeed.

Mr. PASTORE. Third reading, Mr.
President.

Mr. KERR. Third reading,.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President——

Mr. KERR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment, as amended, is
open to further amendment.

Mr. KERR. Third reading,
President.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment 8-14-62—F, at the desk,
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator wish to have his amendment
read?

Mr. MORSE. By all means. It is a
very, very important amendment, and I
want it read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
to strike out all after the enacting clause
and in lieu thereof insert the following:

That this Act may be cited as the “Com-
munications Satellite Authority Act”.

DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PURFPOSE

SEC. 2. The Congress hereby declares that
in order to promote international coopera-
tlon and to foster international understand-
ing and peace, it is the policy of the United
States to expand and improve international
communications by providing leadership in
the establishment of a global communication
system at the earliest practicable time, mak-
ing full use of the contributions which can
be made by the Government and by private
enterprise, and to insure that the benefits

Mr.
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of such a system are secured for the better-
ment of all mankind and all states irrespec-
tive of their economic and scientific develop~
ment. In order to achieve these goals, the
Congress hereby provides for ownership and
operation of the United States portion of the
communications satellite system and invites
all nations to participate in the system.
DEFINITIONS

SEc. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) The terms “private communications
carrier”, “common carrier”, and “carrier”
mean any person engaged as a common car-
rier for hire, in interstate or foreijgn com-
munication by wire or radio or in interstate
or foreign radio transmission of energy, in-
cluding persons engaged in radio and tele-
vision broadecasting.

{(2) The terms “communications satellite
system™, “satellite system', and “system”
include satellites, ground stations, associated
ground control and tracking facllities, and
other related facilities comprising a system
for global communication by satellite, ex-
cept that any reference to foreign ownership
of a “communications satellite system',
“satellite system'”, or “‘system” refers only
to the satellite portion of the system.

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE AUTHORITY

ESTABLISHED

Sec. 4. (a) There is hereby created a cor-
poration, to be known as the Communica-
tions Batellite Authority (hereinafter referred
to as the “corporation”), whose purpose and
object shall be to develop, construct, launch,
operate, manage, and promote the use of a
communications satellite system, and to fos-
ter research and development in the use of
space.

(b) In order to assure a structure of or-
ganization and control which will assure
maximum possible competition and devel-
opment of an economical system, the bene-
fits of which will be reflected in communi-
cations rates, the corporation shall, as an
agent of the United States, acquire, own,
and operate the United States portion of
the communications satellite system: Pro-
vided, however, That, where appropriate in
the national interest——

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is not in order. I cannot hear the
clerk,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma will state it.

Mr. KERR. Is the fact that the Sen-
ator from Oregon cannot hear an indi-
cation that the Senate is not in order
or that his hearing is not in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Obvi-
ously the Senate is not in order.

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator would
like to give me a hearing test, I shall be
glad to take it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senate will be in order.

The clerk will proceed.

The legislative clerk resuming the
reading of the amendment, as follows:
the corporation may contract with any other
person for the operation of some or all of
the communications satellite system. The
corporation may not enter into such a con-
tract where the effect thereof may be to
substantially lessen competition in any line
of commerce in any section of the country,
or tend to monopoly.

(c) The corporation shall lease communi-
cation channels on a nondiscriminatory and
equitable basis to all persons authorized by

the Federal Communications Commission to
transmit communiecations via satellites, and

The
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shall provide facilities for governmental
needs, as a part of the commercial system or
separately when required to meet unique
Government needs which cannot in the na-
tional interest be met by the commercial
system.

(d) The corporation, under the foreign
policy guidance of the President, and pur-
suant to agreements made by the President
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
shall provide opportunities for foreign par-
ticipation in the use of communications
satellites, through ownership or otherwise
upon an equitable and nondiscriminatory
basis.

(e) The corporation, under the foreign
poliey guidance of the President, and pur-
suant to agreements made by the President
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
shall provide technical assistance to the less
developed states in the development of their
communication facilities so that they may
make effective use of communications satel-
lites and become an effective part of a global
communication system.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORATION

Sec. 5. (a) The board of directors of the
corporation (hereinafter referred to as the
“board’”) shall be composed of nine mem-
bers.

(b) Four directors shall be designated by
the President, and shall include an Assistant
Becretary of State, the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, the Chairman of the Federal Com-
munications Commission, and an additional
member designated from officers of other
departments and agencies of the United
States. Directors so deslgnated shall be
known as “governmental directors™.

{c) Five directors shall also be appointed
by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, solely on the
basis of established records of distinguished
achievement, from citizens of the United
States in private life who are eminent in
sclence, engineering, technology, education,
administration, or public affairs. One of
these five may be a representative of the
communications industry. Directors so ap-
pointed shall be known as “private directors”.
The President shall appoint a chairman of
the board from the private directors of the
board. The chairman shall serve for a term
of two years and may be reappointed for one
or more additional terms as chairman.

(d) The private directors first designated
or appointed under this Act shall be desig-
nated or appointed for terms expiring two,
four, six, seven, and eight years after the
effective date of this Act, respectively. Each
private member of the board thereafter
designated or appointed (other than a mem-
ber deslgnated or appointed for the unex-
pired portion of the term of an individual
who is one of the initial members of the
board) shall have a term of office expiring
eight years from the date of the expiration
of the term for which his predecessor was
appointed.

(e) Any private member appointed to fill
a vacancy in the board occurring prior to
the expiration of the term for which his
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed
for the remainder of such term,

(f) Each governmental director of the
board may designate another officer of his
department or agency to serve on the board
as his alternate in his unavoidable absence.
Each alternate member so designated shall
be designated to serve as such by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, unless
at the time of his designation he holds an
office under the United States Government
to which he was appointed by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

(g) Vacancles in the board shall not im-
pair the powers of the board to execute its
functions. Five members shall constitute
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a quorum for the transaction of the business
of the board.

(h) Each private director shall receive
compensation at the rate of $20,000 per an-
num, which compensation shall be paid
by the corporation from funds of the cor-
poration. Each governmental director while
serving as such shall receive the compensa-
tion provided by law for the office held
by him in the department or agency of the
United States from which he was selected.
If the compensation so received by any gov-
ernmental director does not equal the com-
pensation received by private directors, that
governmental director shall be paid from
funds of the corporation an additional
amount, which, when combined with the
compensation so received, will equal the
compensation received by private directors.
Nothing contained in this section shall be
construed to reduce the compensation pro-
vided by law for any governmental director
in his capacity as an officer of a department
or agency of the United States.

(1) Members of the board while engaged
in the performance of duties of the board
shall receive from funds of the corporation
necessary travel expenses and a per diem
allowance in lieu of subsistence computed
in accordance with the provisions of section
5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of
1946 (5 U.S.C. 7T3b-2).

(J) Members of the board who are private
directors shall during their continuance in
office devote their full time to the work of
the corporation.

(k) No director other than the communi-
cations industry representative provided for
in section 5(c) of this Act, may have any
financial interest in any communiecation
carrier corporation engaged in the business
of “wire communications” or ‘radio com-
munications” as defined in the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended.

(1) A director may be removed from the
board by the President upon a determina-
tion by the President, after notice and an
opportunity for hearing, that such director
has been guilty of malfeasance or nonfea-
sance in the performance of his duties as a
director.

(m) Each member of the board, before
entering upon the duties of his office, shall
subscribe to an oath or affirmation to sup-
port the Constitution of the United States
and to faithfully and impartially perform
the duties imposed upon him by this Act.

DUTIES OF THE BOARD

SEc. 6. (a) The board shall—

(1) formulate all policles and programs
for the development, construction, launch-
ing, operation, management, and promo-
tion of the United States portion of the
satellite communication system;

(2) foster research and development in the
field of space telecommunications; and

(3) formulate policles and programs which
will assist newly developing countries, and
provide an effective global tystem as soon as
practicable.

(b) The board shall—

(1) meet upon the call of the chairman,
but not less than once in each month; and

(2) direct the exercise of all the powers
of the corporation.

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

Sec. 7. (a) The board, without regard to
the civil service laws, shall appoint an execu-
tive secretary from clvillan life, who shall
receive compensation at the rate of $25,000
per annum. Under the supervision and di-
rection of the board, the executive secretary
shall be responsible for the execution of all
programs and policies formulated by the
board, and shall have administrative con-
trol over all personnel and activities of the
corporation unless otherwise specified in this
Act.
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(b) The board, without regard to the civil
service laws, shall appoint such other offi-
cers, employees, attorneys, and agents of the
corporation as may be necessary for the per-
formance of its duties; shall fix thelr com-
pensation and define their duties; shall re-
quire bonds of such of them as the board
may designate; and shall prescribe rules and
regulations to fix responsibility and to pro-
mote efficlency in the operations of the
corporation,

(c) The board, without regard to the civil
service laws, shall appoint a treasurer and
such assistant treasurers as it may deem nec-
essary, each of whom shall give such bonds
for the safekeeping of the securities and
moneys of the corporation as the board may
require.

(d) Any appolntee of the board may be
removed in the discretion of the board. No
officer or employee of the corporation shall
recelve compensation at any rate in excess
of that of members of the board,

(e) In the appointment of officials and
the selection of employees for sald corpora-
tion, and in the promotion of any such
employee or official, no political test or quali-
fication shall be permitted or given consid-
eration. All such appointments and promo-
tions shall be based exclusively upon merit
and efficiency. Any member of the board
who 1s determined by the President, after
notice and opportunity for hearing, to be
guilty of a violation of this subsection shall
be removed from office. Any appointee of
the board who is determined by the board
after notice and opportunity for hearing, to
be guilty of a violation of this subsection
ghall be removed by the board from his of-
fice or employment in the corporation,

COOPERATION OF NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

Bec. 8. (a) The corporation is hereby
authorized—

(1) to cooperate with the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for the
purpose of obtaining launch vehicles for the
satellite system which will facilitate an eco-
nomical and efficlent development of an
operational system, launching the satellites
and associated services, and consulting with
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration on the technical specifications for
satellites and ground stations and the loca-
tion of such stations; and

(2) to consult with the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for the
purpose of coordinating all research and de-
velopment programs carried out by the Cor-
poration with research and development pro-
grams carrled out by private aerospace
corporations, private communications car-
riers, other corporations, and governmental
departments and agencies under the super-
vision of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration in order to guarantee rapid
and continuous scientific technological prog-
ress in a global communication system.

(b) The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration is authorized and directed to
furnish to the corporation such facilities,
services, supplies, and information as the
corporation may require for the perform-
ance of its duties. Any expenses so Incurred
by the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration on behalf of the corporation
shall be reimbursed by the corporation from
its funds. Any sums so received by the Ad-
ministration shall be credited to the cur-
rent appropriations of the Administration,
and shall be available to the Administration
for obligation and expenditure within the
fiscal year in which such sums are received.
COOPERATION OF FPEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS

COMMISSION

Sec. 9. (a) The Federal Communications
Commission is authorized and directed to—

(1) render to the corporation such assist-
ance as may be required to insure that the
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communications satellite system established
by the corporation will be technically com-
patible with and operationally intercon-
nected with existing terrestrial communica-
tion facilities; and

(2) establish such rules and regulations as
may be required to regulate all overseas
communication rates established by private
communication carriers for the use of facil-
ities of the communications satellite system,
and to insure that all such rates are reason-
able and related to the cost of leasing chan-
nels from the corporation.

(b) Under such rules and regulations as
it shall prescribe, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall determine the eligi-
bility of United States communications
carriers to use the communications chan-
nels provided by the corporation, and shall
insure equitable and nondiseriminatory ac-
cess to the system by present and future
authorized private communications carriers.

ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Sec. 10. (a) The board is hereby author-
ized to obtaln from any department, agency,
or instrumentality of the United States with
the consent of the head thereof, such facil-
ities, services, supplies, advice, and Informa-
tion as the corporation may determine to be
required to enable it to carry out its duties.
So far as practicable, the corporation shall
utilize the facilities and services of such de-
partments, agencles, and instrumentalities.

(b) Under the direction of the President,
each such department, agency, and instru-
mentality shall furnish to the corporation,
upon a reimbursable basis, such facilities,
eervices, supplies, advice, and information
as the corporation may require for the per-
formance of its obligations.

(¢) Any iInvention or discovery made by
any officer or employee of the corporation in
consequence of the performance of his duties,
or by any officer or employee of the Gov-
ernment of the United States in the rendi-
tion of service for the corporation, and title
to any patent which may be granted thereon,
shall be the sole and exclusive property of
the corporation. The corporation is author-
ized to grant under any such patent such
licenses as may be authorized by the board.
The board may authorize the payment to
any such inventor such sums from the in-
come received by the corporation from the
sale of licenses under the patent granted for
his invention as it deems proper.

ASSISTANCE FROM FPRIVATE INDUSTEY AND
INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 11. (a) There shall be a Space Com-
munication Advisory Committee to advise
the corporation on scientific and technical
matters relating to materials, production,
and research and development required for
the establishment and operation of the com-
munications satellite system. The Com-
mittee shall be composed of nine members,
who shall be appointed from civilian life by
the President from Individuals speclally
qualified by training and experience to render
such advice. They may be persons associ-
ated with the communications and aerospace
industries.

{b) Each membher of the Committee shall
hold office for a term of six years, except that
(1) any member appointed to fill a vacancy
occurring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed,
shall be appointed for the remainder of such
term, and (2) the terms of office of the mem-
bers first taking office after September 1,
1962, shall expire, as designated by the Presi-
dent at the time of appointment, three at
the end of two years, three at the end of four
years, and three at the end of six years, after
September 1, 1962.

(c) The Committee shall designate one of
its own members as Chalrman, The Com-
mittee shall meet at least four times in every
calendar year.
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{(d) Members of the Committee shall re-
ceive a per diem compensation not exceeding
$100 for each day spent in meetings or con-
ferences, and shall be reimbursed for neces-
sary travellng and other expenses incurred
while engaged in the work of the Committee.

GENERAL FOWERS OF THE CORPORATION

Sec. 12. (a) Except as otherwise specifi-
cally provided in this Act, the corporation
ghall have succession in its corporate name,
and shall have power to—

(1) sue and be sued In its corporate name;

(2) adopt and use a corporate seal, which
shall be judicially noticed;

(3) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws;

(4) make, perform, and enforce contracts
as authorized by this Act;

(5) purchase or lease and hold such real
and personal property as it deems necessary
or convenient for the performance of its obli-
gations, and to dispose of any personal prop-
erty held by it;

(6) acquire real estate for the construc-
tion and operation of ground stations and
tracking facilities;

(7) acquire real property by condemna-
tion, in the name of the United States of
America, the title to real property so ac-
quired to be taken in the name of the
United States of America for the use of the
corporation as the agent of the United States
to carry into effect the purposes of this Act;

(8) convey to any person or corporation,
by deed, lease, or otherwise, any interest in
real property by the corporation
when such property no longer is needed by
the corporation for the purposes of this
Act;

(9) transfer to any other department,
agency, or Instrumentality of the United
States any part of any real property in the
possession or under the control of the cor-
poration when such property no longer is
needed by the corporation for the purposes
of this Act;

(10) enter into, perform, and enforce con-
tracts and agreements of every kind and de-
scription with any person, firm, assoclation,
corporation, munieipality, county, State,
body politic, or government or colony or de-
pendency thereof in order to develop, con-
struct, launch, operate, manage, and promote
the United States portion of the communi-
cations satellite system;

(11) make such expenditures, and enter
into such contracts, agreements, and ar-
rangements, upon such terms and condi-
tions and in such manner as it may deem
necessary, including the compromise or final
settlement of all claims and legal actions by
or against the corporation; and, nothwith-
standing the provisions of any other law gov-
erning the expenditure of public funds, the
General Accounting Office, in the settlement
of the accounts of the Treasury or other ac-
countable officer or employee of the cor-
poration, shall not allow credit for, nor——

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a correc-
};ion. The word is “disallow,” not “al-
ow.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will note the correction.

The legislative clerk resumed the read-
ing of the amendments, as follows:

of the corporation, shall not disallow credit
for, nor withhold funds, because of any ex-
penditure which the board shall determine
to have been necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of sald Act; and

(12) determine upon and establish, except
as otherwise provided by this Act, a system
of administrative accounts, and the form
and content of contracts and other business
documents of the corporation.

(b) The corporation shall have such other
powers as may be necessary or appropriate
for the exercise of the powers herein specifi-
cally conferred upon the corporation.
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PROCUREMENT OF SUPPLIES AND SERVICES

Sec. 13. (a) Except as otherwise provided
by this section, all purchases and contracts
for supplies or services, except for personal
services, made by the corporation, shall be
made after advertising in such manner and
at such times sufficlently in advance of open-
ing bids, as the board shall determine to
be adequate to insure public notice and op-
portunity for competition.

(b) Advertisement under subsection (a)
shall not be required when it is determined
under such regulations as the board shall
prescribe that—

(1) an emergency requires immediate de-
livery of the supplies or performance of the
services;

(2) repair parts, accessories, supplemental
equipment, or services are required for sup-
plies or services previously furnished or con-
tracted for; or

(8) the aggregate amount involved in any
purchase of supplies or procurement of serv-
ices does not exceed $500, in which case such
purchases may be made in the open market,

(c) In making purchases or contract
awards, the board may consider such factors
as relative quality and adaptability of sup-
plies or services offered, the supplier’s finan-
cial responsibility, skill, experience, record
of integrity in dealing, and ability to fur-
nish repairs and maintenance services; the
time of delivery or performance offered; and
compliance of the supplier with specifica-
tions prescribed by the corporation.

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY OF THE CORPORA-
TION

Sec. 14. (a) The corporation shall main-
tain its principal office within, or in the im-
mediate vicinity of, the District of Colum-
bia. The corporation shall be an inhabitant
and resident of the District of Columbia
within the meaning of the laws of the United
States relating to the venue of civil suits.

(b) The board shall transmit to the Presi-
dent and to the Congress, in December of
each year, a full and complete financial
statement and report as to the activities and
accomplishments of the corporation during
the preceding fiscal year ending on June 30,
including the total number of officers and
employees of the corporation and the names,
salaries, and duties of those who receive
compensation at the rate of $7,600 per an-
num or more.

(c) The Comptroller General of the United
States shall conduct an audit of the financial
transactions of the corporation at such times
as he shall determine, but not less frequent-
ly than once during each fiscal year. For
that purpose, the Comptroller General or
any representative duly designated by him
shall have access to all records necessary
to conduct any such audit. Coples of the
report of each such audit shall be trans-
mitted to the President of the United States,
the Congress, and the chairman of the board
of the corporation, and a copy thereof shall
be retained for public inspection at the
principal office of the corporation. No such
report of audit shall be published until
the corporation has had reasonable oppor=-
tunity to examine any exceptions and criti-
cisms made by the Comptroller General, to
point out errors therein, to explain or an-
swer such exceptions and criticisms, and to
file a statement which shall be published
by the Comptroller General as a part of his
report. The corporation shall relmburse
the General Accounting Office for the cost
of each such audit at such time and in such
manner as the Comptroller General shall
prescribe from time to time.

(d) The corporation, its property, fran-
chises, and income, are hereby expressly ex-
empted from taxation in any manner or
form by any State, county, municipality,
or any subdivision or district thereof.
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CAPITAL AND REVENUE OF THE CORPORATION

Sec. 156. (a) It is hereby declared to be the
policy of this Act to make the corporation
self-supporting and self-liquidating, and
communication channels shall be leased at
rates which in the opinion of the board will
produce gross revenues in excess of costs.

(b) The corporation is authorized to issue
and sell bonds, in an amount not exceeding
$500,000,000 outstanding at any one time, to
finance the communications satellite pro-
gram and to refund such bonds. The cor-
poration may, in performing functions
authorized by this Act, use the proceeds of
such bonds for capital expenditures neces-
sary for the development, construction,
launching, management, operation, and pro-
motion of the communications satellite sys-
tem prescribed by this Act, and for research
and development activities incident thereto.

(c) Principal and interest on bonds issued
by the corporation shall be payable solely
from the corporation’s net communication
proceeds. As used in this section, the term
“net communication proceeds" means that
portion of the annual gross leasing revenues
of the corporation which remains after de-
ducting the aggregate annual cost of launch-
ing, operating, maintaining, and administer-
ing the satellite system (including the
ground stations and the tracking facilities)
but before deducting depreciation accruals
or other charges representing the amortiza-
tion of capital expenditures, plus the net
proceeds of the sale or other disposition of
any communications satellite facilities or any
interest therein, and shall include reserve or
other funds created from such sources.

(d) Notwithstanding any provision of this
Act or any other provision of law, the corpo-
ration may pledge and use its annual net
communication proceeds for the annual pay-
ment of the principal of and interest on said
bonds, for purchases or redemption thereof,
and for other purposes incidental thereto,
involving creation of reserve funds and other
funds which may be similarly pledged and
used, to such extent and in such manner
as the board deems necessary or desirable.
The issuance and sale of bonds by the cor-
poration and the expenditure of bond pro-
ceeds for the es specified herein,
including additional construction of launch-
ing vehicles, satellites, and additional con-
struction of ground stations and tracking
facilities, shall not be subject to the re-
quirements or limitations of any other law.

BONDS ISSUED BY THE CORPORATION

SEc. 16. (a) It is hereby declared to be the
intent of this section to aid the corporation
in discharging its responsibility for the ad-
vancement of a global communications sys-
tem using space satellites, and the physical,
soclal, and economic development of the
United States by providing it with adequate
authority and administrative flexibility to
obtain the necessary funds with which to
assure an ample number of overseas com-
munication channels for such purposes by
issuance of bonds or as otherwise provided
herein, and this Act shall be so construed as
to effectuate such intent.

(b) Except as otherwise specifically pro-
vided by this Act, bonds issued by the cor-
poration under this Act shall be negotiable
instruments wunless otherwise specified
therein, shall be issued in such forms and
denominations, shall be sold at such times
and in such amounts, shall mature at such
time or times not more than fifty years from
their respective dates of issuance, shall be
sold at such prices, shall bear such rates of
interest, may be redeemable before maturity
at the option of the corporation in such
manner and at such times, and redemption
premiums may be entitled to such relative
priorities of claim on the corporation’s net
proceeds with respect to principal and in-
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terest payments, and shall be subject to such
other terms and conditions, as the board of
directors may determine.

(c) At least fifteen days before the offer
by the corporation of any issue of bonds for
sale (exclusive of any commitment for any
period less than one year) the corporation
shall notify the Secretary of the Treasury as
to the proposed amount, date of sale, ma-
turities, terms and conditions, and the ex-
pected rates of interest of the proposed issue
in the fullest detall. If the Secretary so re-
quests, the corporation shall consult with
him or with his designee with respect
thereto, but the sale and issuance of such
bonds shall not be subject to approval by
the Secretary of the Treasury except as to
the time of issuance, and the maximum
rates of interest to be borne by the bonds.
If the Secretary of the Treasury does not con-
cur in a proposed issue of bonds hereunder
within seven business days following the
date on which he is advised of the proposed
sale, the corporation may issue to the Sec-
retary and the Secretary shall purchase in-
terim obligations in the amount of the pro-
posed issue which the Secretary is directed
to purchase,

(d) In case the corporation determines
that a proposed issue of bonds hereunder
cannot be sold on reasonable terms, it may
issue to the Secretary interim obligations
which the Secretary is authorized to
purchase.

(e) Obligations issued by the corporation
to the Secretary may not exceed $150,000,000
outstanding at any one time. Any obliga~
tlons so issued to the Secretary shall ma-
ture on or before one year from date of
issue, and shall bear interest equal to the
average rate (rounded to the nearest one-
elghth of a percent) on outstanding mar-
ketable obligations of the United States
with maturities from dates of issue of one
year or less as of the close of the month pre-
ceding the issuance of the obligations of the
corporation.

(f) If agreement is not reached within
eight months concerning the issuances of
any bonds which the Secretary has failed
to approve, the corporation may neverthe-
less proceed to sell such bonds on any date
thereafter without approval by the Secre-
tary in amount sufficlent to retire the in-
terim obligations issued to the Treasury and
such interim obligations shall be retired
from the proceeds of such bonds,

(g) The corporation may sell its bonds
by negotiation or on the basis of competi-
tive bids, subject to the right, if reserved,
to reject all bids; may designate trustees,
registrars, and paying agents in connection
with said bonds and the issuance thereof;
may arrange for audits of its accounts and
for reports concerning its financial condi-
tions and operations by certified public ac-
counting firms; may, subject to any cove-
nants contained in any bond contract, invest
the proceeds of any bonds and other funds
under its control which derive from or per-
tain to its communications satellite pro-
gram in any securlties approved for invest-
ment of national bank funds; may deposit
sald proceeds and other funds, subject to
withdrawal by check or otherwise, in any
Federal Reserve bank or bank having mem-
bership in the Federal Reserve System; and
may perform such other acts not prohibited
by law as it deems necessary or desirable to
accomplish the purposes of this section,
Bonds issued by the corporation hereunder
shall contain a recital that they are issued
pursuant to this subsection, and such recital
shall be conclusive evidence of the regular-
ity of the issuance and sale of such bonds
and of their validity. The annual report
made by the board to the President and to
the Congress shall contain a full and de-
tailed statement of all action taken by the
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corporation under this section during the

(h) The corporation is authorized to en-
ter into binding covenants with the holders
of bonds issued under this Act (and with
the trustees thereof, if any) under any in-
denture, resolution, or other agreement en-
tered into In connection with the issuance
thereof with respect to the establishment
of reserve funds and other funds, adequacy
of charges for supplying communicaticn
channels, application and use of net com-
munication proceeds, stipulations concern-
ing the subsequent issuance of bonds or
such other matters not inconsistent with
the Act, as the corporation may deem neces-
sary or desirable to enhance the marketabil-
ity of sald bonds.

(1) Bonds issued by the corporation here-
under shall be investments which may be
accepted as security for all fiduclary trust,
and public funds, the Investment or deposit
of which shall be under the authority or
contro] of any office or agency of the United
States. The Secretary of the Treasury or
any other officer or agency having authority
over or control of any such fiduciary, trust,
or public funds, may at any time sell any
of the bonds of the corporation acquired
by them under this section. Bonds issued
by the corporation hereunder shall be
exempt both as to principal and Iinterest
from all taxation now or hereafter imposed
by any State or local taxing authority except
estate, inheritance, and gift taxes.

APPROPRIATED FUNDS

Sec. 17. (a) There are hereby authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary of the
Treasury for disbursement to the corpora-
tion such sums as may be required for the
performance of the functions of the cor-
poration under this Act. Appropriated funds
so disbursed to the corporation shall be re-
paid to the Treasury in conformity with the
provisions of this section. Unrepald dis-
bursements of appropriated funds under this
section may not at any time exceed $50,-
000,000 in the aggregate.

(b) From net communications proceeds
in excess of those required to meet the cor-
poration’s obligations under the provisions
of any bond or bond contract, the corpora-
tion shall, beginning with the first fiscal
year beginning after the effective date of this
Act, make the following payments to the

for deposit in the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts on or before December
31 and June 30 of each fiscal year—

(1) a sum, computed as provided in sub-
section (c), as a return on the appropria-
tion investment, if any, in the corporation’s
communications satellite facilities, as deter-
mined by the Director of the Bureau of the
Budget; and

(2) a sum in repayment of appropriation
investment in the corporation in such
amount as the Secretary of the Treasury
shall determine to be available for that pur-
pose without impairing the operations of
the corporation,

Such payments shall continue to be made
until the total appropriation investment in
the corporation shall have been repaid.

(¢) The appropriation investment referred
to in subsection (b) shall consist, in any
fiscal year, of that part of the corporation’s
total investment assigned to communica-
tions satellite facilities of the beginning
of the fiscal year (including both completed
facilities and facilities under construction)
which has been provided from appropria-
tions, or by transfers of property from other
Government agencies without reimbursement
by the corporation, less repayments of such
appropriation investment made under this
Act, or other applicable legislation. The
payment as a return on the appropriation
investment in each fiscal year shall be equal
to the computed average interest rate pay-
able by the Treasury upon its total market-
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able public obligations as of the beginning of
said fiscal year applled to said appropria-
tion investment.

(d) Payments due to be made under this
section may be deferred for not more than
two years when in the judgment of the board
of directors of the corporation such pay-
ment cannot feasibly be made because of
inadequacy of funds, due to poor business
conditions, emergencies, or other factors be-
yond the control of the corporation.

REVENUE AND APPLICATION THEREOF

Sec. 18. (a) The corporation shall charge
rates for the use of communication channels
which will produce gross revenues sufficlent
to provide funds for the operation, main-
tenance, and administration of its communi-
cations satellite system; provide for the
servicing of outstanding bonds, including
provision for and maintenance of reserve
funds and other funds established in connec-
tion therewith; payments to the Treasury as
a return on the investment of appropriated
funds, if any; and for such additional mar-
gin as the board may consider desirable for
purposes connected with the corporation’s
communieations satellite system. Such over-
seas communication rates shall be fixed at
levels which are as low as practicable.

(b) The corporation shall, during each
five-year period beginning with the first fis-
cal year beginning after the effective date
of this Act, apply revenues in reduction (di-
rectly or through payments into reserve on
sinking funds) of its capital obligations,
including bonds and appropriation invest-
ments, or to reinvestments in the communi-
cations satellite eystem, at least to the
extent of the combined amount of the aggre-
gate of the depreclation accruals and other
charges representing the amortization of cap-
ital expenditures applicable to its communi-
cations satellite system.

ACCESS TO PATENTS AND TECHNICAL
INFORMATION

Sec, 19. (a) The corporation, as an in-
strumentality and agency of the Government
of the United States for the purpose of ex-
ecuting its functions under this Act, shall
have access at all times to informatlon avall-
able in the Patent Office of the United States
for the purpose of studying, ascertaining,
and copying, all methods, formulae, and
scientific information (not including access
to pending applications for patents) neces-
sary to enable the corporation to use and
employ the most efficacious and economical
process for the development of a communi-
cations satellite system, or any method for
improving and cheapening overseas com-
munication rates through the use of a com-
munications satellite system, and any owner
of a patent whose patent rights may have
been thus in any way copied, used, infringed,
or employed by the exercise of this au-
thority by the corporation shall have as the
exclusive remedy a cause of action against
the corporation for the recovery of reason-
able compensation for such infringement.
The district courts of the United States shall
have jurisdiction to hear and determine such
actlons. This subsection shall not apply to
any art, machine, method of manufacture,
or composition of matter, discovered or in-
vented by any officer or employee of the
Government of the United States or of the
corporation if such Invention or discovery
was made in the performance of obligations
to the Government of the United States or
to the corporation.

(b) The Commissioner of Patents shall
furnish to the corporation, at its request and
without payment of fees, copies of docu-
ments on file in his office.

PROPERTY RIGHTS IN INVENTIONS

Sec. 20. (a) Whenever any invention is
made in the performance of any work per-
formed under any coniract entered into by
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or on behalf of the corporation, such inven-
tion shall be the exclusive property of the
United States, and If such invention is
patentable, a patent therefor shall be issued
to the corporation as agent of the United
Btates notwithstanding any other provision
of law upon application made by the Execu-
tive Secretary, unless the Executive Secre-
tary, acting in conformity with policies and
procedures adopted by the board, waives all
or any part of the rights of the United States
to such invention in compliance with the
provisions of subsection (c) of this section.
No patent may be Issued to any applicant
other than the corporation for any invention
which appears to the Commissioner of
Patents to have significant utility in the de-
velopment or operation of a communica-
tions satellite system unless—

(1) the applicant files with the Commis-
sioner, with the application or within thirty
days after request therefor by the Commis-
sloner, a written statement executed under
oath setting forth the full facts concerning
the circumstances under which such inven-
tion was made and stating the relationship
(if any) of such invention to the perform-
ance of any work under any contract of the
corporation; and

(2) the Executive Secretary transmits to
the Commissioner a written certification to
the effect that such invention is not subject
to the provisions of this section.

Coples of each such statement and the ap-
plication to which it relates shall be trans-
mitted forthwith by the Commissioner to the
Executive Secretary.

(b) Each contract entered into by the
corporation with any party for the per-
formance of any scientific, technological, or
developmental activity shall contain effec-
tive provisions under which such party shall
furnish promptly to the Executive Secretary
a written report containing full and com-
plete technical information concerning any
invention, discovery, improvement, or inno-
vation which may be made In the perform-
ance of such activity.

(¢) Under such regulations as the board
shall adopt in compliance with the pro-
visions of this section the Executive Secre-
tary may waive all or any part of the pro-
prietary rights of the United States under
this section with respect to any invention
or class of inventions made or which may
be made by any person or class of persons
in the performance of any activity required
by any contract of the corporation if the
Executive Secretary determines that the pub-
lic interest will be served thereby. Any such
walver may be made upon such terms and
under such conditions as the Executive Sec-
retary shall determine to be required for the
protection of the public interest. Each such
walver made with respect to any invention
shall include provisions effective to reserve
an {irrevocable, nonexclusiye, nontransfer-
able, royalty-free license for the practice of
such invention throughout the world by or
on behalf of the corporation, the United
States Government, or any department,
agency, or instrumentality thereof, or any
foreign government pursuant to any treaty
or agreement with the United States. Each
proposal for any walver under this subsec-
tion shall be referred to an Inventions and
Contributions Authority which the Execu-
tive Secretary shall establish within the cor-
poration. BSuch Authority shall accord to
each Interested party an opportunity for
hearing, and shall transmit to the Executive
Becretary its findings of fact with respect
to each such proposal and its recommenda-
tions for action to be taken with respect
thereto.

(d) The board of the corporation shall de-
termine, and promulgate regulations speci-
fying, the terms and conditions upon which
licenses will be granted by the corporation
for the practice by any nongovernmental
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person of any invention for which the corpo-
ration holds a patent on behalf of the United
States.

(e) The Executive Secretary is authorized
to take all sultable and necessary action to
protect any invention or discovery in which
the corporation has any proprietary interest.
The Executive Secretary shall take appro-
priate action to insure that any nongovern-
mental person who acquires any proprietary
interest in any invention or discovery under
this section will take appropriate action to
protect that invention or discovery.

(f) The corporation shall be considered a
defense agency of the United States for the
purpose of chapter 17 of title 35 of the
United States Code.

(g) As used in this section—

(1) the term “person” means any indi-
vidual, partnership, corporation, association,
institution, or other entity;

(2) the term “contract” means any actual
or proposed contract, agreement, under-
standing, or other arrangement, including
any assignment, substitution of parties, or
subcontract executed or entered into there-
under; and

(3) the term “made”, when used in rela-
tion to any invention, means the conception
or first actual reduction to practice of such
invention.

SECURITY PROVISIONS

Sec.21. (a) The corporation shall estab-
lish such security requirements, restrictions,
and safeguards as the President shall deter-
mine to be necessary in the inferest of the
national security.

(b) The Civil Service Commission is au-
thorized to conduct such security or other
personnel investigations of the corporation’s
officers, employees, and consultants, and its
contractors and subcontractors and their of-
ficers and employees, actual or prospective,
as the board deems appropriate; and if any
such investigation develops any data reflect-
ing that the individual who is the subject
thereof is of gquestionable loyalty to the
Government of the United States the matter
shall be referred to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation for the conduct of a full field
investigation, the results of which shall be
furnished to the board.

(¢) Whoever willfully shall violate, at-
tempt to violate, or conspire to violate any
regulation or order promulgated by the
board of directors of the corporation, the pro-
tection or security of any laboratory, station,
base, or other facility, or part thereof, or any
alrcraft, missile, spacecraft, or similar ve-
hicle, or part thereof, or other property of
equipment in the custody of the corporation,
or any real or personal property or equip-
ment in the custody of any contractor un-
der any contract with the corporation, or
any subcontractor of any such contractor,
shall be fined not more than 5,000, or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both.

PENAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 22. (a) For the purposes of chapters
1, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 31, 37, 47, 93, 103, 105,
and 115 of title 18 of the United States Code,
the corporation shall be deemed to be a de-
partment of the Government of the United
States, and officers, employees, and property
of the corporation shall be deemed to be of-
ficers, employees, and property, respectively,
of the United States.

(b) Whoever, being an officer, employee,
agent, or representative of the corporation,
with intent to defraud the corporation or
the United States Government or any de-
partment or agency thereof, (1) makes any
false entry in any book or record of the
corporation, or (2) makes any false report
or statement with respect to the conduct of
the business of the corporation, shall be
fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned
not more than five years, or both.

(¢) Whoever, being an officer, employee,
agent, or representative of the corporation or
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any department or agency of the United
States, with intent to defraud the corpora-
tion, shall in connection with the perform-
ance of any duty arising from his occupancy
of any such status solicit or receive directly
or indirectly any compensation, rebate, or
other valuable consideration to which he is
not lawfully entitled, shall be fined not
more than $10,000, or imprisoned not more
than five years, or both.
LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

Sec. 23. The President shall from time to
time transmit to the Congress his recom-
mendations for such additional legislation as
he may deem necessary or proper to carry
out the purposes of this Act.

SAVING PROVISIONS

Sec. 24. (a) The right to alter, amend, or
repeal this Act is hereby expressly declared
and reserved to the Congress, but no such
amendment or repeal shall operate to im-
pair the obligation of any contract lawfully
made by the corporation under any power
conferred by this Act.

(b) If any provision of this Act, or the
application thereof to any person or circum-
stance, is held invalid, the remaining provi-
sions of this Act, or the application of such
provision to other persons or circumstances,
shall not be affected thereby.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel to the committee amendment.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I can
take only a minute or two to outline
the major points of this amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

First, the amendment in the nature
of a substitute provides for operation by
the existing and future communications
carriers of the facilities of the satellite
system. Ownership of the system would,
however, remain in the Government.

Second, the Government would not be
in the business of supplying communica-
tions services to any ultimate custom-
ers. All of that would be done in the
traditional way.

Third, this measure would create a
Government corporation, with nine di-
rectors to be appointed by the Presi-
dent. Five would be appointed by the
President from private life; four would
be appointed by the President from the
Government—from NASA, from the
FCC, from the State Department, and
from one other department of the Gov-
ernment.

Fourth, this measure provides for com-
petition in procurement.

Financing would be by $500 million in
bonds; and as interim financing there
could be the sale of securities not in
excess of $150 million to the Secretary
of the Treasury.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp cer-
tain excerpts from the testimony of wit-
nesses who supported the bill, as printed
in the record of the hearings.

There being no objection, the excerpts
from the hearings before the Committee
on Foreign Relations, U.8. Senate, Au-
gust 3-9, 1962, were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

EXCErPTS FROM STATEMENT BY BENJAMIN V.
COHEN, ATTORNEY, FORMERLY COUNSELOR
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE
In connection with the setting up of a

space satellite communications system, you
suggest, as one alternative to this bill, we
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should explore the feasibility and advisability
of enlarging the administrative authority of
NASA or some other Government agency to
maintain governmental U.S.-flag jurisdiction
over the system. The agency also would
have authority to enter into contracts or
leases with private corporations for the
building and launching of a satellite or for
the use of the satellite, if bullt and launched
by NASA, or any other agency of Govern=-
ment. But the matter of vested jurisdiction
should remain in the Government, and the
corporation concerned will have a sort of
lessee or contract relationship with the
Government.
Is that not one of the alternatives you
suggest?
Mr, Conen. That is right, yes.
* -

* *
COMPETITION VERSUS MONOPOLY

Senator Morse. As this record and the
discussions that I have participated in on
the floor of the Senate show, that has been
the position of the senlor Senator from Ore-
gon from the very beginning. Charges were
made that I seek Government ownership and
operation of a satellite communications sys-
tem. That never has been a true statement
of my position. It is not true today.

But let us look at that instrument for a
moment. If we have that type of a legal
instrument, would it not be possible then
for any American corporation to have an
equal competitive break with all other cor-
porations interested in space communica-
tion? The result would be that not only
AT. & T. and the carriers that this biil
limits itself to, but RCA and General Electric
and the Hughes group and General Tele-
phone and all other corporations interested
in the fleld of communications would have
an opportunity, if they so choose, to come
on in and negotiate a contract with the U.S.
Government?

Mr. CoHEN. That is true. There may be
differences in their facilities and resources
to perform some contracts, but the field
would be open, as it should be.

Senator Morsg. Is that not in keeping with
our system of free competition in the United
States?

COMPARISON OF CORPORATION TO CARTELS

Mr. CoHEN. I should think so, much more
than this cartelized NRA corporation.

Senator Morse. I have been waiting for
that word. I wanted it to come from a wit-
ness rather than from me. This really is a
proposed American cartel. As far as I know,
it is the first time in our history that our
Government has proposed an economic car-
tel in any field. We apparently have for-
gotten German and Italian history. We ap-
parently have forgotten that freedom started
to be lost In Germany and Italy when
cartelism was substituted for economic com-
petition and economic freedom in those
countries. We seem to have forgotten that
cartelism s always a danger sign, as far
as the perpetuation of free political institu-
tions is concerned.

I am so grateful to you for using as a
descriptive term in connection with this
corporation the term “cartel,” for that is
what it 1s. Let us take a look at it.

* Ll * * *

Obviously, if given to a private company,
there are a number of safeguards that go
into the contract, but I see no necessity at
this time to decide that the operations
should be private to the exclusion of pub-
lic operation or public to the exclusion of
private operations.

In defense work some of the work is done
by the Government directly, and other work
is done by private contractors.

I would deal in an ad hoe, pragmatic
manner here trylng to determine whether
public or private operations is better suited
to the needs of the particular case. The
only thing that I would insist on is keeping
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the responsibility, if private responsibility,
keeping that clear; and if it is public re-
sponsibility, keeping it clear; and not mixing
the two.

EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENT BY JOSEPH L.
RAUH, JR., ATTORNEY, WASHINGTON, D.C.

SPACE SITUATION SHOULD REMAIN FLUID

Yesterday a prominent businessman had
the temerity to suggest that this did not go
far enough. Yesterday, Mr. Sarnoff had the
temerity to suggest that the administration
deserves commendation for its foresight and
jnitiative in advancing this bill, but it does
not go nearly far enough.

What he wants is a cartel to end all cartels.
It would put not only space communications
in this one corporation, but wire communi-
cations, underwater communications all in
one corporation.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit that
when you start down the road to monopoly
in eartels, this is what you get, and that the
suggestions made this morning while I
listened to the questioning and to Mr. Cohen
that now is the time to keep the matter
fiuid, I think was proved by Mr. Sarnoff yes-
terday in that speech.

If we start with a monopoly, we are going
to end up with total monopoly in this coun-

try.
- * * * *
NEED TO KEEP SPACE COMMUNICATIONS SITUA-
TION FLUID

The more I heard Mr. Cohen say it over
and over again about fluidity, the more ob-
viously the point came—there is just one
thing I do not understand, Mr. Chairman.

How can reasonable men disagree at this
time on fluidity in this situation? We might
disagree on a lot of things. We may disagree
on the ultimately private versus public own-
ership, whether it should be leased or con-
tracts with a fixed fee and so forth. But I
do not see how we can conceivably disagree
on the one, simple proposition that at this
stage in the history of the world, with this
whole thing unknown, that we want to keep
it fluid.

Maybe we can argue about something, but
I just cannot see how we can have an argu-
ment about that, Mr. Chairman. And I
think, as a matter of fact, that your first
question to Mr. Cohen was whether that
really was not essentially his point, and I
think it was essentially his point. It is
essentially mine; if I understand the Demo-
cratic, the liberal opposition to that, it is
essentlally their polnt: that we just ought
not to freeze this thing now and forever.

* * * * L]

Senator MoRse. * * ¢ On the floor of
the Senate I proposed that we ought to use
the lease-contract-license approach as a
substitute for the monopolistic approach of
this bill.

Again, as I said this morning, repetition
is sometimes a necessary educational tech-
nique in order to get people informed. I
am repeating it through you as a witness.
You can add to this educational process,
convinced as I am that once the American
people understand this point, they are going
to make it perfectly clear to this adminis-
tration that they disapprove of its relin-
quishing pledges of the 1860 Democratic
platform—as, in effect, you have pointed out
here this afternoon, by their support of this
bill.

And so I ask you: are you familiar, for
example, with the operation of the Atomic
Energy Commission and its contract poli-
cies over the years in respect to the devel-
opment of atomic energy and power?

Mr. Ravea. Moderately so.

I am not an expert, sir, but I follow it
generally. I am familiar also with the work
that the Senator did in 1954 to protect
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for

against the atomic giveaway that was then
proposed, and I must say every time I
think about that I thank goodness for the
work that was done by you and the others
at that time.

Senator Morsg. The two situations are not
exactly identical, but there are a great many
identities involved in the atomic energy
fight of 1954 and the satellite fight in 1962.

In 1954 we debated 3 days and 6 nights,
resulting in a serles of amendments that
really redrafted the bill. Before that de-
bate was over, the American people became
informed as to what was involved, and, in
my judgment, Congress realized then that
the people were way ahead of the Congress.
Sometimes the shift in the position of Con-
gress is due largely to the demands of the
American public. And I hope, before this
debate is over, the American people will
make clear to thelr elected representatives
in the Senate of the United States that they
do not want this monopolistic bill, and all
the dangers accompanying monopoly that
you have so eloquently testified about this
afternoon.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 179 Leg.]

Aiken Javits Pastore
Bartlett Johnston Pearson
Bottum Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Burdick Jordan, Idaho Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Eeating Saltonstall
Carlson Kefauver Scott
Case Kerr Smith, Mass.
Chavez Kuchel Talmadge
Cotton Mansfield Thurmond
Curtis MceCarthy Wiley
Douglas McGee Willlams, Del,
Engle McNamara Yarborough
Gore Metealf Young, N. Dak.
Hruska Miller Young, Ohio
Humphrey Morse

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of ab-
sent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate,

After a little delay, Mr. ALrLoTrT, Mr.
Bearnn, Mr. BEnNNeETT, Mr. BoecGs, Mr.
BusH, Mr. Byrp of Virginia, Mr, CANNON,
Mr. CarroLL, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CLARK,
Mr. CoopeRr, Mr. Dopp, Mr. EasTLAND, Mr.
Ervin, Mr. Fonge, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr,
GOLDWATER, Mr. GRUENING, Mr. HART,
Mr. HarTKE, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr.
Hicgey, Mr. HoLLaND, Mr. JACKSoN, Mr.
Lonc of Missouri, Mr. Lone of Hawaii,
Mr. Lone of Louisiana, Mr, MAGNUSON,
Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. MoNRONEY, Mr.
MorToN, Mr. MunpT, Mr. MuskIE, Mrs.
NEUBERGER, Mr. PELL, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr,
SPARKMAN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr. Tower, and Mr. WiLriams of New
Jersey entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, what
is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oregon.

August 15

the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. EKERR. Mr. President, the

amendment before the Senate and the
proceedings with reference to it dramati-
cally illustrate the fallacy of the travesty
being perpetrated in and on the Senate
of the United States.

The Senator from Oklahoma sat in
the Chamber while the clerk spent 42
minutes reading the amendment. I be-
lieve its author spent 2 or 3 minutes ad-
dressing the Senate on its merit. Much
has been said about the desire of Sena-
tors to debate the merit of amendments.
We have had an example of how eager
Senators are to debate the amendments.
I think no further comment is needed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my reply
to my friend from Oklahoma is that I
know him to be a good mathematician,
but he knows that with 15 amendments
before the Senate, I cannot speak on 1
amendment for more than 1 or 2 min-
utes. I have only 15 or 16 minutes left.
The reading of the amendment was my
best argument. The amendment speaks
for itself. I had the amendment read.
That was my argument because of time
limitations put upon me by the gag rules
of the Senate. I could not spend more
time in debate.

COLD WAR “WIN” POLICY

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 15 seconds.

In today's Washington Evening Star
there appears an article by the distin-
guished columnist William S. White en-
titled “We Take a Cold War ‘Win'
Policy,” which points out the declara-
tion of the Secretary of State, Mr. Rusk,
before the Veterans of Foreign Wars
convention in Minneapolis, in which he
declared our policy was definitely a win
policy. I ask unanimous consent that
the article be printed in the Recorp at
this point as a matter of public interest
g.is to the importance of the declara-

on.

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

WE TAKE A CoLp WAR “Win" PoLICY
(By William S, White)

The United States, after a year and a
half of the EKennedy administration, has
now specifically and unapologetically pro-
claimed a “win" policy in the cold war.

This, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, a
combat veteran of infantry, has done in a
speech before the Veterans of Foreign Wars
in Minneapolis. In the domestic sense and
also in its relationship to our future negoti-
ations with the Soviet Union, it is the most
important he ever delivered.

For 18 months there has been an almost
constant overtone of criticism from Republi-
cans and others that this country was com-
mitting itself to something short of victory:
to a “no win" line.

For these same 18 months the State De-
partment, itself, has been swept by under-
tones of debate between those who cried for
caution and those who wanted a plain, hard
declaration saying that we meant to do more
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than merely to coexist and survive. The
hardliners have at last won the long dia-
log.

In this passage in Mr. Rusk's speech in
Minneapolis there lies the heart of their
victory:

“We have a simple but transcendent goal.
It 15, in President Kennedy's words, ‘a peace-
ful world community of free and independ-
ent states, free to choose thelr own future
and their own system, so long as it does not
threaten the freedom of others.’

“This goal of ours—and of most of the
nations of the world—and the Communist
goal are incompatible. This global struggle
will continue until freedom prevails. It goes
without saying that our purpose is to win.

“One hears now and then that we have
a ‘no win' purpose or policy. That is
simply not so. Of course we intend to win.
And we are going to win. Our objective is
a victory for all mankind.”

FIRST BY TOP CIVILIAN OFFICIAL

Never before had any top figure of the
administration, outside the military, been
willing to say simply and clearly that to win
was our purpose and our resolve.

Those insisting on describing our aims in
terms softer than the term “win” had long
had their way on roughly these arguments:
That to speak baldly of “winning" would be
to imply that we meant to go to nuclear war,
to alarm our allles and to present ourselves
in a falsely truculent position. So elevated
an officlal as Under Secretary of State George
Ball put substantially these arguments be-
fore Congress itself.

CONFUSED BY SOPHISTICATION

These men were not truly “soft on com-
munism.” They were, however, somewhat
confused by their own sophistication. Too,
they were tempted to an excessive stub-
bornness by the mere fact that some—but
by no means all—of those who were de-
nouncing “no win" were rightwingers, such
as Senators Barey GorLowater, of Arizona,
and STrRoM THURMOND, of South Carolina.
To some New Frontier types, of course, no
rightwinger can possibly be right about
anything at all.

All the same, let fairness be heard now
that the argument is over and rightly and
reasonably won. It is falr to say that the
defenders of the short-of-victory slogan were
really anxious to win the cold war. But it
is equally fair to say that their critics—not
excluding Senators GoLDWATER and THUR-
monNp—served a very good purpose here.

There was always plenty of reason not to
permit mlitary men themselves to cry up
‘“'win" as a policy. For coming from them,
such a statement could be read with some
approach to rational interpretation as a rec-
ommendation for war.

But for the highest diplomatic figure of
this country to proclaim “win" is entirely
legitimate—and also overdue. It serves to
notify the increasingly belligerent Rus-
slans—or any unduly timid ally—that we
really do mean business. And it serves to
enlarge what is already the happily high de-
gree of bipartisan unity in thls country on
the one really vital thing: the cold war.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial commu-
nications satellite system, and for other
purposes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, a point of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.
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Mr. SCOTT. Yesterday, on August
14, the Senator from California [Mr.
KucuHeEL] asked whether the Chair
would state for the Recorp the situation
with reference to the suggestion by a
Senator of the absence of a quorum and
under what conditions it would come out
of his time and under what conditions
it would not.

The Presiding Officer then ruled:

If the debate is not concluded prior to the
calling of the quorum, it will be taken out of
that Senator's time. The only time that a
quorum can be called without it coming out
of his time is Just preceding the vote.

Mr. President, there has just been a
quorum call. There has been interven-
ing business. Time has been requested
and allowed. I now make the parlia-
mentary inquiry whether or not the last
quorum call is chargeable against the
time of any Senator and, if so, against
whom?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senators will recall the ruling of the pre-
vious occupant of the chair to the effect
that the question can be submitted to
the Senate. If the Senator from Penn-
sylvania desires to make a point of order
to that effect, it is the opinion of the
present occupant of the chair that the
question should be submitted to the Sen-
ate as to whether the time consumed
for the purpose of a quorum call shall
be charged against the Senator who sug-
gests the absence of a quorum.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, a
point of order.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I have
not yet yielded.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I under-
stood that the immediately preceding
occupant of the chair had so ruled. I
also understand that the present oc-
cupant of the chair has so ruled. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. SCOTT. May I understand
whether or not the official timekeeper
is reserving the time involved in that
situation so that the question may be
raised later on in the debate, and so
that the Senate may, if it wishes, con-
sider a question submitted by the Pre-
siding Officer as to what Senators, if any,
shall be chargeable with the time here-
tofore and hereafter used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time necessary for quorum calls has not
yet been charged to any Senator. The
Presiding Officer, who is official time-
keeper, has not been reserving the time.

Mr. SCOTT. I then ask the Chair if
failure to raise a point of order from
time to time has the effect, under the
rule, of preventing any Senator from ob-
taining an opinion which would be
refroactive as to calls of the Senate here-
tofore made by Senators under cir-
cumstances in which there has been
intervening debate, and in which the vote
has not immediately followed the quorum
call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Pennsylvania desires to
raise a point of order, the Chair will put
the question, as heretofore stated. But
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the Chair states that the ruling cannot be
made retroactive, and the Chair is not
recording the time until the point of
order is made.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
am very happy that the Chair has made
a ruling which all Senators expected—
that there would be no retroactive oper-
ation of any ruling yet to be made by
the Chair. But I would suggest that this
is not the time to raise a hypothetical
question. I suggest further that the
Chair is not in a position to rule upon a
hypothetical question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will not rule upon a hypothetical
question.

Mr. SCOTT. In deference to the
statement made by the majority leader,
I will not press the matter further at this
time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to lay on the table the pending amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to table.
(Putting the question.)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays are requested. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Did I not ask for the
yeas and nays on my amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays were ordered on the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon.
The yeas and nays have not been ordered
on the motion to table.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. I ask whether the yeas
and nays have been ordered on my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been ordered on the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon.
The yeas and nays were not ordered on
the motion to table.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion to table.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll, and Mr. AmkeNn answered to his
name when called.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. PASTORE. What is the pending
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pend-
ing is the suggestion of the absence of
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a quorum, made by the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, The clerk
is now calling the roll.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
make the point of order that it is dif-
ficult to hear what the Chair has to say
when so many Senators are standing be-
tween the Chair and Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The clerk will
proceed with the call of the roll.

The Chief Clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their

names:
[No. 180 Leg.]

Aiken Gruening Morse
Allott Hart Morton
Bartlett Hartke Mundt
Beall Hickenlooper Muskie
Bennett Hickey Neuberger
Holland Pastore
Bottum Hruska Pearson
Burdick Humphrey Pell
Bush Jackson Prouty
Byrd, Va, Javits Proxmire
Byrd, W.Va Johnston Randolph
cannon Jordan, N.C, Robertson
Carlson Jordan, Idaho BSaltonstall
Carroll Keating Scott
Case Kefauver Smith, Mass.
Church Eerr Smith, Maine
Clark Kuchel Sparkman
Cooper Long, Mo. Stennis
Cotton Long, Hawail Symington
Curtis Long, La Talmadge
Dodd Magnuson Thurmond
Douglas Mansfield Tower
Eastland McCarthy Wiley
Engle McClellan Williams, N.J.
Ervin McGee Willlams, Del.
Fong. McNamara Yarborough
.. Fulb! t Metcalf Young, N. Dak,
Goldwater Miller Young, Ohio
Gore Monroney

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present. The question is on the
motion to table the amendment of the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel to
the committee amendment. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE],
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA-
vez], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErrLenDEr], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HmLL], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL], and the Senator from Florida,
[Mr. SmaTHERS] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpersoN] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
DEN] are necessarily absent,

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisLE], the Senator from New Mexi-
co [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEN], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hirrl, the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], and the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. SMaTHERS] would
each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANpeErsoN] is paired with
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote yea and the Sen-
ator from Utah would vote “nay.”
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Mr. KUCHEL, I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MURPHY] are necessar-
ily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea”.

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 13, as follows:

[No. 181 Leg.]
YEAS—T3
Alken Hickenlooper Muskie
Allott Hickey Pastore
Beall Holland Pearson
Bennett Hruska Pell
Boggs Humphrey Prouty
Bottum Jackson Proxmire
Bush Javits Randolph
Byrd, Va. Johnston Robertson
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Saltonstall
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Scott
Carlson Keating Smith, Mass.
Case Eerr Smith, Maine
Church Kuchel Sparkman
Cooper Long, Mo. Stennis
Cotton Long, Hawail Symington
Curtis Magnuson Talmadge
Dodd Mansfield Thurmond
Eastland MceCarthy Tower
Engle McClellan Wiley
Ervin McGee Wwilllams, N.J.
Fong Metcalf Williams, Del.
Fulbright Miller Young, N. Dak.
Goldwater Monroney Young, Ohio
Morton
Hartke Mundt
NAYS—13
Bartlett Gore Morse
Burdick Gruening Neuberger
Carroll Kefauver Yarborough
Clark Long, La.
Douglas McNamara
NOT VOTING—14
Anderson Dirksen Moss
Bible Ellender Murphy
Butler Hayden Russell
Capehart Hill Smathers
Chavez Lausche

So Mr. PasTore’s motion to lay on the
table Mr. Morse’s amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment designated
“g_13-62—NN" and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 34, line 23,
in the committee amendment after the
word “shall” it is proposed to add “not.”

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, this
is a very important amendment. I shall
explain it briefly, if Senators will give
me their attention.

If Senators will look at the bill on
page 34, line 23, they will see that non-
voting securities which might be pur-
chased by one of the communications
carriers would pay dividends or inter-
est, and also would be. eligible to be
placed in the rate base by means of
which the communications carrier
would charge the cost of the securities
to the domestic users or the interna-
tional users of the telephone service. In
other words, there would be a double re-
turn. The carriers could buy nonvoting
stock, bonds, or debentures issued by
the satellite corporation and include in
their rate base the amount spent on
these securities. That would be charged
to the domestic or the international us-
ers of the telephone service; and when—
as would be the case—the bonds or non-
voting stock paid interest and dividends,
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the carriers also would receive the in-
terest or the dividends on the bonds or
nonvoting stock. So the carriers would
be getting a double return; they would
be making money both ways. They
would be getting interest and dividends,
on the one hand; and they would be col-
lecting from the telephone users, on the
other hand. That would not be right.
It is a “sleeper” in the bill.

The history of the “sleeper” and its
inclusion in the bill is that the original
ad hoc committee appointed by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission pro-
ceeded on the principle that this would
be a nonprofit corporation, that what-
ever was invested would merely be an
extension of the investments which the
communication carrier had already
made—like constructing an addition to
a building or an addition to a ground
station—but that the corporation itself
would make no profit. So in the bill as
sent to us by the President it was spe-
cifically provided that the nonvoting
stock—
shall not carry voting rights and shall not
entitle their holders to receive dividends,
except liquidating dividends.

The nonvoting stock or class B stock
in the later bill has been described as
nonvoting stock, debentures, bonds, and
so forth.

Mr. Katzenbach, the Deputy Attorney
General, who has been referred to quite
often—testified on this matter; and in
that connection, I refer Senators to page
409 of the hearings before the Space
Committee. When he was asked about
the class B stock, which now is repre-
sented by “debentures, preferred stock,
and bonds,” he stated:

Mr. EaTzENBACH. If it Is approved by the
FCC and if the carriers choose, they may
make an investment in this corporation
through the purchase of class B stock. The
investment that they make in that corpora-
tion will thus be accorded the same treat-
ment that would be accorded to the invest-
ment that they would make directly in
communications facilities. That investment
would be permitted by the FCC to be taken
as a part of the capital Investment upon
which their rate of return would be meas-
ured.

The CHAamMAN. Would they have any re-
turn from that investment?

Mr. EaTZzENBACH. Yes, sir.

The CHAmRMAN. Financial return?

Mr. EATZENBACH, Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. What would it be?

Mr. EATZENBACH. It would be a financial
return out of rates——

The CxAmmaN, Does that stock pay any
dividend?

Mr. EATZENBACH. No, gir; it does not.

He was talking about the original
bill—about the class B stock, which is
now the bonds and debentures. In the
original bill, that stock would not pay
dividends, but would be included in the
rate base, and the carriers would get
their return on that basis.

I read further from the hearings at
that point:

The CHAmMAN. Then how would that

stock bring them, as such, any financial
return?

Mr. EATZENBACH. In the same way, sir,
that their present capital investments do.
Since they are permitted to make a reason-
able profit on reasonable rates, if they can
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add to the capital investment that they have
there, they are permitted to take a return
on that through the prices that they charge
you and me for our phone calls, They are
permitted to earn a return on that invest-
ment.

Mr. President, provision for the same
right of return on the investment is
left in the rewritten bill.

Mr, GORE. Mr. President, a point
of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Tennessee yield to his
colleague?

Mr. GORE. I make the point of order
that the Senate is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s point of order is well taken;
the Senate is not in order.

The Senate will be in order,

The Senator from Tennessee may now
proceed.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the
same provision is left in the bill—
namely, that the class B stock or the
nonvoting stock or debentures or bonds
shall be entitled to be included in the
rate base. But there has been added
a provision that they shall be interest-
bearing stocks and bonds. So the A.T. &
T. and the other corporations would
make a double return immediately;
whatever investment they made in the
bonds they issued for equipment would
be put into the rate base; and, in ad-
dition, they would be getting interest or
dividends on the securities which they
might purchase. That would not be
right; it would make the telephone users
pay twice; and the FCC would not be
able to make any regulation as to the
amount of interest which they would
receive on the bonds and securities.

This is a “sleeper” in the bill, for the
purpose of giving them a double return—
a return in the rate base and a return
on the interest and dividends, at the
same time.

Mr, President, I am ready for the vote
to be taken on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing fto the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
move that the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Tennessee be laid on the table.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on
this question, I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. MORSE. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., The yeas
and nays, Mr. President. Do not tell
me we cannot have the yeas and nays
ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been requested. Is
there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second; and the
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Presidenf, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
rise to a point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana will state it.

Mr, MANSFIELD. A suggestion of the
absence of a quorum was made at 5:09
p.m., again at 5:40 p.m., and now at 6:09
p.m. The opponents of the bill have
called for three quorum calls within the
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last hour. Itismy belief that the opposi-
tion is abusing its right to ask for a
quorum call. I make this point under
rule XXII, which, as the Senate knows,
is to serve the general purpose of requir-
ing a subject matter to be disposed of. I
believe that the request for this quorum
call is a dilatory and delaying tactic; and
Ishould like the Chair to rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, may a claim of the——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
call for the regular order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. On my time,
Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is not debatable.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. On my time,
Mr. President, a point of order. I want
to make a point of order on my own time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for a ruling.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I wish to
make a point of order in my own time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is not debatable.

The Chair is ready to rule on this
question in the same manner in which
the Chair would have ruled on the ques-
tion presented by the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

The Parliamentarian has heretofore
shown the Chair some precedents; and
the Chair is going to submit the question
to the Senate itself, for decision.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
this question, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr.
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
cannot be a point of order against the
Chair’s counting to see whether there is
g sufficient second of the request for the
yeas and nays.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Very well.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, there can be an appeal from this
ruling.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a sufficient second; and the yeas and
nays are ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry: What question is be-
fore the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
cannot be an appeal from the action of
the Chair in submitting the question to
the Senate, because the question is ex-
actly the same as it would have been if
a point of order had been made and had
been sustained by the Chair, and if an
appeal had then been taken from the
Chair’s ruling.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in order
to be certain that a quorum is present, I
make the point that a quorum is not
present, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will make the same ruling; namely,
that this question will be submitted to
the Senate in accordance with the rul-
ing made by the Chair on the point of
order raised by the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. Presi-

President a
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The yeas and nays have been ordered;
and the clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll; and Mr. Aiken voted “yea” when
his name was called.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, what
is the pending question?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, a point
of order: The Senator from Illinois is out
of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question before the Senate is, Will the
Senate sustain the point of order raised
by the Senator from Montana; namely,
that repeated suggestions of the absence
of a quorum are dilatory and are in vio-
lation of rule XXII.

On this question, a vote “yea” will be
to sustain the point of order; a vote
“nay” will be against sustaining the point
of order.

The yeas and nays have been ordered;
nnﬁi the clerk will resume the call of the
roll.

The Chief Clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpol,
the Senafor from New Mexico [Mr.
CHaVEZ], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hnrl, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Lauscuel, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Mossl, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLLrl, and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpErRsoN] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN |
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AxpeErsonN] is paired with
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Mossl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Utah would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisrLE] is paired with the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Hmrl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Alabama would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpo] is paired with the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote “nay,” and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HavypEN] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. Russeir]l., If
present and voting, the Senator from
Arizona would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Georgia would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] would each vote “yea."”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLERI],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Care-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurPHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea.”
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The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 34, as follows:

[No. 182 Leg.]
YEAS—52
A’ken Hartke Morton
Allott Hickenlooper Mundt
Beall Hickey Pastore
Bennett Holland Pearson
Boggs Hruska Pell
Bottum Humphrey Randolph
Bush Jackson Saltonstall
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Scott
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Smith, Mass.
Carlson Keating Smith, Maine
Case Kerr Symlington
Cotton Kuchel Tower
Curns Long, Mo. Wiley
Engle Mansfield ‘Williams, N.J.
Ervin McGee Willlams, Del.
Fong Metcalf Young, N. Dak.
Fulbright Miller
Goldwater Monroney
NAYS—34
Bartlett Hart Neuberger
Burdick Javits Prouty
Carroil Johnston Proxmire
Church Kefauver Robertson
Clark Long, Hawail Sparkman
Coaper Long, La. Stennis
Dodd Magnuson Talmadgs
Douglas MeCarthy Thurmond
Eastland MeClellan Yarborough
Ellender McNamara Young, Ohio
Gore Morse
Gruening Muskie
NOT VOTING—14
Anderson Chavez Moss
Bible Dirksen Murphy
Butler Hayden Russell
Byrd, Va. Hill Smathers
Capehart Lausche

So Mr. MaNSFIELD'S point of order was
sustained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on the motion by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore] to table the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Kerau-
VER].

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on
this question, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been previously or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
HiLLl, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
ILavscHE], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Georgia [Mr,
Russerr], and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
pEN] are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANpERsSON] is paired with the
Senator from Utah [Mr, Mossl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Utah would vote “nay.”

I further anounce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Bierel, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Haypenl, the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LavscHE], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Russerr], the Senator from Florida
[Mr, Smaraers], and the Senator from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Alabama [Mr. Hmi]l would each vote
(uyealn

Mr. KEUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CaPE-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DimrgseN], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurpHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 72,
nays 14, as follows:

[No. 183 Leg.]

YEAS—T2
Ajken Hartke Mundt
Allott Hickenlooper Muskie
Beall Hickey Pastore
Bennett Holland Pearson
Boggs Hruska Pell
Bottum Humphrey Prouty
Bush Jackson Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va. Javits Randolph
Cannon Johnston Robertson
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Saltonstall
Case Jordan, Idaho Scott
Church Keating Smith, Mass.
Cooper Eerr Smith, Maine
Cotton Kuchel Sparkman
Curtis Long, Mo. Stennis
Dodd Magnuson Symington
Eastland Mansfield Talmadge
Ellender MeCarthy Thurmond
Engle . McClellan Tower
Ervin McGee Wiley
Fong Metcall Williams, N.J.
Fulbright Miller Williams, Del.
Goldwater Monroney Young, N. Dak,
Hart Morton Young, Ohio

NAYS—14
Bartlett Gore McNamara
Burdick Gruening Morse
Carroll Kefauver Neuberger
Clark Long, Hawaii Yarborcugh
Douglas Long, La.

NOT VOTING—14

Anderson Chavez Moss
Bible Dirksen Murphy
Butler Hayden Russell
Byrd, Va. Hil Smathers
Capehart Lausche

So Mr. Pastore’s motion to table Mr.
Kerauver’s amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I of-
fer my amendment “8-13-62—R”, which
I send to the desk, and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Tennes-
see will be stated.

The LeEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page
34, line 24, it is proposed to delete the
period and insert in lieu thereof “so long
as no dividends or interest are paid on
such nonvoting securities, bonds, deben-
tures or other certificates of indebted-
ness."”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER., Mr. President, I
shall not ask for the yeas and nays on
the amendment, but I feel it my duty
again to call to the attention of the Sen-
ate the double return that is unquestion-
ably provided in the bill. I do not think
the Senate will want to give a corpora-
tion a double return. I do not think the
Senate would want the investment of the
corporation charged in the rate base of
the users of telephones. They must pay
at the rate of 714 percent, which is the
rate allowed by the FCC. At the same
time we would provide that the holders
of the preferred stock would receive 7%
percent from their investment by way of
interest or dividends. The bill so pro-
vides.
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The amendment I previously offered
approached the problem in a different
kind of way. Some Senators may not
have fully understood the other amend-
ment. The amendment provides that
it may be charged in the rate base so long
as no interest or dividends are paid on
the nonvoting securities, bonds, deben-
tures, or other certificates of indebted-
ness. I should like to explain exactly
what the bill provides and how that came
about.

Suppose the proposed satellite cor-
poration should issue bonds. Suppose
AT. & T. purchases $1 million worth of
those bonds. The bill provides that it
may be charged in the rate base. The
FCC allows the company 71, percent,
which telephone users must pay. In
other words, they would be receiving an
annual return of $75,000 on the $1 mil-
lion from the domestic users of tele-
phones or the international users of
telephones.

Then suppose the $1 million of deben-
tures should pay 7% percent. They
would also be getting $75,000 return on
the investment by way of interest or div-
idends that they would receive on the $1
million. In other words, they would be
automatically guaranteed 15 percent re-
turn on an investment of $1 million.

Mr. President, that is not right.

In the first place, it is unprecedented
for the ownership of stocks and bonds to
go into the rate base. Ordinarily what
goes into the rate base is the money
spent by a communications carrier for
equipment and things of that kind.

But under the bill the proposed satel-
lite corporation would issue bonds.
AT. & T. might buy $1 million worth of
such bonds. Telephone users would
have to pay 7' percent on those, and
7Y% percent on the other side. The origi-
nal bill that the administration proposed
would not have allowed that. The pro-
vision to which I refer has been added as
the bill has gone along.

Mr. President, I cannot really believe
that the Senate wishes to guarantee
A.T. & T. or some other carrier that may
buy $1 million worth of bonds a 15-per-
cent return on that $1 million invest-
ment. That is what the amendment
would correct.

Mr. President, I ask for a vote on my
amendment, which would prevent the
company from charging the amount in
the rate base if it were paying interest
and dividends.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I dislike to say it, but I am preju-
diced against the bill. I am the chair-
man of the Antimonopoly Subcommittee
of the Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness. I think the Senator from Tennes-
see is absolutely correet. Therefore, I
feel compelled to support his position. I
do not see-how anyone who has made a
study of the monopoly problem can vote
for the bill. Iknow that the amendment
of the Senator from Tennessee will be
tabled. But I should like to say also that
the Senator from Tennessee has con-
scientiously and devotedly resisted the
bill. If he does not defeat the bill, which
would give half of the world—the outer
half of America—to AT, & T. at least
he has tried. He has tried diligently.
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He has made a courageous fight. God
bless the senior Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KEFauvER], as well as the junior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRrgl.

These men have fought as God has
given them the light to see it against
monopoly. I am chairman of an Anti-
monopoly Subcommittee. I am doing
the best I can. The Senator from Ten-
nessee is the chairman of an Anti-
monopoly Subcommittee. He is doing
the best he can. We will die with our
boots on. God bless those who fight for
their convictions.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am proud
that I am a friend of the Senator from
Tennessee, and that he is willing to
stand here and fight.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The sentiments of
the Senator from Louisiana are joined
in by many of us. Will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Louisiana yield to the
Senator from Illinois?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I can. I
have no right to yield, except for a ques-
tion. Will the Senator please state his
proposition in the form of a question?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wanted to praise
the Senator from Louisiana and to ex-
press my appreciation for the fight he
has made. I hope I will be permitted to
do so without being called to order. I
am deeply grateful to him,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator for his compliments.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I as-
sure the Senate that we were very much
interested in the problem that is being
considered. When the bill came to us
from the other committee, there was a
degree of ambiguity as to whether or not
the voting stock could be included in the
rate base. We have specifically provided
that it shall not be included in the rate
base. We made that specific. That pro-
vision can be found on the bottom line
of page 34 of the bill, and info line 2 on
page 35.

When it came to the question of
debentures and bonds with no voting
right, we left the whole problem to the
diseretion of the Commission. Asa mat-
ter of right, no dividends must be paid,
and no interest must be paid. If money
is to be loaned to this corporation, that
has to be done under the supervision and
direction of the Federal Communications
Commission. They determine whether
or not any part of it can be included in
the rate base, whether it shall be or shall
not be, and whether any dividends or
interest shall be paid. The whole matter
is left to the discretion of the Federal
Communications Commission. I do not
see how any improvement can be made
in that regard. If we lose confidence in
the Commission, which is a governmental
agency, and which would have authority
over this operation, and is under the
supervision of the President of the
United States, as already indicated, we
lose confidence in just about everything.

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

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator may an-
swer me in his own time.
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Mr. EEFAUVER. I will take my own
time. In the testimony of the Federal
Communications Commission, through
its Chairman, Mr. Minow, it was stated
that the nonvoting stocks and bonds
would be included in the rate base; in
other words, that this procedure would
be allowed by the Commission.

Mr. PASTORE. That is not the fact.

Mr. KEFAUVER. He has already
gone on record to that extent.

Mr. PASTORE. He cannot do it.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I can point out the
testimony if the Senator wishes to see
it.

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to see it.

Mr. KEFAUVER. In any event, the
Commission was in favor of the inclusion
all the way through in the ad hoc re-
port. Anyway, they can be included in
the rate base to the extent allowed by
the Commission, and the Commission is
already in favor of including them. Of
course, the debentures, stocks, and pre-
ferred stock and bonds will draw inter-
est. No one would buy them if they did
not draw interest. They would be of-
fered to the public as well as to the
AT. & T. So they would be charged to
the users of the telephones to the extent
of the investment in nonvoting stocks
and debentures, and then they would
naturally be getting the interest or divi-
dends from the debentures or bonds, in
addition.

My amendment merely provides that
they shall not be included during any
time that the stocks or bonds are paying
interest. In other words, any time that
stocks or bonds are paying interest, they
shall not be included in the rate base.
I do not see how anything wrong can
be found with that.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
move to lay the pending amendment on
the table.

Mr. MORSE. Obviously there is not a
quorum on the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I raise the
point of order that that is a dilatory tac-
tie, and therefore out of order.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator look around? Does he wish to
deny the individual rights of a Senator?
As a Senator from Oregon, I am entitled
to have a quorum on the floor before
business is transacted.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. BUSH. A point of order. The
Senate has just acted on that matter.

Mr. MORSE. I am entitled to a
quorum. I want a ruling from the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is in order.
The ruling of the Chair can be ap-
pealed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I appeal
from the decision of the Chair, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.
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Mr. PASTORE. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is a quorum call pre-
liminary to a vote appealing from a
ruling of the Chair.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for a
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Reserving the right
to object, did the Senator from Oregon
hear the request?

Mr. MORSE. What is it?

Mr. KEFAUVER. That the order for
the quorum call be reseinded.

Mr. MORSE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will continue the call of the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll, and the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 184 Leg.|

Alken Gore Morse
Allott Hart Morton
Bartlett Hartke Mundt
Beall Hickenlooper Muskie
Bennett Holland Neuberger
Boggs Hruska Pastore
Bottum Humphrey Pell
Burdick Jackson Prouty
Bush Javits Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Johnston Randolph
Byrd, W.Va Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Saltonstall
Carlson Keating Scott
Carroll EKefauver Smith, Mass,
Case. EKerr Smith, Maine
Church EKuchel Sparkman
Clark Long, Mo. Stennis
Cooper Long, Hawail Symington
Cotton Long, La. Talmadge
curtis Magnuson Thurmond
Dodd Mansfield Tower
Douglas McCarthy Wiley
Eastland McClellan Williams, N.J.
Ellender McGee Williams, Del.
Engle McNamara Yarborough
Ervin Metcall Young, N. Dak.
Fong Miller Young, Ohio
Goldwater Monroney

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A

quorum is present.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, may I
withdraw my point of order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL
in the chair). The Senator may with-
draw his point of order by unanimous
consent. Is there objection?

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may withdraw
my point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the point of order of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut is withdrawn.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the motion of the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
ToRE] to lay on the table the amendment
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KeFauver] to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on this
motion I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
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the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore] to lay on the table the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Kerauver] to the committee
amendment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the elerk will call the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I -announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLEl,
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavezl, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuuericHT], the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. Gruenine], the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. Hickeyl, the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. Hirr], the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. LausceHE], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Loxnc], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusserLr], and

the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERs] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpeErson] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HaypeEN]
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from New
‘Mexico [Mr. ANpErsoN] is paired with
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Utah would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmatHERS] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. Lownc]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Florida would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CrAVEZ] is paired with the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Alaska would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BierLEl, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. ForericHT], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Haypen], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. Hickeyl, the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Hiunl, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Lavsceel, and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
would each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CaAPE-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dimrrsgn], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MURPHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea.”

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEAR-
son] is detained on official business and,
if present and voting, would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 69,
nays 13, as follows:

[No. 185 Leg.]

YEAS—69
A'ken Cotton Humphrey
Allott Curtis Jackson

Dodd Javits

Bennett Eastland Johnston
Boggs Ellender Jordan, N.C.
Bottum Engle Jordan, Idaho
Bush Ervin Keating
Byrd, Va. Fong Kerr
Byrd, W. Va Goldwater Kuchel
Cannon Hart Long, Mo.
Carlson Hartke Magnuson
Case Hickenlooper Mansfield
Church Holland McCarthy
Cooper Hruska McClellan
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McGee Proxmire Symington

Metcall Randolph Talmadge
Monroney Robertson Thurmond
Morton Saltonstall Tower
Mundt Scott Wiley
Muskie Smith, Mass.  Williams, N.J.
Pastore Smith, Malne Williams, Del.
Pell Sparkman Young, N. Dak.
Prouty Stennis Young, Ohio
NAYS—13

Bartlett Gore Morse
Burdick Kefauver Neuberger
Carroll Long, Hawail Yarborough
Clark McNamara
Douglas Miller

NOT VOTING—18
Anderson Fulbright Long, La.
Bible Gruening Moss
Butler Hayden Murphy
Capehart Hickey Pearson
Chavez Hill Russell
Dirksen Lausche Smathers

So Mr. PasTore’s motion to lay on the
table Mr. KeFAUVER's amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORFORATION

Mr. SYMINGTON. Much of the Sen-
ate’s time on the communications satel-
lite bill has been used by Senators who
find cause for concern in the proposed
commercial corporation that will be au-
thorized by H.R. 11040,

Although few of us have found it pos-
sible to be present throughout these
statements, we have followed the RECORD
with care. And though the record is
now a lengthy one, the issues themselves
are relatively few.

Briefly, opponents of the bill fear that
its provisions, both in themselves and
by implication, would abuse the public
interest, defraud the American taxpayer,
do harm to our competitive economy, and
impinge upon the national sovereignty.

These are serious objections.

A study of this bill, and also of the
objections thereto, has convinced me
that the normal private-enterprise ap-
proach, as contained in the bill, safe-
guards the public interest, and would, in
the long run, be better for the Nation
than Government ownership.

The public interest in this issue is
threefold:

First is the importance of the satellite
communications system to our national
security. Both the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretary of State have
testified that it is in the national in-
terest to proceed as rapidly as possible
with the commercial communications
satellite system.

Second is the effectiveness of the com-
munications satellite system itself, in-
cluding the speed of its development and
its optimum use upon completion.

Third, from a taxpayer’s viewpoint,
the public has the right to expect that
Government funds be properly utilized;
and, also, that there be sufficient rate
regulation on the part of the Govern-
ment to preclude exorbitant fees.

None of us can predict with complete
accuracy which satellite communications
system would assure the United States
the most for its money in the shortest
length of time.

We do know from the record, however,
that the communications industry has
been, and is, one of the most vigorous
industries in our history and that, in
contrast to publicly owned and operated

August 15

carriers in other nations, ours has given
us extraordinarily efficient telecommuni-
cations service. We are reminded of this
each time we pick up a phone and talk to
someone thousands of miles away, or
even when we dial & number, This su-
perb service is not in spite of private
enterprise; it is because of it.

Now it has been charged that by creat-
ing the proposed communications satel-
lite corporation, the Government would
lose a substantial investment—and that
this, in effect, would be a giveaway.

Indeed, one of my colleagues said re-
cently:

This proposal is the most extraordinary
giveaway of a great asset of the Natlon that

I have ever known in the history of our
country.

And he added:

The Government of the United States—
the taxpayers, if you please—has spent many
hundreds of millions of dollars in research
on space satellite communications in which
at least B0 percent of the research and
development has been done by the Govern-
ment, to say nothing of the billions of dol-
lars we have spent in research and develop-
ment in bullding missiles, rockets, and
carriers which are necessary to place a space
communications satellite in orbit.”

Now let us look at the facts,

Through the fiscal year 1960, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration had spent just $6.3 million on
space communications; in fact, the total
amount appropriated to NASA for space
communications through the fiscal year
1962 is some $89.3 million.

Information placed in the REecorp by
the senior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore] shows that, through the
fiscal year 1962, NASA has obligated only
$25.6 million for space communications.
This is exclusive of the launch vehicle
procurement for communications satel-
lites.

In contrast, it is estimated that one
private American company has spent
$50 million on satellite communications.
This company—A.T. & T.—is responsi-
ble for the Nation’s, and the world's,
first active communications satellite—
placed in orbit on July 10, 1962. This
satellite has been remarkably success-
ful, and has given the United States the
lead in space communications.

These are facts. It is also a fact that
the contributions of private industry to
communications in general, and to satel-
lite communications in particular, have
been very substantial.

The junior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Scorr] recently pointed out
on the floor of the Senate:

One private company alone has spent
more than $1 billion of its own research
and development program in fields closely
pertinent to today’s satellite communica-
tions development.

Mr. President, another fact to be kept
in mind is that until very recently, the
Government did little or no research in
commercial communications. All of it
was done by private enterprise. Not
until the fiscal year 1961 did the Gov-
ernment start investing heavily in space
communications directly applicable to
commercial uses.
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Surely it is to the Government’s credit
that they entered the field when the vast
possibilities in this field were realized;
but why should that be considered an
argument for Government ownership?

The junior Senator from Louisiana
pointed out last June 19:

At present, the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. is pressing forward with the
launching of its privately financed Telstar
communications satellite.

In itself this statement proves that
much of the financing is being handled
by private corporations.

Pressing forward is a tradition in this
country, and has made the United States
first in space communications.

During a 5-year period, the fiscal years
of 1958 thirough 1962, inclusive, the Gov-
ernment spent about $660 million on
agricultural research. But none of these
opponents of a private enterprise satel-
lite bill are suggesting that because the
Government has spent over half a bil-
lion dollars on agricultural research, the
Government should take over the Na-
tion’s agriculture.

Over recent years, the Government has
spent many billions of dollars on aero-
nautical research. But none of these
opponents of this bill have suggested
that, because of that fact, the airlines
should be removed from private enter-
prise.

Already the Department of Defense
has spent $1 billion on the research and
development of a large supersonic air-
plane. FAA, NASA, and other agencies
plan to spend more than three-quarters
of a billion dollars on research leading
to a supersonic transport. This is a sum
vastly greater than what this Nation is
spsnding on space communications.
Nevertheless, there is no advocacy of
Government ownership of supersonic air-
planes when they become operational
because the Government is taking a
leading role in their research and de-
velopment.

In the effort to move this satellite
program away from private enterprise
into our already staggeringly large bu-
reaucracy, this satellite is depicted as a
major new invention. But again the
fact is that communication satellites are
relay stations, similar to the relay sta-
tions which are now in use throughout
the country. The major difference be-
tween a microwave space communica-
tion satellite relay station and a micro-
wave relay station that now stands on
top of a mountain in this country is that
the satellite is higher in the sky.

True, it costs more to get it up there;
and therefore it should have a longer op-
erational life; that is, greater reliability.

The fact that we already have great
potential for adequate reliability is as
much a result of the research and devel-
opment carried on by private companies
as it is a consequence of Government-
sponsored research and development.

Private corporation research and de-
velopment, not Government research and
development, gave us the transistor, the
solar cell, and the traveling wave tube.
All these three units are vital to a com-
munications satellite.

Perhaps no other principle is more es-
sential to our private enterprise system
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than that individuals and companies may
ultimately profit from their initiative
and investment in research.

If industry eannot be assured of the
fruits of its efforts, industry as we know
it in the free enterprise system cannot
continue to function.

Today I ask this simple question:
Should this be the time for the Senate of
the United States to express a lack of
faith in private enterprise?

The impact of this means of communi-
cation is most important; but the system
itself must be used in conjunction with
existing communication methods by ex-
tending the range of microwave trans-
missions. The space communications
satellite is not a new system in itself, but
a planned improvement in the current
state of this art.

For any communications system to be
useful, it must be able to first pick up a
message, then transmit that message, re-
ceive it, and then distribute it.

The communications satellite is a link
in one of these four essential processes—
transmission.

Some of my colleagues have tried to
draw an analogy between barge versus
railroad transportation, and existing
communications versus communications
satellites,

On the floor it was said:

We should undertake to see to it that there
will be maximum competition between the
new technology and the old technology.
Congress did that sort of thing when it re-
fused to permit the railroads to own the
water carriers or the airlines or the buslines.

Again and again opponents of this bill
have conjured up the grave danger in a
transportation system where the rail-
roads dominated the airlines, or the bus-
lines owned the water carriers, and so
forth.

But the analogy does not hold.

Denying the communications satellite
to existing carriers would be comparable
to denying the railroads the use of im-
proved steel for making rails, or denying
the airlines jet transports to replace
propeller-driven aircraft.

A literal interpretation of the Sena-
tor’'s statement quoted above would deny
new technology to existing enterprise;
yvet how many could exist for long if
they did not have access to new tech-
nology?

The people of America are determined
to protect their economy from monop-
olies and cartels; and are equally de-
termined to maintain a future for inde-
pendent business to participate in sig-
nificant fields. In this respect, the bill
itself piles safeguard upon safeguard
against omnipotent power or its dis-
criminatory use.

But this is a big country, and as we
face the great monolithic structures of
the Communist countries, we know, or
surely we should know, that we must
have large industry of our own, always
provided the law insures they are to be
properly regulated by the proper Gov-
ernment agencies.

The proposed bill is brief and to the
point:

First. Authorized carriers, as a group,
are prohibited from owming, directly, or
indirectly, more than 50 percent of the
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outstanding shares of stock issued by the
corporation.

Second. Communications carriers can

elect only 6 out of 15 directors; and no
communications carrier could vote, di-
rectly or indirectly, for more than 3
of the corporation’s directors.
° 'Third. Three members of the 15-man
Board would be appointed by the Presi-
dent, with the advice and consent of the
Senate.

Fourth. Regardless of any ownership
in the Communications Satellite Cor-
poration, all authorized carriers would
be allowed full nondiscriminatory use of
the satellite.

Fifth. All equipment and services pro-
cured by the Communications Satellite
Corporation would be on a competitive
basis.

Sixth. The FCC would be required to
consult with the Small Business Admin-
istration, to insure that small business
be given an opportunity to participate
to the maximum extent possible.

Seventh. Not only the Satellite Com-
munications Corporation itself, but all
carriers which have an ownership inter-
est in said corporation, would be regu-
lated by the FCC.

Eighth. There is nothing in the bill to
preclude additional communications
satellite systems if required in the na-
tional interest.

Ninth. The corporation would be re-
quired to transmit to the President and
the Congress each year, and at any other
time deemed desirable, a comprehensive
and detailed report of its operations, ac-
tivities, and accomplishments.

In my experience, few measures have
been drafted with more attention to the
possible abuse of the public interest.

The Justice Department shares this
opinion.

In testimony before the Senate Com-
merce Committee, the Deputy Attorney
General replied to just such questioning
as follows:

I would disagree most respectfully with
Senator Kerauver on that point. I believe
it would be very unlikely that you could
have dominance by any few groups of cor-
porations.

Furthermore, I think that if they con-
spired to do so, they would be in violation
of the antitrust laws.

Senator KErFaUvER, as I understood him,
seemed to feel that In some way the anti-
trust laws were suspended by the creation
of this corporation. That is certainly not
the view of the Department of Justice. They
aren't In any sense suspended. The anti-
trust laws apply to what is done in this cor-
poration, to any conspiracies which are
created with an intent to dominate or to
lessen competition. Indeed, the whole
thrust of the Department of Justice par-
ticipation in this bill has been to make the
communications system more competitive
and to use this as a device for insuring that
no single carrier would get monopoly con-
trol over this great new satellite system. And
that has been our thrust. We believe that
this bill, as drafted, accomplishes that pur-
pose insofar as it is possible to accomplish it.

Mr. President, how could a position be
stated with more clarity?

Judge Loevinger, Assistant Attorney
General, Antitrust Division, told not only
the House Antitrust Subcommittee, but
also the Senate Subcommittee on Monop-
oly of the Select Committee on Small

.
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Business, that to be consistent with the
antitrust laws, any plan adopted must
meet four conditions:

1. All interested communication common
carriers be given an opportunity to partici-
pate in ownership of the system.

2. All interested communication common
carriers be given unrestricted use on non-
discriminatory terms of the facilities of the
system whether or not they elect to partici-
pate in ownership.

3. All interested parties engaged in the
production and sale of communication and
related equipment be given an opportunity
to participate in ownership of the system.

4, All interested parties engaged in the
production and sale of communication and
related equipment be given unrestricted op-
portunity to furnish such equipment to the
system whether or not they elect to partici-
pate in ownership.

Mr. President, the bill provides in full
for these necessary protections; and the
record is clear that the Department of
Justice is convinced that the Communi-
cations Satellite Corporation, as pro-
posed in the bill now before us, would
conform to the letter and spirit of the
law, including the antitrust statutes.

Much has been said and implied about
monopoly relative to this proposed satel-
lite setup. But one of the chief pur-
poses in establishing this corporation is
to provide an entity whereby all com-
mon carriers, whether large or small, will
have available to them a communica-
tions satellite.

If such a corporation is not estab-
lished, then individual companies will
find it necessary to put up their own
satellites, and only the largest companies
could afford to do this.

The bill before the Senate provides
the means whereby all common ecarriers
will have an equal opportunity to use
the communications satellites; and
therefore it is a mystery to me why any-
body would prefer Government owner-

_ ship to private ownership.

I believe in adequate and proper Gov-
ernment regulation of all such busi-
ness—but I would hope we could stop the
steady trend upward of the percent of
the population working for the Federal
Government.

Already the people of this country are
being heavily taxed—many believe too
heavily taxed.

Any private corporation would reduce
these taxes by 52 percent of its profits—
but Government ownership would merely
result in a further bureaucratic alba-
tross around the taxpayer’s neck.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to my able friend from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Before the Senator de-
parts too far from the views he has ex-
pressed with respect to the availability
of the technology developed by Govern-
ment research and development, I should
like to ask him a few questions. Before
doing, so, I compliment my friend and
neighbor the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Missouri for having delivered
one of the very few speeches in support
of the bill. It is a well prepared and
reasoned speech.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank my able
colleague. He knows of my great re-
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spect and affection for him personally,
even though on this issue we do not see
eye to eye.

Mr. GORE. I have not objected to
AT, & T. or any other corporation or
citizen having access to and benefits from
the technology which the Government
has developed at such great expense to
the taxpayers. I am sure the Senator
will recall that in 1954, when he and I
were casting similar wvotes, we were
urging that the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion push ahead in the development of
nuclear power in order that this tech-
nology might be made available to
private enterprise so that private enter-
prise could develop such technology fur-
ther and bring competitive atomic power
to fruition. The Senator will recall
that, I am sure.

I do not feel very different in the
present case. What I object to is that
the passage of the bill, according to Dr.
Dryden, would give exclusive cooperation
and access to this corporation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. To these corpora-
tions.

Mr. GORE. To this corporation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. To the corpora-
tions under this corporation.

Mr. GORE. To this corporation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. “This corpora-
tion” is the corporation that will have
operating under it a great many corpora-
tions, whereas if there were a Govern-
ment corporation there would be only one
corporation.

Mr. GORE. Even so, the bill would
authorize the creation of a corporation.
The provision is not in the plural, but
in the singular.

Mr. SYMINGTON. There are many
industries in the Tennessee Valley op-
erating under the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

Mr. GORE. Not under it, but possibly
in association therewith.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In many places,
they cannot buy their power from any
source except the TVA.

Mr. GORE. Be that as it may, I
hardly think it goes to this point.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Perhaps I did not
understand the Senator.

Mr. GORE. I should like to read to
the Senator, for his comment, a portion
of the hearings before the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. On page
263 I made this remark to Dr. Dryden:

Under present law, NASA stands ready to
negotiate for the launching of a satellite by
any person or corporation of the United
States, if that person or corporation presents
a plan of technical feasibility for furthering
the art of satellite launchings.

As it reads, the word is “launchings.”
I think I actually said “satellite commu-
nications.” That is on page 263. Dr.
Dryden replied:

If, in our opinion, it will contribute to the
early realization of an operational system.
In other words, if it helps to solve some of
the unanswered questions of life, for exam-
ple, of the satellites, I think this is true.

Although I do not say that I am read-
ing the colloquy in its entirety, I now turn
to page 265. Does the Senator have that
before him?

Mr. SYMINGTON. From what is the
Senator reading?
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Mr. GORE. The hearings before the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have a copy of
the Commerce Committee hearings.

Mr. GORE. I hand the Senator a copy
of the hearings before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Page 265?

Mr. GORE. Iread excerpts from page
263. From page 265 I should like to read
a brief colloquy in order to illustrate
my concern. It isas follows:

Senator Gore. In other words, if this bill
passes, then it will be the position of the
Space Administration that you would not
enter into negotiations with any other Amer-
ican cltizens or American concern for the
launching of communication satellites? Did
you not put it that way in your statement?

Dr. DRYDEN. Yes.

Senator Gore. All right.

Dr. DrypeEN. I still stand by it. I say that
our judgment would be made in the national
interest.

Senator Gore. I just want to know if that
is what you mean.

Dr. DrYpEN. I think this is a fair state-
ment.

That testimony disturbed me. I be-
lieve in free enterprise, but it seems to
me that the closing of the proposed cor-
poration to anyone else would remove it
from free enterprise and make it pri-
vate—and entirely too private. I know
the Senator will have some views on that
point. I do not wish to delay his able
speech. I would appreciate and respect
his comments and views.

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator.

As I understand, Dr. Dryden was say-
ing that if we decided to go ahead with
the bill, we would have only one com-
munication satellite system. Secrefary
McNamara disagreed with his testimony.
I cannot put my hands on the testimony
at the moment. He disagreed and said
that he would open negotiations with
others if they had something to offer.

The Senator is fair and understanding,
I wish to present to him a problem on
which I worked during World War II,
with Dr. Stark Draper of the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology.

We developed an automatic gunsight
computer that computed the lead at the
same time the guns were moved. By the
use of this computer on the famous
battleship X, many American lives were
saved.

When the Government had first asked
some of us to become interested in this
project, because of its radically new and
complicated nature, the work itself could
be done by only three, possibly four com-
panies. This device was new in the
electronic field. The first company,
probably the greatest research labora-
tory in America, was the Bell Labora-
tories. The second was General Electric,
The third was RCA laboratories. There
was a possible fourth that could have
manufactured the device. But we found,
when we went into the question with all
those companies that they had so much
business none of them could take the
work. They were loaded up already
with high priority defense items.

Therefore, without a question of doubt,
if they had had this automatic comput-
ing sight, many American fliers would be
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with ‘us today. I feel strongly at this
time, with what is going on in the field
of space sciences and the great Soviet
achievements in recent weeks, that if at
least a part of the system can be turned
over to private enterprise and not be
again—I use the phrase advisedly—
somewhat drowned in bureaucracy, we
will stride ahead. From the standpoint
of our security, I think Government sci-
entists today have more than they can
handle in the amount of work they have
to do to make us competitive with the
Russians in the space and the satellite
field. Therefore if we could persuade
those in private enterprise to expand
their work in space communications and
permit the Government technological
people to concentrate on other great and
grave problems already assigned to them,
it would be better for the country’s
security.

Having worked for many years in pri-
vate enterprise, and having also worked
for many years in the executive branch
of the Government before coming to the
Senate, I say very respectfully to the
great Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel, that I am as certain as I am that
the sun will come up tomorrow, that we
shall obtain quicker and better results
by turning this problem over to private
enterprise than by leaving the program
in the hands of Government bureauc-
racy.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to
yield.

Mr. GORE. I may not be prepared
to disagree with great vigor with the
Senator in that regard, if we could pre-
sume that private enterprise in that field
wirould have the great benefit of competi-
tion.

As I have said to the Senators—and I
think I have illustrated it by the col-
loquy I have read from the hearings—
I am concerned that the corporation
would be entirely too private. But if I
may go beyond that—I do not wish to
intrude on the Senator’s very able
speech—if he would let me progress to
one other point I would appreciate it.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to
listen to any point the able Senator
wishes to make.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has made
in essence a strong argument for a
chosen instrument in this field.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The only reason I
favor a chosen instrument is that it is
the only instrument available to choose.
If there were any better instrument, I
would favor it. But there is no better
instrument.

Mr. GORE. I respectfully dissent
from the Senator’s conclusion. But if
the Senator will let me proceed upon
the hypothesis that it is good to select
a private chosen instrument, I will race
to the major concern I have with the
bill, which is that, having created a
chosen instrument—a private corpora-
tion—shielded from the antitrust laws
and protected from competition, the bill
then proposes to give to the private cor-
poration authority to mnegotiate and
enter into agreements with foreign
countries, really, on behalf of the United
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States, but for the private profit of the
proposed corporation.

The Senator serves with me on the
Committee on Foreign Relations. I so-
licit his comment on that point.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Before replying
I should like to read into the Recorp the
statement of the Secretary of Defense.
No one has greater respect for Dr. Dry-
den than I do. We graduated from the
same high school many years ago. He
is a great scientist, but he is not at the
top executive level of Government. Sec-
retary McNamara is not only Secretary
of Defense, but he is also a member of
the Space Council which forms policy.
This is what the Secretary of Defense
said to the able Senator from Tennessee:

I do not agree at all with Dr. Dryden’s
statement, as you quoted it, that following
establishment of the corporation, the offer
of launch and other assistance would be
withdrawn. We in the Defense Depa.rtment
would continue to extend that offer of assist-
ance if for no other reason than that we,
of course, must continue to try to develop
a satisfactory system to meet our unique
military requirements.

Furthermore, I would visualize that the
corporation, after it were established, would
certainly wish to consider a number of al-
ternative systems, and during that period
the corporation would extend all possible
assistance to those alternative contractors.

My only point is that I think good
commonsense plus experience makes us
realize that that is what would happen.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to
vield in a moment. In addition, the posi-
tion of the Secretary of Defense is one of
far greater authority in this field than
that of the Deputy Director of NASA.
That is the point I tried to make. I do
not believe that people realize, when they
use terms like “monopoly,” “Government
ownership,” “sellout,” and “giveaway,”
that four essential steps must be taken
before anything is done in this field.
First, it is necessary to pick up the
message. It must then be transmitted.
It must then be received. It must then
be delivered. These are the four steps.
There are very few corporations in this
country or in the world that can per-
form all four steps. I know the Senator
is interested in efficiency. I know he is
interested, wherever possible in reducing
the great number of people who work
for the Government. This great number
is an albatross around the taxpayer’'s
neck.

Therefore, I believe, if we are com-
petitive from the standpoint of letting
anyone do it who can perform the four
steps, it is proper for the country to han-
dle the problem in that way.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. I could not accept the
description which the able Senator gives
about Government employees being an
albatross.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not say that.
I said the number of them are. The
number of Government employees wor-
ries me in considering the future of capi-
talism.
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Mr. GORE. Let us agree that it is a
burden on the taxpayers, which the tax-
payers must bear, I am sure we can
agree on that.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not cast any
aspersions. There are many Govern-
ment servants, unsung, unpublicized,
and unable to come to the floor of the
Senate, who are very great people. I
would not want in any sense to criticize
them. In this century, the number of
civilian employees working for the Fed-
eral Government has increased by more
than 1,000 percent. If that trend should
continue, all the talk about private en-
terprise would be theoretical, because, in
time, nearly everyone in the country
would be working for the Federal Gov-
ernment. Under our system the only
place that I know of where the Govern-
ment can get its taxes is from income,
including profits. It is a very serious
question,

Mr. GORE. I do not wish to make a
major point of the term “albatross.” I
am sure the Senator does not wish to do
so either. As I said, terms have been
used——

Mr. SYMINGTON. In a figurative
sense.

Mr. GORE, Rather loosely and in a
figurative sense.

I should like to return to the prineipal
point of our discussion. Secretary Mc-
Namara did not, in the statement which
the able Senator read from his testi-
mony, undertake to speak for the space
agency.

Mr. SYMINGTON. He is a member
of the Space Council.

Mr. GORE. If the Senator will read
his remarks, he will see that he is rep-
resenting the Department of Defense.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have quoted his
remarks.

Mr. GORE. I have listened to the
Senator’s reading of the remarks. I
heard them, and I have reread them. It
is the Bpace Agency which does the
launching.

Mr. SYMINGTON. But it isthe Space
Council that establishes the policy on
space. The Secretary of Defense is on
the Space Council. The Deputy Admin-
istrator of NASA is not.

Mr. GORE. So be it. Dr. Dryden
was testifying for the Space Agency, and
no one from the Space Agency with au-
thority to overrule such a statement
from the Space Administration has ap-
peared to retract this testimony.

The second point upon which I wished
to elicit comment from the able Sena-
tor was whether or not, having decided
upon a chosen instrument, a private cor-
poration organized for the profit of its
stockholders, it is advisable for Congress
to enact a law authorizing the corpora-
tion to engage in negotiations and enter
into agreements with foreign countries
on behalf of the United States, but for
the profit of the corporation, This is
a very fundamental question, and the
Senator has heard me express my views
on it. I would appreciate his views on
that point. I shall not further intrude
upon his very able address.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am very happy
to discuss this question with the able
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Senator from Tennessee, who has made
a fine and constructive study of the bill.
I should like, before answering his ques-
tion, to read to him what I said to Dr.
Dryden and what he said to me. I read
from his testimony:

Senator SymineroN. In my opinion, tech-
nically, you know more about this subject
than anybody we are fortunate enough to
have in the Government today. I read your
last paragraph. You support this bill with-
out reservation, do you not?

Dr. DeypEn. That is correct.

Senator SyMmineToN. And you believe that
it should be passed as soon as possible?

Dr. DeypEN. I do.

The next portion of the testimony
which I am about to read is very im-
portant in this discussion. Let me read
the next question and answer. I know
that the able Senator from Tennessee
would never have quoted Dr. Dryden if
he did not respect his opinion.

Senator Symincron. In your opinion, if
we continue delaying this matter, getting
it all rolling, would that be against the se-
curity of the United States?

Dr. Drypen. Yes. I think this Is fair to
say. It will certainly postpone the date of
an operational system.

I agree with Dr. Dryden. That is the
reason why I am making this talk on the
floor of the Senate.

The Senator from Tennessee asked me
a question, I do not quite remember
what it was. Will the Senator repeat
his question, or shall I proceed with my
speech? It is entirely up to him.

Mr. GORE, I respect the able Sen-
ator’s opinion and judgment. I had
asked him his opinion on the advisability
of authorizing a private corporation,
even a private corporation which has
been selected as a chosen instrument of
the United States in this field, to con-
duct negotiations and enter into agree-
ments with foreign governments on be-
half of the United States but necessarily
for the profit of the corporation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is a good ques-
tion; but I think the man who knows
the most about it today in our Govern-
ment is probably the Secretary of State.
He came before us and expressed his
complete satisfaction with the bill from
that standpoint. I believe he mentioned
that there are a great many agreements
between private corporations of the
United States and other countries.

It would be better for the Secretary
of State to answer the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee than it would be
for me to do so, because I am confident
that the Secretary has had more actual
experience. During the hearings before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, the
Secretary said, as appears on page 173
of the hearings:

The corporation proposed by this bill is, in
fact, another evidence of the pragmatic
ability of Americans to devise new institu-
tions, new techniques, and new organiza-
tional forms to meet the practical demands
of new situations.

The fact that the corporation will be
owned and the capital supplied by private
companies and individuals will not impair
the abllity of the United States to cooperate
successfully with other countries and inter-
national organizations in establishing a
global communications system. The owner-
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ship and management of telecommunications
take a variety of forms In other countries.
It is true that most often they are treated
as a function of government, but there are
countries where private quasi-private owner-
ship is employed. The traditional form of
ownership in this country has been private.
This has not prevented us from taking the
lead in the development of telecommunica-
tions and in cooperating successfully with
other countries on a bilateral and multl-
lateral basis.

I know of no country that has refused to
participate in a communications system be-
cause it would be doing business with a pri-
vately capitalized U.S. company. I do not
believe that the form of organization pro-
posed by this legislation will impede the
necessary international cooperation.
QUESTION OF ADEQUATE AUTHORITY TO PROMOTE

FOREIGN POLICY INTERESTS

Let me turn to the second question: Does
the bill provide adequate authority to safe-
guard and promote the foreign policy inter-
ests of the United States?

Mr. President, in this connection, I
know of no Member of this body who is
more interested in promoting the foreign
policy interests of the United States and
in safeguarding them than is the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee; but I
believe the opinion of the Secretary of
State on this subject is also worthy of
full consideration. I continue to read
the statement by the Secretary of State:

To begin with, we expect there will be a
powerful corporate interest in the closest co-
operation with the U.S. Government. Un-
less it cooperates, the corporation will simply
be unable to carry forward its business effec-
tively. Therefore, we are proceeding on the
basis that 1t will be in the elementary self-
interest of both the corporation and the
Government to work together harmoniously
rather than as antagonists.

Prudence requires that, in the event of
failure of cooperation, the interests of the
Government and the public be fully pro-
tected. Our belief is that the bill itself pro-
vides fully adequate protections.

Mr. President, to repeat what I said
earlier in my talk, any private corpora-
tion would reduce these taxes by 52 per-
cent of its profits, but Government own-
ership would merely result in a further
bureaucratic albatross around the tax-
payer's neck.

Another argument brought up on the
floor of the Senate against this proposal
is that it would delegate the Govern-
ment’s sovereign right to deal with for-
eign nations.

It was stated that “this is the first
time that this great American Republic
has delegated its sovereignty to a private
corporation for the purpose of making
treaties and executive agreements which
of necessity must arise as a result of
any successful international communi-
cations satellite system.”

But there is no delegation of sover-
eignty in the bill, none whatever, and
the corporation would make no treaties.
They will simply continue—the word
“continue” is important—to enter into
agreements with foreign carriers, as they
have already been doing for many years.

Some who opposed this bill in effect
chastised the Senate for not being fully
familiar with the record.

In this case, the record speaks for
itself.
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Let me read the testimony of Mr.
Joseph A. Beirne, president of the Com-
munications Workers of America, AFL—
CIO, on this point of foreign negotiation:

I would like to make the observation that
the private companies with which we have
contracts—the A. C. & R, the I. T. & T., and
Globe Wireless, the All American Cables, and
the others—they have been dealing in all
countries of the world as long as we have
been representing their employees and long
before we became the representative of their
employees, and there has been no time to
my knowledge, and I have made inquiries on
this point, that the activities of the private
companies ever embarrassed the TUnited
States of America.

There has never been one time, to my
knowledge and I inquired about this point,
that the State Department, the Department
of Defense or anyone else interested might
have had a reason to come to any one of
these carriers and say, “We don't like what
you are doing with this country, that coun-
try, or another country.”

The fact is that for years our com-
munications carriers have been making
agreements with foreign based commu-
nication operators.

AT, & T. has more than 160 of these
agreements in force with foreign coun-
tries; and Dr. Engstrom of RCA testified
before the Senate Committee on Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences that the
Radio Corp. of America, Inc., operates
communications carriers systems linking
the United States directly with nearly
70 countries. That is a total of 230
relationships or agreements that the
private carriers have today with other
countries.

In response to questioning on this
point, Dr. Hugh Dryden, Deputy Ad-
ministrator of NASA, envisioned no
problems there; and the Under Secretary
of State asserted that essentially, the
bill provides for what is already being
done in such negotiations.

Let me read the testimony of Secre-
tary of State Rusk, before the Committee
on Foreign Relations, on this point:

Senator CarLson. Do you have any dif-
ficulty In dealings with foreign governments
because our systems happen to be privately
owned?

Secretary Rusk. No, sir; we don’t. It is
true that in these telecommunications mat-
ters, as I indicated earlier In answer to a
question by Senator SPARKMAN, we are deal-
ing with all sorts of entities. You get a
great variety of arrangements with different
countries.

In the case of some countries, for example,
with the Soviet Union, we have a much
larger degree of governmental arrangement
with telecommunications than we would
have with other countries where the polit-
ical problems are not so acute.

But I would not consider the form of this
organization to be an impediment to negotia-
tions on our part with other governments.

The bill before the Senate provides, in
no less than four places, for the protec-
tion of the Government’s interest in
space communications.

Section 201(a) (4) provides that the
President shall exercise supervision over
relationships of the corporation with for-
eign governments or entities, to assure
that relationships are consistent with
the national interests of the United
States.
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Section 201(a)(5) provides for timely
foreign participation in the communica~
tions satellite system.

Under section 210(c)(3), the Secre-
tary of State can direct the establish-
ment of satellite communications to a
particular foreign country.

Section 402 requires that the corpora-
tion notify the Department of State of
any negotiations to be undertaken with
any international or foreign entity. It
further provides that State shall advise
the corporation of revelant foreign
policy considerations, and must keep the
corporation informed with respect to
such considerations.

Furthermore the corporation may re-
quest the assistance of the State Depart-
ment in negotiations; and the Depart-
ment would then render such assistance
as it decides may be appropriate.

However, sections 201(a) (2), (3) and
(7) are also important to the Govern-
ment's foreign policy. Section 201(a)
(2) directs that the President shall pro-
vide for continuous review of the ac-
tivities of the satellite corporation; and
section 201(a) (3) says that the Presi-
dent shall coordinate the activities of
governmental agencies so as to insure
that there is a full and effective com-
pliance, at all times, with the policies
set forth by the act.

The policy statement says—section
101(b)—that extended telecommunica-
tions and world coverage are to be pro-
vided at the earliest practicable date;
and that attention will be directed to
providing such services to other coun-
tries.

Concern was expressed that certain
nations might find it difficult to partici-
pate in a privately owned space com-
munications satellite system. The
ability to utilize space communication
broadcasts in a nation will depend on
that nation’s ground networks—tele-
phone, radio, and television networks—
which are capable of first receiving sig-
nals from satellite terminal stations, and
then distributing them throughout the
country in question.

It is clear, therefore, that this ques-
tion depends upon the technical ability
of an individual nation, not upon who
owns the system in the United States.

However, section 201(a) (7) directs
that the President shall exercise his au-
thority to help attain technical com-
patibility of the system with communi-
cations facilities abroad.

And I am also concerned with the
elimination of a large tax base that would
result from a Government-owned com-
munications satellite corporation.

It was said on the Senate floor:

The whole purport of the bill involves a
gift to the corporation without the corpo-
ration giving anything back to the Gov-
ernment.

Let us look at the record.

In 1961 one of these communications
companies, American Telephone & Tele-
graph, paid a Federal income tax of
$1,215,280,000. In addition, it paid State,
local, and social security taxes amount-
ing to $756,407,000; or total taxes of al-
most $2 billion,

Over the long haul the communica-
tions satellite corporation should show a
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profit. There is nothing wrong with
that, in America. And the corporation
will pay taxes on those profits. That,
too, is America.

Our system of private enterprise
would not continue to exist if, every
time the Government decided to go into
research and development of some ad-
vancing technology, the Government
would demand ownership of the oper-
ating corporations, with heavy additions
to our already huge bureaucracy.

Much time was devoted to questioning
the efficiency and effectiveness of the
FCC in rate regulation. If anybody
proves the FCC is not doing its job, I
would support efforts to correct that
situation.

But to me it makes little sense to pass
a law based on the premise that one of
our regulatory agencies cannot do a
proper job of regulating, and then to set
up a new Government agency, with
thousands of additional people added to
the Government payroll.

Much attention has also been paid to
the type of satellite system to be used by
the satellite corporation. Some have
argued that only a synchronous orbit
system is useful and that to put up first a
medium random orbit system would be
folly.

I listened carefully to this testimony
in the hearings. Many experts disagreed
with each other. All of them knew more
about the subject than any Senator. Mr.
President, I went all through the dis-
cussion on thrust; and I wish to state
right now that the reason why the Rus-
sians orbited this earth—before we did—
many, many times this week—is what
we did to the Von Braun team, at Hunts-
ville, Ala. We strangled them with
inadequate appropriations in the years
between 1950 and 1960, to the point
where we had no chance to duplicate
what the Russians have done; and I have
placed in the REcorp an article—and
I intend to place another article in the
Recorp—showing that if we had given
Dr. Von Braun and General Medaris
what they asked for, we would have had
the necessary thrust and we could have
done many, many months, at least—if
not many years—previously what the
Russians did this week.

But the discussion of the type of satel-
lite system is irrelevant to the establish-
ment of the satellite corporation. The
best type of satellite system to be used
is a technical question which cannot be
decided on the floor of the Senate. It
is a decision to be made not by the Con-
gress but by the corporation and its tech-
nical experts with the advice of NASA
and the approval of the FCC.

Such discussions relate in no way to
the question of ownership. Even if they
did, few Members of the Senate would
claim for themselves sufficient technical
knowledge to make the necessary judg-
ment. Certainly I would be the last one
ever to try to do that.

Mr. President, precious time is pass-
ing. We have been on this bill, in the
committees and on the floor of the Sen-
ate, for many, many weeks. I reiterate
that in the Space Committee we studied
the bill carefully, and reported it favor-
ably to the Senate by a vote of 15 to 0.
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Then the bill was studied carefully in
the Commerce Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL
in the chair). The time of the Sena-
tor from Missouri has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 1 more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from Missouri may proceed
for 1 more minute.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
this bill was studied at great length in
the Commerce Committee, and was re-
ported favorably by it by a vote of 15
to 2. The bill has been through at least
five congressional committees, and it
has been studied carefully. As I have
said, time is passing.

In the interest of both our security
and our prosperity, I hope the Senate
will now proceed to pass this measure
without further delay.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF THE NEW
FRONTIER

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, in a recent press conference
President Kennedy, when asked what his
goal would be in this off-year election,
said he would be happy if the Democrats
could win 5 or 10 seats. Continuing, he
said that even a small gain could change
the whole picture.

This statement prompted me to con-
duct an extensive research program, in
an effort to analyze the basic problems of
the New Frontier.

Going back to January 3, 1961, I find
that the Democratic Party started out
with 64 seats in the U.S. Senate, a siz-
able majority.

Then 21 Democratic Senators voted
against President Kennedy's medicare
proposal. These 21 Senators were
promptly repudiated by the President,
whieh left them 43.

Eight Democratic Senators voted
against the administration’s farm bill.
These eight were promptly repudiated by
Secretary Freeman. That brought their
total down to 35.

The Senator from Oregon corralled 14
Senators under his revolt against the
leadership of both the administration
and the Senate. This reduced the num-
ber to 20.

Former President Truman repudiates
these, because of their support of the
satellite bill. This brings the number
down to zero.

Therefore, after a very careful anal-
ysis of the results of this extensive re-
search program, there appears to be but
one conclusion, and it is that the only
hope which President Kennedy has of
saving this country is through the Re-
publican Party.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Under
the rule of the Senate, I cannot yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, I shall use a minute of my own
time.

In light of some of the criticisms I
have recently heard of the Congress, I




16642

now understand the difficulty. The Re-
publicans have been in charge all the
time—at least, according to the interpre-
tation made by the Senator from Dela-
ware, the Republicans have been in
charge all the time.

But I assure him that although he is a
master on figures, yet when the figures
on the election day are available, he will
find that the Democrats are still in
charge.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, let me say in my own time that
I only point out to my good friend the
Senator from Minnesota, that the sta-
tistics of that election may surprise him.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Delaware is certainly very
able in dealing with statistics.

ORDER FOR PRINTING OF MI-
NORITY VIEWS OF MEMBERS OF
FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMIT-
TEE ON COMMUNICATIONS SAT-
ELLITE ACT OF 1962

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I request the particular
attention of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AT1kEN], who now occupies the seat
of the minority leader. 2

Dr. Marcy, the chief of staff of the For-
eign Relations Commitiee, has called my
attention to the fact that unanimous
consent must be obtained in order to
have printed separately the minority
views of members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on the Communications
Satellite Act of 1962; and he asked me to
make this request.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to have the minority views
which were submitted on the Com-
munications Satellite Act of 1962 printed
as part II of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee Report No. 1873, for use of the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

This is a pro forma request which
must be made and must be agreed to,
in order to have the minority views
printed separately from the majority re-

I have no objec-
tion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, reserving the right to object—
although I have no objection—I ask that
the request be withheld until ofher
Members on this side of the aisle can be
consulted.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I see no
objection to the request.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There will be no
objection.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Very
well; then I withdraw my reservation of
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Oregon? Without objection, it is
so0 ordered.

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERV-
ICE—APPOINTMENT OF CLARENCE
R. ESKILDSEN

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Department of Agriculture recently an-
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nounced the appointment of Mr. Clar-
ence R. Eskildsen as Associate Admin-
istrator of the Foreign Agricultural
Service. Mr. Eskildsen succeeds Mr.
Raymond A, Ioanes, who now is Admin-
istrator of the Foreign Agricultural
Service.

I point with pride to the fact that Mr.
Eskildsen grew up on a farm in M
County, Minn., and holds a bachelor’'s
degree from Moorhead State College, in
Moorhead, Minn., and holds a master’s
degree from the University of Minne-
sota. He is one of our able and dedi-
cated and experienced ecareer civil
servants, and he has held responsible
and important positions with the De-
partment of Agriculture, both here in
Washington and abroad.

Mr. President, the area of foreign agri-
culture is becoming an increasingly im-
portant one. With the emergence of the
Common Market and the United King-
dom’s expected entry into it, it is vital
that our traditional markets for agricul-
tural products not only be maintained,
but also be expanded.

Mr. Eskildsen’s splendid background
will enable him to deal effectively in the
area of agricultural trade. Prior to re-
turning to Washington, to serve as
Assistant Administrator for Export Pro-
grams of the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
jiee, Mr. Eskildsen was Agricultural At-
taché in Bonn, Germany. Earlier, he
was Agricultural Attaché in New Delhi,
India; and from 1955 to 1957 he was Di-
rector of the Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ice’s Foreign Trade Programs Division,
with primary responsibility for adminis-
tration of title I, Public Law 480 sales of
agricultural products for foreign cur-
rency. In 1957 Mr. Eskildsen received a
departmental Superior Service Award
for his work in expanding U.S. agricul-
tural markets abroad, through Public
Law 480 sales.

I extend my best wishes to Mr. Eskild-
sen in this important new position. On
behalf of the people of Minnesota, I con-
gratulate him and wish him every
success.

TREATIES OF COMMERCE WITH
LATIN AMERICAN COUNTRIES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the eourse of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee hearings on the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1962, I was startled by an
assertion by Mr, John O. Teeter, of the
Chamber of Commerce of the United
States, to the effect that we had “only
one treaty of friendship, commerce, and
navigation in forece in Latin America
which adequately reflects postwar
conditions."”

At that time, I asked the Department
of State to supply information as to
whether there was any real need for
new treaties of this type; and, if so,
what had been done about the situation.
The Department’s reply appears on
pages 602-604 of the published commit-
tee hearings. While maintaining that it
had made diligent efforts to bring up-to-
date a number of commercial treaties
with Latin American countries, the De-
partment cited numerous and persistent
difficulties standing in the way of such
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treaties. One of the greatest drawbacks,
according to the Department of State,
was that ‘“such treaties are regarded
as tending to infringe upon the sover-
eignty and independence of individual
countries.”

Subsequently, the Department sent
me a letter stating that it is highly un-
likely that the number of commercial
treaties with Latin American countries
can be greatly increased in the foresee-
able future. On the other hand, the
view is expressed that U.S. investments
and other interests are not directly en-
dangered by the lack of formal treaty
protection. In general, the State De-
partment appears to feel that the inter-
ests of American citizens in Latin
American can no longer be adequately
served by more or less old-fashioned
treaties of friendship, commerce, and
navigation. Instead, the Department
pins its hopes on new methods, such as
investment-guarantee agreements.

As a matter of public record, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks a letter from
Assistant Secretary Frederick G. Dut-
ton, date July 10, 1962, and including a
country-by-country survey of U.S. at-
tempts to conclude treaty agreements
with 20 Latin American countries. It
should be noted that in a significant
number of cases, conditions were not
considered favorable even to begin ne-
gotiations for such treaties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit I.)

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, President, in
only one case—that of Nicaragua—has
a treaty reflecting modern conditions
gone into force. A quick perusal of the
faets presented by the State Department
reveals the difficulties of strengthening
our commercial relations with the ex-
traordinarily sensitive republics in the
Western Hemisphere. Af the same time,
it is a matter of common knowledge that
the Alliance for Progress will be unsuc-
cessful unless private investment in
Latin America is made more attractive
than it is at the present time. Together
with a distressing decline in the prices
paid for Latin American staple com-
modities, there has been a similar
marked decline in United States invest-
ment throughout Latin America. Both
these processes must be reversed.

ExHIBIT I
DEPAETMENT OF STATE,
Washington, July 10, 1962.
The Honorable Huserr HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SenaTorR HuMPHREY : The Department
is pleased to submit the following addi-
tional information regarding treaties of com-
merce with Latin American countries, in
response to your letter of June 14, 1962 (ac-
knowledged on June 20, 1962).

There is enclosed a statement, tabulated
country by country, which summarizes the
Department‘s experlence in aeeklng to nego-
tiate modern commerclal treaties with the
governments of the Latin American coun-
tries, with an indication of the prineipal
factors affecting the results in each case
where a treaty has not been concluded.

As was indicated in the statement previ-
ously submitted and printed in the hearings
on 8. 2006 (at p. 602), the Department in-
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tends to continue to try to exploit every
favorable opportunity for the negotiation of
treaties of friendship, commerce and naviga-
tlon with our Latin American neighbors.
Considering the results of the persistent
efforts that have been made to date and
the known attitudes of Latin American
governments, the Department regards it as
unlikely, however, that the number of trea-
ties in this area can be greatly increased in
the foreseeable future. This does not mean
that U.S. investment and other interests are
endangered generally in Latin America be-
cause of the lack of treaty protection. In a
number of countries marked progress has
been made in recent years in increasing the
security assured by law and by government
policies to foreign Investments. What it
does mean is that other means than the
negotiation of the traditional type of com-
mercial treaty must be relied upon for the
protection of the interests of American citi-
zens in those countries. Investment guar-
antee agreements appear to offer one alter-
native method. Accomplishment of the
objectives of the Alliance for Progress may be
expected to gradually reduce the dangers to
foreign investment in the area.

If I can be of further assistance, please
do not hesitate to let me know,

Sincerely yours,
FREDERICK G. DurroNn,
Assistant Secretary
(For the Secretary of State).

Argentina: Negotiations were actively
carried on with the-Argentine Government
in 1950, were unsuccessful, and have not
been renewed. The reason is that the politi-
cal situation in Argentina has at no time
since that date offered favorable conditions
for negotiations. While the Frondizi gov-
ernment pursued policies favorable to pri-
vate enterprise and the political situation
seemed to be developing in such a way that
a renewed effort for a treaty began to ap-
pear feasible, the overthrow of that gov-
ernment has necessitated a further delay.
Certain existing Argentine legislation offers
obstacles to a fully satisfactory treaty, par-
ticularly laws favoring the national ship-
ping and discriminating against foreign
insurance companies.

Bolivia: Because of the very difficult eco-
nomic situation in Bolivia and the uncertain
political conditions, often characterized by
attitudes and movements inimical to alien
property interests, the Department has not
considered it useful to press for a commer-
cial treaty with Bolivia.

Brazil: The Department made persistent
efforts for several years (through the year
1950) to conclude a treaty with Brazil. The
basic difficulties were the belief in some
Brazilian circles that the treaty would be
incompatible with Brazilian sovereignty,
the difficult balance-of-payments situation
which was thought to preclude treaty as-
surances on remittances of earnings and
transfers of capital, and certain Brazilian
policies unfavorable to alien interests, in the
field of shipping, for example. The Depart-
ment has recognized that these same difficul-
ties have continued to exist in Brazil, and
has, therefore, regarded further efforts to
conclude a treaty as unpromising.

Chile: Repeated efforts were made between
1946 and 1956 to prevall upon the Chilean
Government to enter into negotiations for
a commercial treaty. In each case, however,
the response of the Chilean authorities was
quite unsympathetie, the attitude being that
such a treaty would derogate from Chile's
sovereignty and reflect unfavorably upon
Chilean standards of law and justice in the
treatment of foreigners. Because the pres-
ent Government of Chile is regarded as favor-
ably disposed toward private foreign invest-
ment, consideration is being given to the
desirability of new treaty proposals. They
have been withheld so far, however, because

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of the preoccupation of the two governments
with matters relating to the carrying out of
the Alliance for Progress policies.

Colombia: A treaty of friendship, com-
merce, and navigation with Colombia was
negotiated and signed April 26, 1951, and
submitted to the Senate shortly thereafter.
Bomewhat later, the Colombian Government
informed the Department of State that ap-
proval of the treaty by the Colombian Con-
gress could not be obtained, and the Presi-
dent subsequently withdrew it from the
U.S. Senate before it could be acted upon by
that body. The difficulty arose because of
opposition in Colombia to the treaty provi-
sions assuring rights to aliens with respect to
carrying on religious activities. Insistence
by religious groups in the United States that
such provisions be retained in the treaty pre-
cluded amendments satisfactory to Colombia.
Since it is thought that similar problems
would still prevent the conclusion of a mutu-
ally satisfactory treaty, the Department of
State has not sought to renew negotiations
with Colombia.

Costa Rica: Negotiations for a new treaty
were very close to successful conclusion in
1951, but broke down on the issue of the ex-
emption of Costa Rican nationals from mili-
tary service in the United States. The exist-
ing 1851 treaty with Costa Rica provides for
mutual exemption of citizens from mili
service. The Department of State desired to
terminate this provision, because our selec-
tive service law subjects aliens admitted for
permanent residence to compulsory service,
and the United States is consequently un-
able to carry out the terms of the provision,
The Costa Rican Government refused to
agree to deletion, and negotiations were sus-
pended. Because the same problem would
doubtless arise in any new negotiations, the
Department has not sought renewal.

Cuba: Prior to the establishment of the
Castro regime, a number of efforts were
made to induce various Cuban governments
to enter into negotiations for a commercial
treaty, but without success. Numerous ob-
jections were voiced by the Cuban authori-
ties, including lack of real reciprocal advan-
tages, incompatibility with the Cuban Con-
stitution and laws, and the political unpopu-
larity of such a treaty in Cuba. Negotia-
tions with the present regime in Cuba are,
of course, impossible.

Dominican Republic: Efforts to negotiate
a treaty of friendship, commerce, and navi-
gation with the Trujillo regime were not
considered desirable. Consideration is, how-
ever, being given to making treaty proposals
to the present Government as soon as some
of its initial tasks have been concluded and
a situation of reasonable stability seems as-
sured.

Ecuador: Treaty proposals have been
made a number of times during the last
15 years to the Government of Ecuador, the
last in 1957. It has not been possible, how-
ever, to bring about serious consideration
of a treaty project. Ecuador's policies favor-
ing trade preferences for several Latin
American countries, previous discrimination
with regard to shipping, and a firm position
against forthright assurances with respect
to compensation in case of expropriation
were the major difficulties.

El Salvador: The 1926 treaty of friendship,
commerce and consular rights was termi-
nated in 1958 because of the conflict between
the provisions of the treaty and the U.S. se-
lective service legislation. At that time El
Balvador agreed to enter negotiations for a
new treaty of commerce, and the U.S. Embas-
sy in San Salvador submitted a treaty project
to serve as the basis for negotiations in Feb-
ruary 1958. It has not been possible to initi-
ate actual discussions of the project, however.
The El Salvador Foreign Office staff is limited
in size and it has been fully occupied with
other high priority matters, such as the ne-
gotiation of an investment guaranty agree-
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ment with the United States, negotiations
connected with the establishment of the
Central American free trade area, etc. Sev-
eral changes in government since 1960 and
the resulting political instability have also
affected the attention that the Government
of El Salvador has been able to devote to
this matter. Since a new and constitutional
government has just been inaugurated for
a b-year term, it is hoped that discussions
of the treaty project can be begun at an
early date.

Guatemala: A treaty project was sub-
mitted to the Guatemalan Government in
1956, and several efforts have been made
since then to initiate negotiations, but with-
out success. Fear of public eriticism of the
Government was alleged at one time as a
reason for not proceeding with discussions.

Haiti: A treaty of friendship, commerce,
and navigation with Haiti was signed March
3, 1955. Objections were raised by various
U.S. religious groups because the Haitian
Government had failed to agree to the
usual provisions regarding freedom of con-
science and the holding of religious serv-
ices. It was Indicated that approval of the
treaty by the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations was unlikely, and the President with-
drew the treaty from the Senate in 1957. Be-
cause of existing political conditions in Haitl,
it is considered undesirable to renew efforts
to negotiate a treaty.

Honduras: The existing treaty of friend-
ship, commerce, and consular rights, con-
cluded in 1927, has been found to be a
reasonably satisfactory basis for regulating
economic relations between the TUnited
States and Honduras. Consequently, no at-
tempt has been made to negotiate a new
commercial treaty with that country.

Mexico: Because of the known unaccept-
ability to the Mexican Government of a num-
ber of the provisions normally included in
U.S. commercial treaties, no serlous effort
to negotiate such a treaty with Mexico has
been undertaken in recent years.

Nicaragua: A treaty of friendship, com-
merce, and navigation with Nicaragua was
signed January 21, 1956, and is now in force.

Peru: A project for a treaty of friendship,
commerce, and navigation proposed by the
U.8. Government has been under considera-
tion since 1956 by officlals of the Peruvian
Government. Little progress has been made,
despite periodic approaches on our part.
The effect of the recent Presidential elections
upon the prospects for the conclusion of a
treaty cannot yet be evaluated.

Panama: Because of the likelihood that
controversial issues relating to the Panama
Canal would become entangled with nego-
tiations for a commercial treaty, it has not
been considered practicable to propose com-
mercial treaty negotiations with Panama.

Paraguay: Between 1950 and 1957, re-
peated approaches were made to the Para-
guayan Government with regard to a treaty
project. At one time, in 1852, it appeared
that a treaty could be concluded without
undue delay. The limited staff of the
Foreign Office found it impossible to con-
clude the required work, and Paraguayan in-
terest in the project lapsed. It appears that
the principal obstacles to conclusion were
shortage of qualified Paraguayan personnel
and a fallure to perceive any great advantage
for Paraguay in a new treaty. Since the
situation does not appear to have changed
for the better, no recent attempt to renew
negotiations has been made.

Venezuela: Several unsuccessful attempts
were made prior to 19569 to interest Vene-
guelan authorities in negotiating an up-to-
date treaty of commerce. The situation in
Venezuela since 1859 has not presented us
with the conditions which would be con=
ducive for the negotiation of such a treaty.

Uruguay: A treaty of commerce was nego=-
tiated with Uruguay and signed November
23, 1949. It has never been acted upon by
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the Uruguayan legislature, in spite of a num-
ber of efforts, the last in 1958, by the Uru-
guayan executive authorities to obtain ap-
proval. No outstanding reason for fallure
to approve is known. It appears that the
legislature is generally reluctant to approve
international agreements, and the TUru-
guayan public has shown considerable irri-
tatlon because of measures taken by the
United States that are considered injurious
to Uruguay's trade.

VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS BY
YOUNG AMERICANS TO INTER-
NATIONAL UNDERSTANDING

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
am pleased to note that American young
people can and do make spontaneous,
voluntary contributions to international
understanding. They do not always
have to join the Peace Corps in order to
forge lasting ties with other nations and
peoples. I say this not to disparage the
Peace Corps, which has always had a
prominent place in my affections, but
simply to point out with satisfaction that
in at least one case a group of college
students from the University of Minne-
sota apparenfly served as ftrailblazers
and advance envoys for the Peace Corps
itself.

I am referring to an article in the New
York Times of August 12, stating that 10
members of the University of Minneso-
fa’s Student Project for Amity Among
Nations made such a favorable impres-
sion during a summer visit to Morocco
that the Moroccan Government, which
was evidently reluctant to do so before-
hand, has now requested the services of
more than 50 Peace Corps volunteers. I
congratulate these Minnesota students
for troubling to visit a key Arab state, for
preparing themselves thoroughly in ad-
vance of their trip, for living modestly
and reasonably close to the standards of
ordinary Moroccans, and finally for
using the trip to enhance their own un-
derstanding of Morocco and its people.

A summer vacation trip like this, Mr.
President, is worth 50 or 100 grand sight-
seeing tours in Europe. The partici-
pants, the SPAN, and the University of
Minnesota have reason to be proud of
their initiative. They have all made a
significant voluntary contribution to the
wider purposes of American foreign
policy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place the article “Ten U.S. Stu-
dents Impress Rabat,” in the REcorp at
this point.

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

[From the New York Times, Aug. 12, 1962]
Ten U.S. StupeNTs IMPRESS RABAT—MOROC-
cans LiEe THEM aND Ask PEace Corrs To

Come

RasaT, Morocco, August 10.—Ten college
students from Minnesota have helped pave
the way for the arrival of the Peace Corps
in Morocco by a highly successful 2-month
visit here this summer,

For the first time, the University of Min-
nesota’s Student Project for Amity Among
Nations (SPAN) has visited an Arab coun-
try. The results are decidedly good.

Moroccan authorities and students have
made friends with the SPAN students, and
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now are looking forward to the arrival of
Peace Corps members.

The Corps s a mystery to most Moroccans,
and attempts at establishing a program here
have been slow and frustrating. But the
students' visit, and earnest efforts by the
Peace Corps' operations officer here, Lawrence
E. Willlams, have convinced the Moroccan
Government that the Corps offers just what
is needed. The Government has called for
more than 50 volunteers as a start.

LIVED WITH MOROCCANS

The six girls and four young men from
SPAN have spent 2 months here living
with Moroccans and studylng aspects of
Moroccan life.

For the first 2 weeks they lived in the
dormitories of Rabat University. When the
school term closed they visited Moroccan
families and later lived in third-class Moroc-
can hotels. They toured the country in
Moroccan buses, seldom used by non-Mor-
occans.

Each student was operating on a $1,400
budget for the 3 summer months. The
money included $250 for roundtrip fare on
a chartered plane from the United States.
The SPAN organization provided $400 for
each student from private contributions and
the rest came from colleges in Minnesota
and from the students’ families.

Other SPAN teams this year are visiting
Peru, Nigeria, and Greece. The students,
who generally are juniors in college, are ex-
pected to produce theses on their tour.

Miss Phyllis Swanson, of St. Cloud State
College, in Minnesota, chose Agadir as her
project. The Moroccan port was destroyed
by an earthquake in 1960. Miss Swanson
went to Agadir to study the recomstruction.

Other students studied education, the
press, political partles, culture, agriculture,
public housing, and the status of women.

The group’s adviser was Mohamed Selim,
an Egyptian professor at the College of St.
Thomas, in St. Paul. Mr. Selim was work-
ing on a thesis of his own—the project for
an Arab common market in relation to
the European Economilc Community.

SPAN students studied Morocco for a
year before coming here. They met fre-
quently last year and were coached by
two Moroccans living in Minnesota. The
students sald their major handicap was the
dearth of books on Morocco in American
libraries.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE BERLIN
WALL

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
Monday, August 13, marked the anni-
versary of a date which is not pleasant
to commemorate. A year had passsed
since the Soviet Union took its unilateral
action in defiance of multilateral agree-
ments concerning the administration of
Berlin. I am, of course, referring to its
construction of the wall which today
physically divides East and West Ber-
lin—a misguided step to further enslave
the people of East Germany by prevent-
ing their access to the advantages of a
free society.

This action clearly demonstrated com-
plete disregard on the part of the Soviet
Union not only for previous accords
with its threat to Allied rights of access,
but—worse still—its disregard for human
rights in severing personal contact of
Germans with Germans, Berliners with
Berliners, brothers with brothers, and
parents with children. It clearly shows
that the Soviet Union could not tolerate
free and open comparison of democracy
and totalitarianism.
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Mr. President, the infamous Berlin
wall stands in sharp contrast to the
Soviet feat of orbiting two cosmonauts
simultaneously and keeping them aloft
for days. The system that can mobilize
its scientific talent so effectively cannot
or refuses to solve the most elementary
problems of human justice. Throughout
recorded history, Mr. President, walis
have been the hallmark of an empire’s
decadence and vulnerability. The
Roman wall across ancient Britain failed
to keep out the Picts and the Scots; the
Chinese wall failed to halt the tide of
northern invasion ; the wall confining the
Jews of German-occupied Warsaw mere-
ly inflamed the fighting spirit of a perse-
cuted minority. The political system
that builds a wall—either to keep its
enemies out or to keep them in—con-
fesses its failure. The system that builds
a wall is on the decline: it has to take
desperate measures in order to avoid col-
lapse. That is the message of the Berlin
wall on its first anniversary.

I can well understand the Communist
regime’s concern over the flight of a
steady stream of refugees who were will-
ing to give up their homes, their posses-
sions, and their family and childhood
ties in order to live in a free society. To
rebuild part of a devastated country
whose dissatisfled population was di-
minishing at the rate of 214 million peo-
ple in 15 years was no easy task. But to
fence in human beings as if they were
cattle can hardly be considered an ac-
ceptable solution to the problems of East
Germany's so-called German Demo-
cratic Republic—a regime which rules by
force and ferror and which, in reality,
is not supported by Germans and is far
from being either a democracy or a re-
public, or even German.

Edward Shields, in an article in Sun-
day’'s “Outlook” section of the Washing-
ton Post, points out that the construc-
tion of the wall spelled out in concrete
and barbed wire that East Germany
could survive only by becoming a gigantic
concentration camp. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to insert this ar-
ticle in the RECORD.

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

YEAR-OLD BermiN Warn Bares Rep LicHT
(By Edward Shields)

BERLIN.—One year ago, goateed Walter
Ulbricht hung out the bankrupt sign on
Communist East Germany’s policy and
economy.

The sign was a wall 7 feet high and 26
miles lung. It epellad out in concrete and
barbed wire that East Germany could sur-

vive only by becoming a gigantic concentra-
tion camp.

The Communist regime under Ulbricht has
survived for the past year, literally with its
back to the wall. It bought 12 months’ time
with machineguns and the blood of its own
citizens.

West Berlin, which the Communists said
would wither inside their barbedwire noose,
is booming, backed by the determination of
the free world.

The wall stands as communism’s desperate
admission it couldn't meet the competition
of the West.

In June 1961, Soviet Premier Nikita Khru-
shchev told President Eennedy that the So-
viet Union would sign a peace treaty with
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East Germany by the end of the year, and
Western troops would have to leave Berlin.
To East Germans, that meant the clos-
ing of the “freedom gate™—the end of free
movement between East and West Berlin
which had been the way to freedom if life
under Communists became intolerable.

That June, about 19,000 East Germans
came through the gate. In July, Ulbricht
and his Heutenants aired confident forecasts
of what would happen when they controlled
all access routes to a “free city” of West
Berlin without its Allled garrisons.

But they had to erect roadblocks to con-
trol East Germans entering East Berlin and
set up armed sentries to stop them from go-
ing on to West Berlin and freedom.

They slammed particularly harsh measures
on the 60,000 to 100,000 Bast Berliners and
East Germans who worked in West Berlin
every day. Despite the ever-tougher border
controls, 30,000 refugees from TUlbricht's
Germany reached West Berlin in July.

East German industry came almost to a
standstill, as skilled workers, foremen, and
engineers disappeared. The harvest could
not be gathered or transported because of
the manpower shortage. Teachers and stu-
dents, doctors and lawyers silently turned
their backs on the *“German Democratic
Republie.”

“We thought things would get better, but
now they are as bad as they were 8 years
ago” (at the time of the June 17, 1853, up-
rising) one refugee told UPI. *“We can't
even get diapers for our bab’ ss.”

The refugee stream became a flood as East
Germans became convinced the “freedom
gatz"” would soon close.

On Augzust 2, 1961, 1,322 refugees registered
at the Marienfelde refugee camp in West
Berlin, Six days later the total was 1,741.
The next day 1,926 more people left East
Germany forever.

A desperate Ulbricht flew to Moscow to
consult Khrushchev, whose threat had
loosed the flood. The only answer the rul-
ers of the Communist world could find to
stave off East Germany's collapse was brutal,
harsh, and crude.

On gray, showery August 12, the line of
refugees at Marienfelde contained 2,400
people. Hundreds more were with relatives
in West Berlin. Then the Communists let
their hatchet fall.

It was announced East Germany was set-
ting up a system of “reliable supervision
and effective controls” between East and
West Berlin, with the backing of the Soviet
Unlon and the Communist Warsaw pact.

Thousands of Communist police suddenly
turned up in the darkness even as the ADN
teletypes were rolling out the fateful mes-
sage. The police began to string barbed
wire along the border.

More than 80 crossing points between East
and West Berlin shrank that night to 13.
In the weeks that followed, they came down
to seven road crossings and one rail line.
Subway and elevated trains connections were
severed, When the dawn came, the Berlin
escape hatch had closed.

A chapter of drama and tragedy, high
palitics and squalid betrayals had opened.
Escape from East Germany was no longer a
matter of making a decision to abandon
home and property and start a new life else-
where. It was a question of how.

In the first few days, It was fairly easy.
In more than one place, West or East Ber-
liners clipped holes in the barbed wire,
often under the eye of Communist guards,
and escapees scrambled through. Others
rammed cars or trucks through the wire,
swam the rivers and canals on the borders,
or even managed to evade Communist con-
trols on trains entering West Berlin.

Then the Communists began to replace
the barbed wire with concrete blocks, di-
verted from the construction of much-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

needed apartment houses. And the guards
became much tougher.

‘West Berliners were angry, shocked, and
frustrated but, restrained by their own po-
lice, they made no serlous attempts to
smash the wall. The Western Powers also
were slow in reacting, except in protest notes
and denunciations.

Mayor Willy Brandt wrote a personal let-
ter to President Kennedy, asking for West-
ern support. The appeal—which has never
been made public—drew a dramatic answer.

A combat-ready battle group of the U.S.
Army, 1,600 men with their vehicles, rolled
up the Autobahn from West Germany on
August 20. They were met at the edge of
the city by Vice President LyNpon B. JoHN-
soN and retired Gen. Lucius D. Clay, the
“Hero of Berlin” from airlift days, who had
flown in from Washington.

The West Berliners gave an almost hys-
terical welcome to the troops, sent to beef
up the 5,000-man U.S. garrison here. The
British and French forces also were re-
inforced.

JoHNsoN pledged the Unilted States would
continue to defend Berlin’'s freedom, and a
month later Clay returned as President Een-
nedy's personal representative to watch the
tense situation.

‘West Berliners felt their spirits rise as
Clay flew over East Germany to the little
West Berlin enclave of Steinstuecken, or sent
US. tanks and armored cars patrolling the
East-West city border along the wall.

But the wall itself was growing stronger
and more permanent. Where there had
been one strand of barbed wire, there now
were two. Where there had been two, there
were concrete walls. East Berlin garden al-
lotments beside the border were bulldozed
clear of trees and garden houses so they
could not be escape routes.

On Bernauerstrasse, the windows of East
Berlin apartment houses fronting on the
West Berlin street were being walled up,
and residents with friends or relatives in
West Berlin were moved out.

The wall began to take its toll.

Rudolf Urban, 47, jumped from his upper-
floor window into Bernauerstrasse when
Vopos (People's- Police) came to move him,
He died in a hospital a month later,

Three wooden posts circled with a barbed
wire wreath mark the place on Bernauer-
strasse where b69-year-old Ida Sieckmann
died in a drop from her apartment window
on August 22.

Two days later, Communist bullets clalmed
their first victim, Guenter Litfin, 24, tried to
swim across the Humboldt Basin on the
border canal system. East German transport
police NCO Herbert Paul fired at the swim-
ming youth until his hands flew up and
he sank.

At least 40 Berliners or East Germans have
died in eight of freedom. The names of
many of them are unknown to the West.
Their memory is marked by the granite
block on the edge of the Spree River in the
center of Berlin inscribed to “the unknown
refugee.”

Most Vopos pald little heed to the plea
broadcast by loudspeaker trucks and big
placards, “German’s, don’t shoot your fellow
Germans.”

West German police tried to hold their
fire. In many cases, they knew, the Vopos
firing at refugees were aiming their shots
wide. There always was a chance that the
Vopo apparently trying to stop an escape
was hoping soon to follow suit himself.

But there was no doubt when Bernd
Luenser, 22, appeared 75 feet above Ber-
nauerstrasse and called for help. Vopos on
the rooftop were firing at him. West Berlin
police fired back. One Vopo was injured.
But th hed at L . who lost his

grip and miessed the firemen’s net far below.
A cross marks the place.
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But many Vopos did flee, sometimes
singly, often In pairs. Several Communist
police and army members were shot by their
politically indoctrinated comrades as they
tried to cross the G-inch white line to the
West.

The loyal Communist East police have not
come through unsecathed. Border gunfights
became more frequent last spring.

On May 23, Cpl. Peter Goering, 21, and
Cpl. Eurt Laumer, 20 confidently sprang on
the wall beside a border canal and began to
pump machine-pistol bullets into a 15-year-
old boy swimming to the West.

A West Berlin policeman raised his Ameri-
can-made carbine and fired two shots, kill-
ing Goering and seriously wounding Laumer.

The boy still is in a West Berlin hospital,
permanently crippled.

Goering became a Communist martyr.

After the wall went up and morale went
down, several thousand West Berliners gave
up and moved to West Germany.

But in the last 6 months, many have re-
turned and the places of the others have
been taken by new settlers, brought here by
good wages, good housing and good jobs, by
the desire to live in one of the world's most
sophisticated citles—and even by Interest
in being in one of the most exciting outposts
of the West,

Part of the renewed confidence in Berlin
is recognition that the United States and
the French and British forces here have met
and stood up to Communist challenges.

Last October, United States and Soviet
tanks stood muszzle to muzzle In their first
hostile confrontation as the Communists at-
tempted to interfere with U.S. rights to en-
ter East Berlin. The attempt failed.

East Germany tried to harass and inter-
fere with Allied traffic on the Autobahns and
was rebuffed.

Soviet aircraft tried to squeeze Allied
planes out of their vital air corridors to
West Berlin. The West filled the corridors
with its own planes.

One year after the wall, West Berliners
know the Communists still have an arsenal
of weapons to use against the city. West
Berliners have faith in themselves that they
can meet the challenge, and faith that their
Western Allles are standing by. If elther
faith is ever broken, the Communists won't
need their wall—the whole city will be
theirs,

Mr. HUMPHERY. Mr. President, I
wish also to call attention to an article
by Harry Schwartz on the Berlin situa-
tion in the August 12 New York Times.
Mr. Schwartz writes of the “importance
of Berlin as a symbol in a test of wills
between’ the Soviet bloc and the West.
He states that while Moscow has cen-
tered its horrendous tactics on Berlin,
West Germany as “the strongest, rich-
est, and most populous counfry in West-
ern Europe" is its “real target * * * and
with it, the end of the North Atlantie
Alliance, the destruction of the Euro-
pean Common Market, and therefore the
beginning of the end of Western Europe’s
status as one of the free world’s key
bulwarks against Communist expansion.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article, as well as a New
York Times editorial of the same date
entitled “The Berlin Wall—A Year
Later,” be placed in the REcorbp.

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

[From the New York Times, Aug. 12, 1962]
THE SITUATION
(By Harry Schwartz)

(The anniversary of the building of the

wall in the heart of Berlin finds that city
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still the focus of East-West tensions. Fol-
lowing are a description of the facts in the
dispute and reports from the three capitals
most vitally concerned.)

One year after the East German wall cut
Berlin into two cities, tension remains high
at this key point. Western troops remain in
Berlin, but the possibility that Nikita
Khrushchev may attempt to drive them out
makes this city one of the most sensitive
points in today’s world.

Important as are West Berlin's 2,200,000
people and its major industrial capacity,
these are not the elements that explain why
the West has been determined to defend this
tiny enclave of freedom against Communist
aggression even at the risk that this defense
might mean a thermonuclear war.

The real importance of Berlin is as a
symbol in a test of wills between the two
great opposed international alliances.of our
time. If the Soviet Union were to impose
its will on the West regarding this issue, it
would be a major defeat with the most pro-
found political and psychological potentiali-
ties. In particular, it would open the way
for a major propaganda campaign aimed at
convinecing the West Germans that the path
of wisdom for them would be to break with
the West and make the best deal they could
with the Soviet Union, which would have
demonstrated by this victory that it was the
world's dominant power.

THE REAL TARGET

West Germany is Moscow's real target be-
cause it is today the strongest, richest, and
most populous country in Western Europe.
Neutralization of West Germany would mean
the end of the North Atlantic Alliance, the
destruction of the European Common Mar-
ket, and therefore the beginning of the end
of Western Europe’s status as one of the free
world’s key bulwarks against Communist ex-
pansion.

The Western presence in Berlin, which be-
gan in the early summer of 1945, originated
in the fact that the United States, Britain,
and France were, together with the Soviet
Union, the conquerors of Nazi Germany.

The basic agreements governing the par-
titlon and occupation of all Germany and
of Berlin were approved at the Yalta Con-
ference of February, 1945. When the Euro-
pean war ended 3 months later, Soviet troops
were in occupation of all of Berlin, but
Western troops had conquered and controlled
much of what had been agreed would be
the Soviet occupation zone elsewhere in
Germany. Stalin did not permit Western
troops to enter Berlin until his own forces
had been permitted to take over the area
West of the Elbe River assigned to them
earlier.

At the time Western troops entered Ber-
lin, it was taken for granted by all con-
cerned that they would have air, railroad,
and automoblle road corridors open to con-
nect West Berlin with what is now West
Germany. In 1948 when the Soviet Union
blockaded the land routes between West Ger-
many and West Berlin, the air corridors re-
mained open and the airlift overcame the
blockade. In the spring of 1949, the Soviet
Union ended its blockade and the foreign
ministers of the four powers signed an agree-
ment saying that each occupying power had
the obligation in its zone to “insure the
normal functioning and utilization of rail,
water, and road transport.”

East German authorities now control all
civilian rail and motor transportation be-
tween West Berlin and West Germany.
Movement of Western troops and military
supplies between West Germany and West
Berlin is supervised by Sovlet troops, who
also provide representatives for the Berlin
Alr Control Center. The center supervises
alr traffic in the Berlin area,
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The Soviet threat to sign a peace treaty
with East Germany has been accompanied
by the declaration that this would mean the
West would have to deal directly with East
Germany and secure its permission for all
travel between West Berlin and West Ger-
many. Any Western effort to engage in such
travel without East German permission
would start a conflict in which the East
Germans would have Soviet military sup-
port, Soviet sources have declared. It is this
Soviet threat that raises the possibility of
the eruption of World War III.

THE BERLIN WALL—A YEAR LATER

On Sunday morning, August 13, a year
ago, amid the screams of East German police
sirens and the rumble of Soviet tanks, Pre-
mier Khrushchev flung down his most reck-
less challenge to the West by closing the
border between East and West Berlin with
barbed wire which has since grown into a
concrete and fortified wall. This action was
a brazen deflance of all four-power agree-
ments establishing Greater Berlin as a four-
power occupation zone, and a shocked world
looked to the West and especially the United
States to take counteraction.

President Kennedy did vow to defend the
freedom of West Berlin and took military
measures that may well have kept the Soviet
ruler from going further. But apart from
verbal protests and some gestures to reassure
the West Berliners, nothing was done about
the wall and American authorities in Berlin
who did urge action were held to be suffering
from “localltis.” Bo the “wall of shame,”
which Secretary Rusk calls an affront to hu-
man dignity, continues not only to imprison
the East Germans but also to threaten the
Western position.

This threat exists despite the fact that
the wall did not wholly succeed in its im-
mediate purposes. It was erected to stop the
mass flight of refugees from the East German
worker’s paradise which began to cripple its
economy. But more than 12,000 have defied
Communist bullets to escape over, under, and
around it to join the 3 million who chose
freedom before them. Today East Berlin,
like all East Germany, is a bleaker, grayer,
and more lifeless world than before the wall,
run by Soviet puppets and technicians for
Soviet purposes at the price of growing short-
ages of food and clothing. West Berlin, hav-
ing overcome the first shock, continues to
flourish as a luminous symbol of both free-
dom and prosperity.

But there is also continued violence and
death at the wall, and the signs multiply
that Premier EKhrushchev is preparing to
seize on these Communist-provoked incidents
to launch a new drive to oust the West from
Berlin. In his upside-down language, of
which his new notes to the Western Powers
are a sample, the Communist provocations
are provocations by an aggressive NATO and
West German militarists and revanchists
which bring the world to the abyss of war.
To eliminate that danger, which can only
come from him, he again threatens to sign
a separate peace treaty with his East German
puppets which, by his dictate, would end
Western rights in Berlin. Unless the West
Is ready to accept these terms he is not
interested in a modus vivendi for Berlin, and
all American exploratory talks and conces-
sions have come to nothing except an in-
tensified Soviet rearmament.

The separate peace treaty would be no
cause of war for the West. But any inter-
ference with Western rights in Berlin would
have grave consequences, and so would the
threatened break in relations between West
Germany and any country recognizing East
Germany. The West must therefore brace
itself for a new Berlin crisis.

~ Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
this grim anniversary, I commend the
courageous people of West Berlin who
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have not weakened in their steadfast op-
position to communism during 17 years
of continuous harassment. They can
be assured of the continued determina-
tion of the West to defend their island
of freedom. West Berlin is the advance
guard of freedom in Central Europe.

Mr. President, I wish also to extend
our sympathy to those on the other side
of the wall whose “gate to freedom”
has been slammed shut, as well as to the
many persons whose desperate attempts
to escape in the past year have been paid
for with their lives.

Berlin, today, remains the focal point
of the German problem. The Western
Allies will continue in their willingness
to negotiate with the Soviet Union for
an acceptable solution to a question
which has hung over Europe for 17 years.
There will be no agreement, however,
which would endanger the freedom of
West Berlin; there will be no settlement
which would permit this wall to remain.
The incarceration of a dynamic people
is not part of the so-called unpaid bill
for World War II. There is nothing in
the Teheran, Yalta, or Potsdam agree-
ments which gives even tacit Western
assent to the Soviet practice of treating
Berlin and Germany as its private do-
main. In the words of Secretary of
State Dean Rusk, the wall is an “affront
to human dignity.” This effrontery
cannot be effaced by empty diplomacy.
Unless and until the wall is dismantled,
unless and until all harassment of west-
ern traffic to and from Berlin ceases, un-
til the freedom of West Berlin is admitted
to be inalienable, this divided city will
remain the most explosive issue in post-
war Europe.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (HR. 11040) to provide for
the establishment, ownership, operation,
and regulation of a commercial com-
munications satellite system, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I call up my amend-
ment JJJJ, and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read——

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I with-
draw my amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment, 8-14-62—C, and
ask to have it read.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the
Senator does not object, I wish to say I
withdrew the amendment because I did
not see the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastore] in the Chamber. I
agreed to withhold it until he could be
present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Minnesota will be stated,

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning
with line 3, page 38, in the committee
amendment, it is proposed to strike out




1962

all through and including line 14, page
38, and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:
Forerew NEGOTIATIONS

Sec. 402. The corporation shall not enter
into negotiations with any international
agency, foreign government, or entity with-
out a prior notification to the President, who
will conduct or supervise such negotiations.
All agreements and arrangements with any
such agency, government, or entity shall be
subject to the approval of the President.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
shall take only a moment or two on the
amendment. It is very similar to the
amendment which was offered by the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel. I
sincerely believe the amendment would
improve the bill. The State Department
has made it quite clear that the bill as
now written includes this provision in
terms of meaning and legislative history.

I believe the Senator from Tennessee
himself, and I think other Senators, feel
that the specific language offered in the
amendment would remove any doubt or
ambiguity and would establish the prior-
ity of the President of the United States
in the conduct of our negotiations relat-
ing to the activities of this corporation.

I note that the language requires
that—

The corporation shall not enter into
negotiations with any international agency,
foreign government, or entity without a
prior notification to the President, who will
conduct or supervise such negotiations.

This is a reasonable provision. If is
very similar to the provision sent to us
by the administration, which was modi-
fied in committee.

I am of the opinion that the language
in the committee bill, as interpreted by
the Secretary of State, and as con-
structed in our legislative history on the
communications satellite bill, means
what is contained in this particular
amendment. I believe the amendment
would clarify the bill and improve it.

I believe that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH], and other Sena-
tors have made a worthy and valuable
point on the question of international
negotiations. The Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Kerauveir] and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Lauscee] and other
Senators have felt the same as I do.

I am hopeful that the language will be
accepted. I am not too encouraged, but
I am hopeful.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. One of the painful
elements in managing the bill is that I
had either to challenge or disagree, or
sometimes equivocate, in the ecase of
some of my dear friends with whom I
have fought shoulder to shoulder. I as-
sure the Senator from Minnesota that we
discussed this question this afternoon.
I think it is abundantly clear, from the
testimony not only before our committee,
but the Foreign Relations Committee,
that the bill does precisely what the
amendment would do. The language in
the amendment would be surplusage.
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Therefore, I move to table the amend-
ment. I do it with a heavy heart.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there
are 14 Senators in the Chamber. I sug-
gest 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:

[MNo. 186 Leg.]
Alken Gore Morse
Allott Hartke Morton
Bartlett Hickenlooper Mundt
Beall Hickey Pastore
Bennett Holland Pell
Boggs Hruska Prouty
Bottum Humphrey Proxmire
Burdick Jackson Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Javits Robertson
Cannon Johnston Scott
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Smith, Mass,
Carroll Jordan, Idaho 8Smith, Maine
Case Keating Sparkman
Cooper Kefauver Stennis
Cotton Eerr Symington
Curtis Euchel Talmadge
Dodd Long, Mo. Thurmond
Douglas Long, Hawail Tower
Eastland Magnuson Williams, N.J.
Ellender Mansfield Williams, Del.
Engle McClellan Yarborough
Ervin McGee Young, N. Dak.
Fong Metealf
Fulbright Miller

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion by the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTorel to lay on the table the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

Mr. MORSE and Mr. DOUGLAS asked
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BieLE]l,
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp],
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI,
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericHT], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrRUENING ], the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. Hartl, the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hirrl, the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Lavscrel, the Senator from Loui-
siana. [Mr. Lowng], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCartHY], the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN-
roNEY], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Mossl, the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskike]l, the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuserGeErR]l, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS], and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Younc] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnpErsoN], the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ],
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HaypeEN] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. BieLE], and the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl would
each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLARK] is paired with the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY].
If present and voting, the Senator from
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Pennsylvania would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Wisconsin would vote
uyea.u

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLericHT] is paired with the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr, Mc-
CarTHY]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Arkansas would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from Minnesota
would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LauscHE] is paired with the Senator
from Lousiana [Mr. Lone]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Louisi-
ana would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. McNamaral is paired with the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN-
roneEY]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Michigan would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from Oklahoma
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrRUENING] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr, Hitrl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Alaska
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Alabama would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. Hart] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Arizona [Mr. Haypen]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Michigan would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Arizona would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss] is paired with the Senator
from Maine [Mr. Musgie]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Utah would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from Maine
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] is paired with the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Russerr]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Georgia would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Caavez] is paired with the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Caurcul. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Idaho would vote “nay.”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CapE-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [MTr.
Dirksen], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurrHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea ”

The Senator from Connecficut [Mr.
Busul, the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Pearson], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SavTonsTaLL]l, and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY] are de-
tained on official business and, if present
and voting, would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 17, as follows:

[No. 187 Leg.}

YEAS—53

Alken Case Goldwater
Allott Cotton Hartke
Beall Curtis Hickenlooper
Bennett Dodd Hickey
Boggs Eastland Holland
Bottum Ellender Hruska
Byrd, W.Va Engle Johnston

T Ervin Jordan, N.C.
Carlson Fong Jordan, Idaho
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Keating Mundt Stennis
Kerr Pastore Symington
Long, Mo. Prouty Talmadge
Magnuson Randolph Thurmond
Mansfield Robertson Tower
MecClellan Scott Williams, N.J.
Smith, Mass Williams, Del.
Metcalf Smith, Malne Young, N. Dak.
Miller Sparkman
NAYS—17
Bartlett Humphrey Morse
Burdick Jackson Morton
Carroll Javits Pell
Cooper Kefauver Proxmire
Douglas Kuchel Yarborough
Gore Long, Hawaii
NOT VOTING—30
Anderson Fulbright Moss
Bible Gruening Murphy
Bush Hart Muskie
Butler Hayden Neuberger
Byrd, Va. Hill Pearson
Capehart Lausche Russell
Chavez Long, La. Saltonstall
Church McCarthy Smathers
Clark McNamara Wiley
Dirksen Monroney Young, Ohio

So Mr. PasTore's motion to table the
amendment of Mr. HUMPHREY was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to further
amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment identified as JJJJ-8-13-
62.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 27,
line 17, insert the following after the
semicolon: “by insuring that no manu-
facturer of such apparatus or equip-
ment shall own any of the voting or
other securities of the corporation;”.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
speak but a minute or two on the
amendment. The antitrust implications
of the bill have hardly been touched
upon in the debate on the floor because
of the lack of time. This is a vast and
vital field, as indicated by the general
testimony which I have already placed
in the REecorp in support of my prior
amendments.

With regard to this particular field,
certain statements have been made by
the head of the Antitrust Division of the
Department of Justice, Mr. Loevinger,
with respect to some of our antitrust
problems that are involved in the kind
of vertical monopoly which would per-
mit manufacturers of apparatus and
equipment to also own voting stocks and
other securities of a corporation. I ask
unanimous consent that certain excerpts
from the Recorp in support of my
amendment be printed at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
oRD, as follows:

ANTITRUST MEANS EcoNoMIC FREEDOM
(Address by Lee Loevinger, Assistant Attor-

ney General in charge of the Antitrust

Division, U.S. Department of Justice, pre-

pared for delivery before the American

Soclety of Corporate Secretaries, Atlantic

City, N.J., June 19, 1962)

The term “antitrust’” is an anachronism,
although the idea it represents is as contem-
porary as the human spirit. To understand
both the word and the idea it is best to be-
gin by looking at their history.

From the beginning of recorded history,
man has been concerned about the exercise
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of economic power. The oldest known legal
code is that of a Sumerian king who ruled in
the 24th century, B.C. This code set forth
laws on clay tablets providing for removal
from office of the “grabbers” of the citizens’
oxen, sheep and donkeys, for setting up and
enforcing an honest system of weights and
measures, and for protecting widows and or-
phans against the wealthy and powerful.
Similar provisions are in the code of the
Babylonian king, Hammurabi, of the 21st
century, B.C.,, and in ancient Chinese legal
codes. An edict of the Roman Emperor
Zeno in AD. 483 prohibited any monopoliz-
ing and price fixing among competitors un-
der penalty of forfeiture of all property
and perpetual exile.

The first reported English case on restraint
of trade was in 1415, The court held that
such a contract was unenforcible and went
on to say that the party who tried to en-
force it should be sent to jall. The English
courts first held that a monopoly was against
the public interest and illegal in 1602. Par-
liament passed a statute outlawing mo-
nopoly in 1623. Blackstone's commentaries
on the laws of England, published in the
1760's, sald not only that monopolies are
illegal but also that any party injured by
a monopoly might sue and recover treble
damages and double costs. Laws enacted
in France in 1791 declared illegal any com-
bination of persons for the purpose of
charging a certain price for services. Arti-
cle 419 of the penal code promulgated by
Napoleon in 1810 made it a criminal offense
to attempt to bring about an artificial rise
or fall in the price of foodstuffs or other
goods by combining or monopolizing.

During the 19th century, there was an
explosive development in the means of pro-
duction, transportation, and communica-
tlon. As a consequence, markets became
national in scope and economic organiza-
tions grew to unprecedented size. Accom-
panying the industrial and technological
changes were two important legal develop-
ments. The first was the emergence of the
corporation in its modern form. The sec-
ond was the discovery of several means of
combining the economic strength of differ-
ent en . One of the most effective
of these legal devices was the so-called
voting trust by which control of the
shares of a number of corporations was
brought into the hands of a single trustee
or group of trustees. This served effectively
to centralize the operations of the corpora-
tions and to eliminate competition between
them. By this means, large concentrations
of economic power were built up and these
became popularly known as trusts.

In the latter half of the 19th century, the
opinion developed in the United States that
State laws were inadequate to cope with
the growing power of the great trusts. Pub-
lic sentiment demanded an effective national
“antitrust” law, As the term “trust” in this
sense meant essentially what we mean today
by monopoly, so the term “antitrust” meant
essentially “antimonopoly.”

By the latter part of the century, such
sentiment was sufficiently widespread and
powerful to secure results. In 1889, an anti-
trust statute was passed in Canada, and the
following year, 1800, the Congress of the
United States passed the Sherman Act,
which remains the basic antitrust statute of
this country.

THE OBJECTIVES OF ANTITRUST

The objectives of the antitrust laws are
the economic aims of the American people.
The first, and the most obvious purpose is
to avold exploitation of the consumer by
maintaining reasonable prices and good
quality., It is the assumption of the anti-
trust laws that this can best be achieved by
the maintenance of competition.

The second objective is economic effi-
ciency, which it is thought will result from
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an impersonal and automatic control of
prices, products, the quality of goods, and,
perhaps, most important, the allocation of
manpower and resources. Our economic sys-
tem is based on the premise that the auto-
matic and impersonal action of the market
is likely in the long run to be more effective
and more efficlent than personal judgment,
whether exercised through government power
or private monopoly.

In the third place, it is belleved that we
will insure technological and economic prog-
ress best by a full utilization of the diversity
that a free competitive market offers. Our
great resource of individual inventiveness
and personal initiative can be fully utilized
only in a free enterprise system. Under a
system of cartels or of monopolies, inven-
tions and technologlcal innovations will be
employed only within the confines of the
cartel or monopoly with established power
over the relevant field. The contributions of
outsiders are neither encouraged nor per-
mitted. By keeping the economy free, we
offer both opportunity and incentive for the
widest participation, and thus for utilization
of the full range of diversity, individual tal-
ent and energy which is possessed by the
entire population.

As one of our greatest judges, Learned
Hand, has said, the Sherman Act is based on
these premises: “That possession of unchal-
lenged economic power deadens initlative,
discourages thrift, and depresses energy; that
immunity from competition is a narcotic, and
rivalry is a stimulant, to industrial progress;
that the spur of constant stress is necessary
to counteract an inevitable disposition to
let well enough alone. * * * [Clompetitors,
versed in the craft as no consumer can be,
will be quick to detect opportunities for
saving and new shifts in production, and
be eager to profit by them."” (U.S.v. Alumi-
num Co., 148 F. 2d 427.)

Fourth, it Is a premise of the antitrust
laws that by maintaining the widest pos-
sible area of freedom in the economic realm,
we maintain the conditions and lay the
foundation for political democracy and civil
liberties. To illustrate this point, it is nec-
essary only to suggest the situation that
might exist were the economy to be com-
posed of a series of cartels or of a single
monopoly. Then an individual skilled in a
business, craft, or profession might find only
a single employer within the economy. The
overwhelming majority of people would most
surely be under great restraint and personal
freedom would be dependent on the toler-
ance of the employer. This, of course, is
precisely the situation that does exist in
countries where the economy is wholly so-
clalized. Monopoly is merely slightly less ex-
tensive in its effect.

The U.S. Supreme Court has recently
recognized these objectives of the antitrust
laws in an opinion which declared:

“The Sherman Act was designed to be a
comprehensive charter of economic lberty
aimed at preserving free and unfettered
competition as the rule of trade. It rests
on the premise that the unrestrained inter-
action of competitive forces will yleld the
best allocation of our economic resources, the
lowest prices, the highest quality and the
greatest material progress, while at the same
time providing an environment conducive
to the preservation of our democratic politi-
cal, and social institutions.” (Northern
Pacific v. United States, 356 U.S. 1.)

Finally, it should be added, that by seeking
to maintain and preserve economic freedom,
the antitrust laws secure something which is
valued as an end in itself. Freedom needs
no justification or ulterior purpose. Free-
dom itself is something that the American
people believe to be good, and is an essential
part of that ethical system in which the
individual and the welfare of the individual
represent the ultimate standard of value.
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THE ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF ACHIEVING
ECONOMIC AIMS

Although there is infinite variety of de-
tail possible, there are a limited number of
basic methods by which soclety can achieve
its economic aims. All of the methods in-
volve the existence of some laws which con-
trol or limit economic activity in some de-
gree. Any society which has a business and
economic system is based upon a legal order.
Most business enterprises, such as corpora-
tions, partnerships, trusts, and joint ven-
tures, are creations of the law, as are such
elements of business itself as money and
credit, bills and notes, contracts, property
and, most basic of all, the reasonable expec-
tation of law and order. The law which
creates these economic instruments also
specifies their use and limitations.

Basically, there are three alternative meth-
ods of securing economic objectives. The
first is by a limitation on the form and extent
of economic power. This is the method of
competition or free enterprise. The second
is by a government determination of the
standards of economic performance. The
government’s determination may be made
effective either by the imposition of sanctions
for failure to comply with the standards of
performance, or by the offering of incentives
for such compliance. There are many varia-
tions of this method, but they all involve
the determination by government itself of
the kind and quality of economic perform-
ance that is sought. This is the method of
regulation. The third alternative is the con-
trol of major economic institutions by gov-
ernment through ownership. This is the
method of nationalization or socialism.

All governments utilize some elements of
each of these methods to some extent. In
the United States the post office system is
owned and operated by the Government and
thus may be regarded as a socialized en-
terprise. 'The transportation industry is
largely subject to governmental control and,
therefore, is an example of the method of
regulation. However, with respect to the
greater part of the economy, the American
method is that of private enterprise operat-
ing freely within the broad limits set by
legal rules required to maintain competi-
tion. This is the general method of Ameri-
can law. In other flelds than the economie,
conduct or activities which are thought to
be undesirable are prohibited, and citizens
are left free to emgage in the pursuit of
their own interests so long as they do not
commit acts that are forbidden. To pre-
scribe and require conduct that is thought
to be desirable would leave a much nar-
rower area of freedom to the citizen and
would require a much greater governmental
apparatus to administer.

Both theory and experlence indicate 1t to
be more practical and more efficient, particu-
larly in the economic realm, to have the
limited prohibitions of law protecting a wide
area of freedom, and to permit the widest
possible discretion for the individual, rather
than to subject extensive areas of economic
life to either Government regulation or Gov-
ernment ownership.

THE PRINCIPLES OF ANTITRUST

As business and economic activity have
expanded and developed in complexity
through the years, so has the law. Thus,
the simple principle of limiting the form
and extent of economic power now has been
embodied in a very large number of statutes.
There are antitrust statutes applicable to
numerous specific situations such as those
involving import and export trade, those in-
volving special or partial exemptions or ad-
ministration procedures and those applicable
to particular businesses ranging from pack-
ers and stockyards to ocean carriers. There
are provisions relating to the issuance of in-
junctions, to damage suits by private par-
ties and by the Government to limitations

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of time within which action may be brought,
to the procedural effect of judgments, to se-
curing testimony before grand juries, and to
many other similar matters.

However, detalled, technical, and complex
as the body of statutes may be, there are,
basieally, four simple principles of the anti-
trust laws. The first principle, contained in
section 1 of the Sherman Act, is that all con-
tracts, combinations, and conspiracies in re-
straint of trade are prohibited. In this
usage, the word “trade” may be understood
as meaning “competition.” Thus, the first
and most general principle is simply that
all combinations to restrain competition are
prohibited.

The second principle is in section 2 of the
Sherman Act and is that it is prohibited to
monopolize or attempt to monopolize or
combine or conspire to monopolize any part
of trade.

The third principle, in section 7 of the
Clayton Act, is that no corporation shall ac-
quire or merge with any other ecorporation
where the effect may be substantially to les-
sen competition or tend to create a mo-
nopoly.

The fourth prineiple is in section 2 of the
Clayton Act, commonly known as the Robin-
son-Patman Act. This provides that it is
unlawful to discriminate in price, directly or
indirectly, between different purchasers of
the same or similar commodity where the
effect may be to lessen competition or tend
to create a monopoly. This statute permits
differentials that make only due allowance
for differences in cost of manufacture, sale,
or delivery, and contains a number of other
specific provisions. This act seeks to spell
out with some certainty the circumstances
which involve illegal price discrimination
and those in which price differentials are
permitted. However, the attempt to write
rules that are certain and specific has prob-
ably created as much difficulty and con-
fusion as would exist if the law stated merely
a general principle against discrimination
and left detailed construction to the discre-
tion of the courts.

There are some other additional specific
provisions of the law, such as prohibitions
against tying agreements and against inter-
locking directorates. In essence, these are
merely efforts to specify and emphasize par-
ticular practices which are thought to con-
stitute restraints of trade or competition.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ANTITRUST LAWS

There has been a continuing debate among
businessmen, lawyers, and economists as to
the effectiveness of the antitrust laws almost
since their passage. These criticisms, how-
ever, have by no means been consistent.

Some businessmen assert that the anti-
trust laws are too rigid, restrictive, and in-
flexible. They say that these laws have put
business in a straitjacket, that it is neces-
sary in the modern age for business to grow
bigger than ever, and that it cannot grow
and expand as it should with the antitrust
laws in effect.

It is asserted by some businessmen that
the antitrust laws are too Indefinite and
uncertain, They say that because of this
uncertainty they cannot know how to com-
ply with the antitrust laws.

On the other hand, there are critics who
say that the antitrust laws are not rigorous
enough. They assert antitrust has not sue-
ceeded in preventing the concentration of
economic power, that business in America
has grown bigger than ever before, that com-
petition has given way to administered
prices. They argue that the antitrust laws
serve only as a symbol with which to satisfy
the public while monopolistic businesses

grow ever larger and more powerful.
Another group believes business should
be subject to greater limitation and that
antitrust is not adequate to provide this
in contemporary clrcumstances. The under-
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lying assumption of this viewpoint is that
competition is no longer a reliable govern-
ing principle for the economy. It is in-
teresting to note that faith in the efficacy
of competition is rejected by those who be-
lieve that we must have Government regula-
tlon in one form or another and by those
who advocate soclallsm as well as by those
who contend that business should be per-
mitted to form cartels or exercise monocpoly

power.

It is significant that the criticlsms of the
antitrust laws are inconsistent and contra-
dictory to each other. Some business critics
claim that the laws are at once too rigid
and inflexible and also too uncertain. How-
ever, it 1s impossible for the laws to be both
flexible and certain at the same time. To
the degree that the laws are flexible and
adaptable to different circumstances they
are uncertain, since judgments will differ
as to their application. To the degree that
the laws are certaln and definite they are
rigid and inflexible.

The antitrust laws combine both flexibility
and certainty, or generality and detail, by
the same method as most of our important
laws. The basic principles of the laws are
stated In broad general terms. This re-
quires the laws to be interpreted in the
course of application to specific situations.
Thus a body of judicial precedents is bullt
up by the decisions in specific cases, which
supplements the statutes and provides
guides to the meaning of the laws,

This is the common-law method of devel-
oping legal doctrine and is fundamental to
our system of government. For example, the
legal principle of most common and general
application is the rule imposing liability
for negligence, This rule states generally
that anyone who falls to exercise the care
of a reasonable man and thereby injures
another must pay for the damages caused.
This is a principle of wide application stated
in simple and general terms and most flex-
ible in its application. The interpretation
or application of this principle has given
rise to literally tens of thousands of cases
which glive specific content to the general
rule.

Similarly, Chief Justice Hughes stated, the
Sherman Act, as a charter of freedom, “has
a generality and adaptability comparable to
that found to be desirable in constitutional
provisions. It does not go into detailed
definitions which might either work injury
to legitimate enterprise or through particu-
larization defeat its purposes by providing
loopholes for escape. The restrictions the
act imposes are not mechanical or artificial.”
(Appalachian Coals v. U.S., 288 US. 344.)

Early in the history of the antitrust laws,
the Supreme Court declared that the Sher-
man Act was to be applied in a reasonable
manner, which would not interfere with the
power to carry on business by all normal
methods, but which would prohibit all acts
and practices that restrained competition.
Over the years, the courts have recognized
that certain practices are of a kind the
statute clearly intended to prohibit. Thus
the Supreme Court has held that certaln
acts are unreasonable per se and therefore
illegal. The practices that are conclusively
presumed to be unreasonable are principally
price fixing of every kind, agreements among
competitors for the allocation of customers
or territories, group boycotts, the pooling
of profits by competitors, and other similar
types of agreements not to compete.

As to these practices which are per se
unreasonable, and therefore illegal, there is
great certainty and little flexibility. On the
other hand, practices which are not per se
unreasonable must be judged by their pur-
poses and probable effects in the light of all
the economic circumstances. As to these
practices, there is considerable flexibility
but correspondingly less certainty. This an-
tithesis of certainty and flexibility is not a
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pecullarity of the antitrust laws, but a logl-
cally inescapable element in all law.

The argument that the antitrust laws are
not rigorous enough, is, of course, completely
inconsistent with the claim that the laws
are too rigorous. The validity of this argu-
ment necessarily depends upon the view
that is held as to the economic structure
that this country should possess. But gen-
erally the argument is rested upon the as-
sertion that economic concentration is in-
creasing despite the antitrust laws.

Unfortunately there is dispute among
scholars and others both as to whether eco-
nomic concentration has increased signifi-
cantly in this country during this century
and also as to the nature and wvalidity of
the criteria by which such concentration
may be measured. In any event, it is clear
that there is still a large degree of compe-
tition and freedom in the economy gener-
ally. This appears to be due in great meas-
ure to the antitrust laws.

It is, of course, impossible to make a rig-
orous proof of any historical cause and effect.
No one can measure the degree to which
basic legal principles have influenced social
development. For example, the concept of
“due process of law” has certainly had a
profound effect on the course of American
history. But it is difficult to specify and
impossible to quantify that effect. Like-
wise, the principles of antitrust have had a
substantial effect upon economic structure
according to the testimony of most observ-
ers and business participants although the
degree of influence is incommensurable.

Those who criticize the antitrust laws on
the ground that competition is ineffective
or outmoded have yet to make either a
cogent theoretical argument or a practical
demonstration that there is any better alter-
native social model. The experience of this
country would certainly seem to offer at
least some evidence to the contrary.

One of the first great antitrust cases re-
sulted in the dissolution of the Standard
Oil combination in 1911. Now, half a cen-
tury later, the oll companies which resulted
from the splitting up of the Standard Oil
combine, are large and prosperous and are
among the largest corporations of the coun-
try. On the other hand, many rallroads,
airlines and other regulated enterprizes are
in obvious financial difficulty, Clearly there
arée numerous complex causes. However,
this suggests at least that regulation and
restriction of competition is no guarantee of
prosperity, and that competition enforced by
antitrust action is no barrler to prosperity
and growth. There are numerous industries
in which antitrust action has taken place
and in which business has grown large and
prosperous. Indeed the critics who claim
that the antitrust laws are too rigorous can
point to mno specific example where they
have prevented the growth or development
of American industry in any field.

In any event, no system or regulation or
of Soclalist incentives has yet been suggested
that will secure all of the purposes and ob-
Jectives of the antitrust laws. It is possible
that regulation or Government ownership
might avold exploitation of the consumer
and unduly high prices. There is no serious
reason to doubt that this will be true in
practice over any substantial period, but the
point may be conceded for the sake of ar-
gument. However, it is clear that neither
regulation, Government ownership, nor mo-
nopoly, will furnish that automatic and im-
personal control of prices and allocation of
resources which is most likely to insure
economic efficlency without reliance upon
the fallibility of human knowledge and
judgment. Further, the stimulation and
utilization of diversity which generate tech-
nological progress can hardly be achieved
by any other method than that freedom
which is protected by antitrust principles.
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It is noteworthy that since the end of
World War II many of the other industrial
countries of the world, particularly in
Europe, have adopted new or substantially
strengthened statutes against restrictive
business practices. Japan adopted such a
statute in 1947; Austria in 1951; Norway,
Sweden, and Ireland in 1953; France in 1954;
Denmark in 1955; Great Britain and Nether-
lands in 19566; Germany and Finland in
1957; Belglum, Israel, and Canada in 1960.
Moreover, broad provisions against restraints
on competition were contained in the treaty
establishing the European Coal and Steel
Community in 1951, and also in the Treaty
of Rome establishing the European Eco-
nomic Community (or Common Market) in
1957. The treaty setting up the European
Free Trade Assoclation or the “Outer Seven,"”
in 1960 likewise contained provisions on the
subject. While there are numerous differ-
ences and a variety of detaill among these
statutes and treaties, it is significant that
all, like our own antitrust laws, seek the
maintenance of competition and the elimi-
nation of what we call restraint of trade.

Prof. Albert Coppé, vice president of the
High Authority of the European Coal and
Steel Community and a distinguished econo-
mist, has sald:

“Even those of us who looked for
great results from the Common Market
there was astonishment at the swiftness with
which the intensification of competition pro-
duced a considerable increase in investments.
In various sectors of the Community's in-
dustries, investments are now going up
swiftly. There has been a 40 percent in-
crease In coal mine investments, and an in-
crease of nearly 50 percent in the steel
industry as compared with the first years of
the Common Market.

“With this increase in capital investment
has come increased productivity in the com-
munity's industries. Certainly productivity
is the key to higher lving standards in a
modern industrial economy. Therefore, an-
other lesson to be learned from our experi-
ence is that by establishing a climate of
competition it becomes possible—because it
becomes commercially nece —to In-
crease investments, boost productivity, and
thus contribute to higher living standards.”
(Speech at St. Mary’s University, San An-
tonio, Tex., Oct. 3, 1957.)

Beyond the economic benefits, probably
the most Important purpose achieved by the
maintenance of a free enterprise system
through the antitrust laws is the establish-
ment of conditions that foster and permit
political democracy and civil liberty. Neither
Government regulation nor any of the al-
ternative theories or schemes yet suggested
would afford conditions of individual eco-
nomic freedom to nurture political democ-
racy and ecivil liberty as antitrust and free
enterprise do.

Without suggesting either that the anti-
trust laws are perfect or that they are the
sole cause involved, it may be observed that
their purposes have been largely achieved.
The United States has developed a free and
competitive economy and has made un-
precedented technologieal progress. It has
increasingly made more goods avallable to
more people and has maintained an eco-
nomic system with a very large degree of
individual freedom, opportunity for initia-
tive, and political democracy. These
achievements are surely the result of both
the underlying philosophy that produced
the antitrust laws, and the existence and
enforcement of the laws themselves.

ENFORCEMENT POLICY

The enforcement of laws can be more or
less efficient or vigorous, but, if it is honest,
it cannot be partisan or political. The en-
forcement of the Federal laws, particularly
the antitrust laws, over the years has been
honest, nonpartisan, and nonpolitical. Dif-
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ferences of opinion as to application of gen-
eral antitrust principles to particular cases
can and do exist among consclentious
lawyers. However, there has been relatively
little difference among those charged with
enforcement of Federal antitrust laws as
to the principles that should apply.

The basic antitrust enforcement policy is,
and we believe always should be, to achieve
the objectives of the law by securlng com-
pliance. The enforcement policy of this
administration does not seek to impose
penalties upon business, to secure injunc-
tions or to win cases for the sake of a sta-
tistical record. Indeed, we believe that the
effectiveness of antitrust enforcement can-
not be measured by statistics. Were the
program of enforcement perfectly effective,
there would be universal voluntary compli-
ance and litigation would be confined en-
tirely to borderline cases in which the ap-
plication of general principles required full
Judicial Inquiry and determination. No
such utopian condition seems imminent or
prospective, However, such a hypothesis
emphasizes the point that statistical meas-
ures of cases filed are not a good indication
of the effectiveness of enforcement activity.

With respect to the specific cases that are
brought, there is an inescapable burden of
discretion on enforcement officlals since
manpower and money are limited. There
always are more complaints than it is pos-
sible to Investigate fully and more potential
cases than it is possible to prosecute.

Within this area of discretion, the selec-
tion of cases is now being made on the basis
of economic significance and potential con-
tribution to the achievement of antitrust
objectives. Enforcement actlvity is not
fashioned to fit any preconceived ideas as
to which sections of law should be enforced
or which areas of business should be prose-
cuted. While errors of judgment are always
possible, enforcement policy now is guided
solely by the policy and standards of the
statutes on the basis of the specific facts
in each case. Despite some published opin-
ions to the contrary, enforcement policy and
activity under the present administration
has been neither punitive nor hostile. For
example, the proportion of criminal cases
filed in 1961 was the lowest of any year in
the last decade.

In the past, enforcement officlals some-
times have suggested that one section of the
antitrust statutes might be more important
or more effective than another. The an-
nounced policy of this administration to
enforce all sections of the law with equal
vigor has led some writers to the erroneous
conclusion that we are less vigorous with
respect to certaln statutes than those who
talked more emphatically about them, Spe-
cifically it has been asserted that we are
bringing fewer cases under the Celler-
Eefauver Antimerger Act than the preceding
administration. The fact is, however, that
the largest number of cases brought under
this statute in any year prior to 1961 was 11,
while 18 such cases were filed in the year
1961. Furthermore, of the 18 cases filed in
1961, 5 were actually brought to trial dur-
ing that calendar year and 1 additlonal
case was brought to trial within 1 year of
the date on which it was filed. As many
merger cases were tried in 1961 as were tried
during the preceding decade.

This does not mean that all mergers are
automatically challenged by the Antitrust
Division. On the contrary, the number of
cases is relatively small in relation to the
total number of mergers. The Antitrust Di-
vision examines over a thousand mergers a
year. Between 1 and 2 percent of these
mergers are challenged in court.

In this connection, the Antitrust Division
is guided by the statements of the courts
that mere size is not an offense against the
antitrust laws, but that market power is one
of those economic circumstances relevant in
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certain cases. Practices such as price fixing
which are unreasonable per se are equally
forbidden for all businesses whether big or
small in market power. On the other hand,
a far wider range of practices is prohibited
only as the practices appear to be unreason-
able in the setting of economic¢ ecircum-
stances. In such cases the relative market
size of the enterprise involved clearly is of
importance. For example, an acquisition or
merger by & company that is already very
large in relation to its market is far more
likely to lessen competition substantially or
tend to create & monopoly in violation of the
antitrust laws than a similar transaction by
a small company.

Most of the investigations and cases of the
Antitrust Division are in response to com-
plaints received. These come in at the rate
of more than 100 a month. Of the total
number of complaints received only about
13 percent develop into major investigations
and less than 5 percent In the filing of a case.
A most significant fact is that of all the com-
plaints received over two-thirds are from
businessmen themselves. The great major-
ity of the investigations made and the cases
filed under the antitrust laws are the result
of requests by business for legal protection.

THE SPIRIT OF ANTITRUST

In the final analysis, therefore, the anti-
trust laws are truly probusiness. By keep-
ing the economy free, by preventing restric-
tive and unfair practices, and by permitting
equality of opportunity for all, they have
maintained the conditions that permit and
foster the growth of American business.
The antitrust laws, in this respect, may be
likened to the laws that regulate traffic.
Nearly everyone is annoyed at some traffic
laws and indignant after receiving a traffic
ticket. But most reasonable men recognize
that without traffic laws and officers to en-
force them no one could drive safely on the
crowded public highways.

In the same manner it is antitrust enforce-
ment that keeps the economic highways free
and open to business. If it were not for
enforcement of the antitrust laws there
might be one or two businesses able to sur-
vive and drive others off the highway or out
of the field. However, the overwhelming
majority of businesses, literally more than
99 percent of all present business enter-
prises, would have little chance of prosperity
or even survival without such protection.

Beyond this, the antitrust laws offer one
common ground upon which those of vary-
ing political and economic viewpoints can,
and indeed must, meet if Americans are to
work together in building greater economic
strength for the future. The concept of
pluralism in the organization of power is the
one positive and practical program that can
challenge the strength of tyranny arising
from the monopolistic concentration of
power under the totalitarian systems.

The matter was well stated by Fortune in
an editorial in July 1948:

“Unique among those institutions which
have tended to preserve America’s flexible,
dynamie, and competitive society is the Sher-
man Antitrust Act, passed 58 years ago by a
Republican Congress and currently being
applied in a way that may profoundly affect
U.S. enterprise. * * * Redemption can come
only as freemen everywhere come to see
that liberty is meaningful only as power,
political as well as economic, is dispersed,
and that the high road to such dispersal lies
through the cultivation, not the elimination,
of private property, and the broadening, not
the constriction, of the market. But within
the context the Sherman Act does make
sense—a signpost from the past providen-
tially preserved into the present. We may
not be able and we may not wish to re-create
the exact ideal soclety envisaged by Its
framers. They too were unsure and did not
know all the answers. What they did know
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was that the free soclety rests on the idea
of limited power and that there are moral
reasons for insisting on this which tran-
scend any economic considerations. Let us,
therefore, apply the letter of the Sherman
Act as best we can to our complex Industrial
soclety—preserving its spirit to fight the
deadly statist tyrannies of our time.”

This is the spirit of the antitrust laws, as
it is the spirit of the American Constitution
and the American people. This is the spirit
that moves and guides the present enforce-
ment of the antitrust laws. In this spirit,
antitrust is truly probusiness, but is much
more than that. Antitrust means free en-
terprise. It means equal economic oppor-
tunity for all in a free society.

The basic vision of the antitrust laws is
that freedom can exist only where it is
established and protected by law, and that
the law must secure a pluralistic rather than
a monopolistic organization of power in every
realm. This concept is bullt into the very
structure of our Government. The Constitu-
tion itself provides for a system of checks
and balances by organizing the power of
Government into three separate and coordi-
nate branches. The purpose of the founders
of the Nation was to guard against tyranny
by preventing too great a concentration of
power in the hands of one or a few. In
the economiec, as In the political realm, we
must insure that power is organized on a
pluralistic, not a monopolistic basis. The
spirit of antitrust is the spirit of liberty,
and its method is the most practical means
of securing and maintaining liberty that
mankind has yet learned.

Mr, President, a few hours ago the Depart-
ment of Justice appealed to the Supreme
Court the decision of Federal District Judge
Walter J. La Buy in the Du Pont-General
Motors case.

This case, in which the Government seeks
to force the Du Pont Co. to divest itself of
63 million shares of General Motors stock,
most of it acquired more than 40 years ago,
has already been dragging through our
courts for 11 long years.

I have no ldea, Mr. President, what this
litigation has cost the Government and the
taxpayers, as well as the defendants, over
this long period, but the figures must be
staggering,

The appeal flled by the Department of
Justice will prolong this litigation, and con-
tinue to engage the time and talent of the
Government’s attorneys for at least another
year. I submit that a betier course is avail-
able, and the Department of Justice knows
it.

On a previous appeal, decided 3 years ago,
a minority of the Supreme Court—four of
the six Justices who took part—decided that
because the Du Pont Co. owned 23 percent of
the stock of the General Motors Co., there
was created a “reasonable probability” that
Du Pont would have a preferred position in
supplying General Motors with finishes and
fabrics. While the four Justices, in a new
interpretation, held that this was in viola-
tion of section T of the Clayton Act, they also
found that during the preceding 40 years “all
concerned in high executive posts in both
companies acted honorably and fairly, each
in the honest conviction that his actlons
were in the best interest of his own com-
pany and without any design to overreach
anyone, including Du Pont’s competitors.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, all I
care to say is that I refer the member-
ship of the Senate to page 21 of the bill,
where it is provided:

The activities of the corporation created
under this act and of the persons or com-
panies participating in the ownership of the
corporation shall be consistent with the
Federal antitrust laws.
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Our subcommittee wrote that lan-
guage into the bill. Furthermore, I read
from page 27 of the bill:

The Federal Communications Commission
[shall] insure effective competition, in-
cluding the use of competitive bldding
where appropriate, in the procurement by
the corporation and communication com-
mon carriers of apparatus, equipment, and
services required for the establishment and
operation of the communications satellite
system and satellite terminal stations; and
the commission shall consult with the Small
Business Administration and solicit its rec-
ommendations on measures and procedures
which will insure that small business con-
cerns are given an eguitable opportunity—

And so forth. I further suggest that
the public interest has been guaranteed
and insured and competitive bidding
provided, and that the antitrust laws
will be applied.

Mr. MORSE. What the Senator from
Rhode Island has read becomes verbiage
in the bill unless we protect the public
from the purchasing of voting stocks and
securities by manufacturers of apparatus
and other equipment. That is what we
are seeking to prevent. I point out also
that unless there is this bill, the power
that is sought to be vested here would
automatically be in violation of the anti-
trust laws of this country. It is nec-
essary to have the bill to take this mo-
nopoly out from under the antitrust laws.
This is a good example of the type of
vertical monopoly that we are in danger
of subjecting the American people to.
I submit my amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment.

Mr. MORSE and Mr. DOUGLAS re-
quested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Rhode Island to lay
on the table the amendment offered by
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRrsg].
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MORTON. On this vote I have
a live pair with the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KerFauverl. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “nay.”
If I were at liberfy to vote, I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BiBLE],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpol,
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA-
vez], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CHURCH], the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. Crark], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLerigHT], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GrRUENING], the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr. Hartl, the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. Hitrl, the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAU-
veEr]l, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. LoNg], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCarTHY], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MoONRONEY], the
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Senator from Utah [Mr, Moss]l, the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. Muskie], the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RuUSsSELL],
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc]
are absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpErRsOoN] and
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrol, the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. Hartl, the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. Havypen], the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LavscuHe], and the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY] would
each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpERsoN] is paired with
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Tennessee would vote
"nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BieLE] is paired with the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GruEnNinGg]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Alaska would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cuavez] is paired with the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Idaho would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLARK] is paired with the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY]l.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Wisconsin would vote
“yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FoLBriGHT] is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HiuL] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. Moss]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Alabama
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Utah would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. McNamaral is paired with the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrRO-
NEY]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Michigan would vofe “nay,”
and the Senator from Oklahoma would
vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Maine
[Mr, Muskig] is paired with the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Maine
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr., RusseELL] is paired with
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younel. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Georgia would vote “*yea,” and the Sena-
tor from Ohio would vote “nay.”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-~
HART], the Senafor from Illincis [Mr.
Dirxsen], and the Senator from New
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Hampshire [Mr. MurPHY] are neces-
sarily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea.”

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Busul, the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Pearson], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SavtroxnsrarLl, and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY] are
detained on official business and, if pres-
ent and voting, would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 61,
nays 7, as follows:

[No. 188 Leg.]

YEAS—61
Atken Hickenlooper Pastore
Allott Hickey Pell
Beall Holland Prouty
Bennett Hruska Proxmire
Boggs Humphrey Randolph
Bottum Jackson Robertson
Byrd, W.Va. Javits Scott
Cannon Johnston Smathers
Carlson Jordan,N.C. Smith, Mass.
Case Jordan, Idaho Smith, Maine
Cooper Keating Sparkman
Cotton Herr Stennis
Curtis Kuchel Symington
Dodd Long, Mo. Talmadge
Eastland Magnuson Thurmond
Ellender Mansfield Tower
Engle McClellan Willlams, N.J.
Ervin McGee Williams, Del.
Fong Metealf Young, N. Dak.
Goldwater Miller
Hartke Mundt

NAYS—T
Bartlett Douglas Yarborough
Burdick Long, Hawail
Carroll Morse

NOT VOTING—32

Anderson Gore Morton
Bible Gruening Moss
Bush art Murphy
Butler Hayden Muskie
Byrd, Va Hin Neuberger
Capehart Kefauver Pearson
Chavez La e Russell
Church Long, La. Saltonstall
Clark MecCarthy Wiley
Dirksen McNamara Young, Ohio
Fulbright Monroney

So Mr. PasTore’s motion to lay on the
table Mr. Morsg's amendment to the
committee amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment,

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment designated “8-13-62—
QQQQ” and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 37,
between lines 13 and 14, it is proposed fo
insert the following new subsection:

(d) (1) In furnishing telecommunication
service through the communications satel-
lite system, the corporation shall give
priority of transmission to communications
of the United States Government for which
priority is requested by the President of
the United States—not less than two hours
of the daily transmittal time of the satellite
communication system. The corporation
shall have no power to alter, amend, or edit
the form or content of any such communi-
cation.

(2) Such transmissions and communica-
tions shall, at the request of the President,
be carried by the corporation at a price not
to exceed the cost of such service, as com-
puted by the Federal Communications
Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
take half a minute fo state the purpose
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of the amendment. It is an important
amendment and is based upon testimony
received by the Committee on Foreign
Relations to the effect that there ought
to be a guarantee to the taxpayers of the
country that some priority will be given
to the transmission to underdeveloped
areas of the world of what are called
freedom Programs.

A restriction ought to be placed upon
the proposed corporation, giving to the
Government the right to make use of 2
hours a day, if it wishes to exercise that
right. Such a use of the facility is very
important in our great contest with
Russia. There ought to be a guarantee,
as some of my other amendments pro-
vide, that the Government will have this
right. There ought to be a guarantee
that the Government will be able to
transmit at cost or at a preferential rate,
so that the American people will not
have to pay through the economic nose
commercial rates to an American mo-
nopoly in order to transmit freedom pro-
grams so that we may compete with
Russia for the minds of millions of people
whose thinking must be brought over to
the side of freedom in the great con-
test between freedom and enslavement
which will occur in the decades ahead.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President will
the Senator from Oregon yield on my
time?

Mr. MORSE. I yield on the time of
the Senator from EKentucky.

Mr., MORTON. The Government
would not be required to use the 2 hours,
but could if it wished to do so?

Mr. MORSE. The Government could
use the 2 hours if it wished to use it,
but it would not have to use it. The
committee was much upset and dis-
turbed by the testimony of Mr. Edward
Murrow. Our Government is making
greal progress with the USIA television
program abroad.

It was pointed out, I may say to the
Senator from Kentucky that the time
is close at hand when there will be a
scientific breakthrough which will en-
able transmission to take place from a
satellite directly to a television screen
in a little hamlet or village square in
India or Latin America or southeast
Asia. We believe that this situation is
so important that our proposal ought
to be accepted and taken to the House.

Mr. MORTON. The Senator from
Oregon is very generous in yielding.

Mr. MORSE. I have tried to be gen-
erous to all Senators.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
answer to that question is in the bill
on page 25:

The Presldent shall take all necessary
steps to insure the availability and appro-
priate utilization of the communications
satellite system for such general govern-
mental purposes as do not require a Bep=-
arate communications satellite system to
meet unique governmental needs.

And if they do not do it, we can shoot
our own up
Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the

Senator from Rhode Island yield? The
testimony.

Mr. PASTORE. Under the rule, I can-
not yield. The Senator from Oregon
may speak in his own time.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr President, I shall
take only half a minute.

The testimony is clear that the Fed-
eral Communications Commission in be-
half of the President of the United
States will have to take them into Dis-
trict Court. That is “some” profection
of either the President or the American
people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MET-
cALF in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoRrsel.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
that the amendment be laid on the
table.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. Presidenf, on this
question, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll

Mr. MORTON (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a live pair
with the senior Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KerauveEr]. If the senior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] were
present and voting, he would vote “nay.”
If I were af liberty to vote, I would voie
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was resumed and con-
cluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Bierel,
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI,
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericaT], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Hartl, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LavuscHE], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lowg]l, the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. McCartaY], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamagral, the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GrRUENING], the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. KerFAUvER], the
Senator from Utah [Mr, Mossl, the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN-
rRONEY], the Senator from Maine [Mr,
Muskie], the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NEeuserGERr], and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Youncl, are absent on official busi-
ness.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpErRsON], the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ],
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HaypEN], are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BierLE]l, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, and the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr., HaypEN] would each vote
--yeallv

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Anperson] is paired with
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Hartl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Michigan would vote
“nay.n

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crarx] is paired with the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLevl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Wisconsin would vote
Ilyea."

On this vote, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FoLericHT] is paired with
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the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral. If present and voting, the
Senator from Arkansas would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Michigan would
Vote umy.u

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Long] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Louisiana would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Minnesota would vote
"y&a."

On this vote, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MoNroNEY] is paired with
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Young]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oklahoma would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Maine
[Mr. Muskig] is paired with the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Maine
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cravez] is paired with the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CuurcH]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Idaho would vote “nay.”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CaPE-
HART], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirksEn], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MUrRPHY] are necessar-
ily absent and, if present and voting,
would each vote “yea.”

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Busul, the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Pearson], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SarTonsTaLLl, and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY] are de-
tained on official business and, if present
and voting, would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 61,
nays 10, as follows:

[No. 189 Leg.]

YEAS—61
Alken Hickenlooper FPell
Allott Hickey FProuty
Beall Hin Proxmire
Bennett Holland Randolph
Boggs Hruska Robertson
Bottum Humphrey Russell
Byrd, W. Va Jackson Scott
Cannon Johnston Bmathers
Carlson Jordan, N.C, Smith, Mass.
Case Jordan, Idaho Smith, Maine
Cooper Eerr PAar
Cotton Euchel 5
Curtis Long, Mo Symington
Dodd Magnuson Imadge
Eastland Mansfi Thurmond
Ellender McClellan Tower
Engle McGee Willlams, N.J
Ervin Metealf Williams, Del
Fong Miller Young, N. Dak
Goldwater Mundt
Hartke Pastore

NAYS—10
Bartlett Gore Morse
Burdick Javits Yarborough
Carroll EKeating
Douglas Long, Hawail

NOT VOTING—20
Anderson Fulbright Morton
Bible Gruening Moss
Bush Hart Murphy
Butlerv gagden lﬁ[uskie
Byrd, Va efauver euberger
Lausche Pearson

Chavez Long, La. Saltonstall
Church Me Wiley
Clark McNamam Young, Ohio
Dirksen Monroney

So the motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of section 1,
Public Law 689, 84th Congress, the
Speaker had appointed Mr. Hays of
Ohio, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. ANFUSO, Mr.
Ropino, Mr. DENTON, Mr. AReNDS, Mr.
WESTLAND, Mr. DEvINE, and Mr. LINDSAY
as Members of the U.S. group of the
North Atlantic Treaty Parliamentary
Conference, on the part of the House,

The message announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 3491) to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

H.R.4449. An act to amend paragraph 1774
of the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to the
importation of certaln articles for religious
purposes; :

H.R.10852. An act to continue for a tem-
porary period the existing suspension of
dutles on certaln classifications of spun silk
yarn, and to provide for the free entry of a
towing carriage for the use of the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute; and

HR, 10928. An act to transfer casein or
lactarene to the free list of the Tariff Act of
1930,

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, without
amendment:

8.2363. A bill to amend the Civil Service
Retirement Act to provide for the inclusion
in the computation of accredited service of
certain periods of service rendered States or
instrumentalities of States, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 1880) .

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. BUSH:

8. 3642, A bill to amend paragraph 1101 (b)
of the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the
duty-free importation of certaln wools for
use in the manufacture of polishing felts; to
the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. BusH when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SMATHERS:

S.3643. A bill to amend section 660 of title
18 of the United States Code, relating to the
misuse of common carriers' funds derived
from commerce, in order to expand the cover-
age of such section; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JACKSON (by request) :

S.3644. A bill to authorize the acquisition
of lands for addition to the Adams National
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Historic Site; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. JacksoN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

AMENDMENT OF PARAGRAPH
1101(b) OF TARIFF ACT OF 1930

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a bill to amend paragraph 1101(b)
of the Tariff Act of 1930, and ask that
it be appropriately referred.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill and a statement prepared by
me, in explanation of the bill may be
printed in the Recorp following these
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
and statement will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3642) to amend paragraph
1101(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 to pro-
vide for the duty-free importation of
certain wools for use in the manufacture
of polishing felts, introduced by Mr.
BusH, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
the first sentence of paragraph 1101(b) of
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C., sec. 1001,
par. 1101(b)) is amended by inserting
“pressed felt for polishing plate and mirror
flaaa" immediately after “papermakers’
elts,”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall be effective only with respect to
wool or hair entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption, on or after the
thirtieth day after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

The statement presented by Mr. BusH
is as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUSH

I have today introduced a bill to amend
paragraph 1101(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C,, sec. 1001, par. 1101(b)) to per-
mit the duty-free entry of certain coarse
wools which are not produced in this coun-
try provided those wools are used in the
manufacture of “pressed felt for polishing
plate and mirror glass™.

Paragraph 1101(b) lists a number of prod-
ucts for which such wools may be entered
free of duty provided a bond is posted guar-
anteeing their end use in such products.
The bill would simply add “pressed felt for
polishing plate and mirror glass” to this list
of products.

This bill is of great importance to the felt
industry in this country. The tariff on
imports of felt products made abroad from
these same coarse wools was recently reduced
by 20 percent in the multiple country tariff
negotiations held at Geneva earlier this year.
Even before the 20 percent tariff reduction
just mentioned, felts of this type were being
imported at prices substantially below
domestic production costs for these felts.
This statement alone serves amply to under=
score the significance of the bill to the
American felt industry.

I am advised that annual imports of these
coarse wools, on a grease basis, have been
running at something less than one million
pounds. The average grade of these wools,
under the system used to designate coarse-
ness, is 36’s to 40’s and is therefore, as the
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present law requires, coarser than 46's.
These wools in their principal type are
designated as British Wool Type 220 (BWT
220).

As I have indicated, wools of this coarse-
ness are not to be found in this country
other than perhaps in entirely insignificant
quantities, They are, in fact, virtually un-
known in our domestic production of wool.
For this reason, I do not anticipate that this
bill will engender any opposition. It will
not hurt any American industry but will
be of great help to the domestic felt in-
dustry, a relatively small but important
segment of our economy.

I understand that the various executive
departments having an interest in this
legislation have no objection to its enact-
ment, In particular, I am informed that the
Department of Agriculture and the Tariff
Commission have no objection to legislation
for this purpose.

I recommend accordingly that this legisla-
tion be enacted by the Senate,

ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR AD-
‘DITION TO ADAMS NATIONAL
HISTORIC SITE

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, by re-
guest, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill proposed by the Depart-
ment of the Interior to authorize the
acquisition of 5.08 acres of land to be
added to the Adams National Historic
Site at Quincy, Mass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill. will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 3644) to authorize the ac-
quisition of lands for addition to the
Adams National Historic Site, introduced
by Mr. Jackson, by request, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1962—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. PELL., Mr. President, I submit,
for appropriate reference, and ask to
have printed in the REcorp, some amend-
ments to the trade expansion bill,
H.R. 11970.

Wisely negotiated agreements under
the trade program offered by President
Kennedy offer many opportunities for
expanded trade with the countries of
the Common Market and other nations.
However, we cannot neglect or sweep
under the rug the problems which an
expanded trade program can cause, par-
ticularly when some of our industries
will be subject to increased competition
from low-wage industries abroad. I am
particularly concerned about the effect
upon the State of Rhode Island.

Therefore, I hereby submit an amend-
ment. which directs the Secretary of
Labor to compile a comparative real
wage index which would contrast the
average real wages or earnings—in terms
of purchasing power—for a worker in
an American industry with the average
real wages or earnings for a worker in
the same industry in a country with
which we would be negotiating an agree-
ment. It is my thought that this index
would be used as a guide when negotiat-
ing tariffs and that any modification of
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duties or other import restrictions with
respect to manufactured articles would
be directly related to how the wage index
for the industry in the country producing
the product compared with the index for
the American product.

My amendment provides that within
2 years from the date of passage of this
act, the Secretary of Labor will provide
the President, the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committee on Finance of
the Senate with these indexes, and they
would consider whether to recommend
the enactment of appropriate legislation
to relate the wage index to tariff agree-
ments. Such an index, I believe, would
help to protect our industries from un-
fair foreign competition, and, especially,
if agreements were made contingent
upon and in proportion to periodic re-
ductions in the wage differential, this
could well provide an incentive toward
improving wages in those industries of
other countries where the wage index
compares unfavorably with the index for
the equivalent U.S. industry.

I would also like to submit several
amendments which I believe would
strengthen the adjustment assistance
provisions of H.R. 11970, the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962. I strongly believe
that adjustment assistance must be an
integral and important part of this trade
expansion program. It is a positive ap-
proach to the domestic problems which
may be created. While I approve of all
of the present adjustment provisions, I
do not believe they are strong enough.
In my judgment, we must have a more
responsive adjustment assistance pro-
gram which would provide more sub-
stantial and meaningful assistance to af-
fected firms and communities in cases of
import injury in enabling them to ad-
just to import competition.

In this connection, I submit an
amendment which will make grants, in
addition to loans, available to firms for
the purpose of acquiring and installing
new machinery, or modernizing or con-
verting existing machinery. These in-
centive grants naturally would be made
within the context of the firm’s certified
adjustment proposal if such a grant is
deemed essential in order to enable the
firm to carry out its approved adjustment
proposal, and would cover up to two-
thirds of the cost of the approved ad-
justment project.

This is not a new principle. When
we condemn a man's house or his busi-
ness to implement an urban renewal
program, we compensate him for mak-
ing a sacrifice in the public interest.
If a man's business is injured in the
national interest of expanding trade,
there is no reason why the same prin-
ciple should not apply.

The next amendment I wish to sub-
mit recognizes that in some instances,
an affected firm or firms may well have
deep roots in, and great importance to,
the economic life of a particular com-
munity. Indeed, there are communities
in my own State and throughout the
United States whose economy is almost
solely dependent upon a single industry.
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My amendment would authorize such
a community which suffers serious in-
jury through idling of productive facili-
ties and unemployment resulting from
expanded imports to apply for adjust-
ment assistance. This would include
technical assistanee and appropriate fi-
nancial assistance for public facilities
which would materially contribute to the
economic adjustment of the particular
community.

I would also like to offer some com-
ments regarding other improvements to
the bill, although, in this connection, I
am not submitting formal amendments
at this time. I believe it is inequitable
that, according to the present provisions
of this bill, no worker may apply for
adjustment assistanee unless he had lost
his job 30 days after the bill becomes
law. This means, of course, that work-
ers in import-troubled businesses who
have already lost their jobs are not eli-
gible for trade adjustment assistance.
On the other hand, adjustment assist-
ance for businesses is retroactive in that
it may be based on economie conditions
before the passage of the 1962 act and
one criterion for deciding that any in-
dustry has been and still is in trouble
is that there is serious unemployment.
I believe this difference in treatment be-
tween firms and workers is unfair.

In my judgment, too, it would be very
useful to try to reduce certain time limits
and set others so that, for example, a
small firm which is injured would not
be insolvent by the time governmental
action could be mobilized. It would seem
to me that the Tariff Commission, which
already has at hand many of the relevant
statistics, would be able to make a de-
termination such as is required under
sections 301(b) (1) and (2) in consider-
ably less than 120 days, while determina-~
tions for firms and workers should be
made promptly and well within the
maximum of 60 days.

Another thought I have in connection
with adjustment assistance is that it is
tremendously important to encourage re-
search and development, and to this end
grants should be made to appropriate re-
search institutes in order to develop new
products and lines for use in affected in-
dustries. In this way, small firms would
have the advantage of large expenditures
which could not be divided up or ration-
alized on a small individual firm basis.

In conclusion, I want to emphasize my
conviction that we must not lose sight
of the fact that strong trade adjustment
provisions must be a vitally important
part of any realistic ftrade expansion
Pprogram.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received, printed,
and referred to the Committee on
Finance; and, without objection, the
amendments will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendments are as follows:

A

On page 12, between lines 18 and 19, insert
a new section as follows:

“Sec. 227. INDICES CONCERNING CERTAIN La-
BOR CosTs v FOREIGN COUNTRIES,

“(a) The Secretary of Labor shall prepare
sultable indices to provide a current and
convenient basis for comparison of—
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“{1) the average real wages or earnings
(in terms of purchasing power) which pre-
vail in the various manufacturing industries
of foreign countries which produce manu-
factured articles to be considered for modi-
fication of dutles or other import restric-
tions; and

“(2) the average real wages or earnings
(in terms of purchasing power) which pre-
vall in domestic industries which produce
articles which are like or directly competi-
tive with articles referred to in paragraph
(1).

In determining average real wages or earn-
ings in any industry, the Secretary shall
consider the extent to which fringe benefits
(including free meals at the plant, health
and social securlty benefits, and free trans-
portation) are recelved by workers in the
industry in addition to their regular wages.
In relating wages or earnings to purchasing
power the Secretary shall consider available
and relevant price indices on food, shelter,
and clothing. In the preparation of such
indices the Secretary may request informa-
tion and advice from any of the executive
departments or agencies of the Government.

“{b) The indices prepared by the Secre-
tary of Labor pursuant to subsection (a)
shall be submitted to the President, and to
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Rep#esentatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate, not later than
two years after the date of enactment of
this Act. Buch Indices shall be considered
by the President and such committees in
determining whether to recommend the
enactment of appropriate legislation au-
thorizing the President to make any offer to
a foreign country for the modification of
duties or other import restrictions, with re-
spect to manufactured articles, contingent
upon and in proportion to, such periodic re-
ductions in any wage differential that may
exist between the domestic and foreign in-
dustries as may be desirable and appropriate
in order to provide an incentive to certain
foreign industries to bring their wages more
closely in line with those prevailing in com-
parable domestic industries.”

On page 36, line 20, strike out “or loans"
and insert in lieu thereof “loans, or grants”.

On page 37, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following new subsection:

“(e) Grants shall be made under this sec-
tion only for the purpose of making funds
available to the firm for the acquisition, in-
stallation, modernization, or conversion of
machinery."

On page 37, line 10, strike out “(c)* and
insert in lieu thereof “(d)".

On page 39, line 14, after 314" insert “in
the form of a loan, guarantee, or participa-
tion in a loan,”.

On page 39, after line 25, insert a new sub-
section as follows:

“(g) (1) Any grant under this chapter
shall not exceed two-thirds of the cost, as
determined by the Secretary of Commerce,
of acquiring and installing new machinery,
or modernizing or converting existing ma-
chinery, and no such grant shall be made to
any firm unless the Secretary determines
that the grant is essential in order to enable
such firm to carry out its certified adjust-
ment proposal.

“(2) The Secretary of Commerce shall by
regulation provide for such supervision with
respect to the expenditure of funds granted
under this chapter as he deems necessary
to insure that Federal funds are not wasted
or dissipated.”

c

On page 16, line 14, strike out “4” and
insert “5".

On page 27, line 9, strike out “or 3" and
insert in lieu thereof “, 3, or 4".
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On page 27, line 10, strike out “or indus-
tries” and insert in lieu thereof “industries,
or communities”.

On page 27, line 17, after the period insert -
the following: “In the case of a community,
such petition may be filed by any duly au-
thorized representative of the community,
including a public organization or associa-
tion.”

On page 29, between lines 17 and 18, in-
sert a new paragraph as follows:

“{3) In the case of a petition by a com-
munity for a determination of eligibility to
apply for adjustment assistance under chap-
ter 4, the Tarif Commission shall, in addi-
tion to making an industry determination
under subsection (b), determine whether, as
a result of concessions granted under trade
agreements, an article like or directly com-
petitive with an article produced in the com-
munity is being imported into the United
States in such increased quantities as to
cause, or threaten to cause, serious injury
to the economy of such community. In
making its determination under this para-
graph, the Tariff Commission shall take into
account all economic factors which it con-
siders relevant, including idling of produe-
tive facilities of one or more firms situated
in the community, the resulting unemploy-
ment or underemployment in the commu-
nity, and the extent to which the economy of
the community depends upon the produc-
tive activities of such firm or firms.”

On page 29, line 18, strike out “(3)" and
insert ““(4)".

On page 29, line 24, after “industry” insert
“, or a community the economy of which is
affected by such industry,”.

On page 31, line 6, strike out “or (c)(2)”
and insert “, (c)(2), or (c)(3)”.

On page 31, line 7, after “workers” insert
“or community”.

On page 31, line 24, strike out “or".

On page 31, between lines 24 and 25, in-
sert a new paragraph as follows:

“(4) provide, with respect to such indus-
try, that communities the economies of
which are dependent substantially on such
industry may request the Secretary of Com-
merce for certifications of ellg!‘bility to apply
for adjustment assistance under chapter
4 or".

On page 31, line 25, strike out “(4)" and
insert “(5)”.

On page 32, between lines 20 and 21, insert
a new paragraph as follows:

“(8) The BSecretary of Commerce shall
certify, as eligible to apply for adjustment
assistance under chapter 4, any community
the economy of which is dependent substan-
tially on an industry with respect to which
the President has acted under subsection
(a) (4), upon a showing by such community
to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Com-
merce that the Increased imports (which the
Tariff Commission has determined to result
from concessions granted under trade agree-
ments) have caused serious injury or threat
thereof to such community.”

On page 382, line 23, strike out “or group
of workers” and insert in lieu thereof
“ group of workers, or community”.

On page 32, line 24, strike out "or group
of workers” and insert in lieu thereof
“, group of workers, or community”.

On 67, between lines 2 and 3, insert
a new chapter as follows:

“CHAPTER 4—ASSISTANCE TO COMMUNITIES
“Sec. 339. CERTIFICATION OF ADJUSTMENT

PrROPOSALS.

*(a) A community certified under section
302 as eligible to apply for adjustment as-
sistance may, at any time within two years
after the date of such certification, file an
application with the Secretary of Commerce
for adjustment assistance under this chap-
ter., Within a reasonable time after filing
its application, the community shall present
a proposal for lts economie adjustment.
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“(b) Adjustment assistance under this
chapter consists of elther technical assistance
or financial assistance, or both. Except as
provided in subsection (¢), no adjustment
assistance shall be provided to & community
under this chapter until its adjustment pro-
posal shall have been certified by the Secre-
tary of Commerce—

“(1) to be reasonably calculated mate-
rially to contribute to the economic adjust-
ment of the community, and

"*(2) to demonstrate that the community
will make all reasonable efforts to use its
own resources for economic development.

“{c) In order to assist a community
which has applied for adjustment assistance
under this chapter in preparing a sound
adjustment proposal, the Secretary of Com-~
merce may furnish technical assistance to
such community prior to certification of its
adjustment proposal.

“(d) Any certification made pursuant to
this section shall remain in force only for
such period as the Secretary of Commerce
may prescribe.

“SEec. 340. Use oF ExIsTING AGENCIES.

“(a) The Secretary of Commerce shall re-
fer each certified adjustment proposal to
such agency or agencies as he determines
to be appropriate to furnish the technical
and financial assistance necessary to carry
out such proposal.

“{b) Upon receipt of a certified adjust-
ment proposal, each agency shall promptly—

“(1) examine the aspects of the proposal
relevant to its functions, and

“(2) notify the Secretary of Commerce of
its determination as to the technical and
financial assistance it is prepared to furnish
to carry out the proposal.

“(c) Whenever and to the extent that any
agency to which an adjustment proposal has
been referred notifies the Secretary of Com-
merce of its determination not to furnish
technical or financial assistance, and if the
Becretary of Commerce determines that such
assistance is necessary to carry out the ad-
justment proposal, he may furnish adjust-
ment assistance under sections 341 and 342
to the community concerned.

*“(d) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Commerce
such sums as may be necessary from time to
time to carry out his functions under this
chapter in connection with furnishing ad-
justment assistance to communities, which
sums are authorized to be appropriated to
remain available until expended.

SEc. 341. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

“{a) Upon compliance with section 340
(c), the Secretary of Commerce may provide
to a community, on such terms and condi-
tions as he determines to be appropriate, such
technical assistance as in his judgment will
materially contribute to the economic ad-
justment of the community.

“{b) To the maximum extent practicable,
the Secretary of Commerce shall furnish
technical assistance under this section and
section 3308(c) through existing agencies,
and otherwise through private individuals,
firms, or institutions.

“(ec) The Secretary of Commerce shall re-
quire a community receiving assistance un-
der this section or section 338(c) to share
the cost thereof to the extent he determines
to be appropriate.

“Sec. 342, PINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.,

“(a) Upon compliance with section 340(c¢),
the Secretary of Commerce may provide to a
community, or any public agency or in-
strumentallty thereof, on such terms and
conditions as he determines to be appro-
priate, such financial assistance in the form
of loans or grants, or both, as in his judg-
ment will materially contribute to the eco-
nomie adjustment of the community., Such
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loans may be made directly or through the
purchase of securities and obligations of the
community or any public agency or instru-
mentality thereof.

“*“(b) Loans or grants under this section
shall be made only for the purpose of making
funds available for the purchase or develop-
ment of land for such public facllity usage,
and the construction, rehabilitation, altera-
tion, expansion, or improvement of such
public facilities, as will, in the determina-
tion of the Secretary of Commerce, assist in
the economic adjustment of the community
by providing improved opportunities in the
community for economic growth and expan-
slon with a resulting reduction in unem-
ployment or underemployment.

“(e) To the maximum extent practicable
the Secretary of Commerce shall furnish
financial assistance wunder this section
through agencies furnishing financial as-
sistance under other law.

“{d) In administering financial assistance
under this section the Secretary of Com-
merce shall have the powers set forth in sec-
tion 816(a).

“SEc. 343, CONDITIONS FOR FINANCIAL ASSIST~
ANCE.

“(a) Loans under this chapter shall be
subject to the restrictions and limitations
set forth in subsections (a)(1), (a)(2).
(a)(3), (a)(4), (b), and (d) of section 7 of
the Area Redevelopment Act.

“{b) Grants under this chapter shall be
subject to the restrictions and limitations
set forth in (a) (1), (a) (2), (a)(3), (b), and
(c) of section B of the Area Redevelopment
Act, and no such grant shall be made unless
the Secretary of Commerce determines that
it is necessary in order to enable a commu-
nity to carry out its certified adjustment
proposal.”

On page 67, line 3, strike out “4"” and in-
sert “6".

On page T2, line 14, strike out “5"” and in-
sert “6".

On page 73, line 3, strike out “and 3" and
insert “, 3 and 4",

On page 77, after line 12, insert a new
paragraph as follows:

“(7) The term ‘community’ means a po-
litical subdivision of, or an incorporated or
unincorporated town in, any State (including
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico), and
shall include the District of Columbia."”

PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT
ON NOYO RIVER AND HAREOR,
CALIFORNIA (S. DOC. NO. 121)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHAvVEZ], I present a letter from the
Secretary of the Army, transmitting a
report dated June 22, 1962, from the
Chief of Engineers, Department of the
Army, together with accompanying
papers and illustrations, on a review of
the reports on the Noyo River and Har-
bor, Calif., requested by a resolution of
the Committee on Public Works, U.S.
Senate. I ask unanimous consent that
the report be printed as a Senate docu-
ment, with illustrations, and referred to
the Committee on Public Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT
OF KANSAS RIVER AND TRIBU-
TARIES, KANSAS, NEBRASKA, AND
COLORADO (S. DOC. NO. 122)

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr, President, on
behalf of the Senator from New Mexico
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[Mr. Cravez]l, I present a letter from
the Secretary of the Army, transmitting
a report dated November 13, 1961, from
the Chief of Engineers, Department of
the Army, together with accompanying
papers and illustrations, on a review of
the reports on the Kansas River and
tributaries, Kansas, Nebraska, and Colo-
rado, requested by resolutions of the
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Sen-
ate. I ask unanimous consent that
the report be printed as a Senate docu-
ment, with illustrations, and referred to
the Committee on Public Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA-
TION BY COMMITTEE ON FOR-
EIGN RELATIONS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, I desire to announce that
yesterday the Senate received the nomi-
nation of Charles E. Bohlen, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, a Foreign Service
officer of the class of career ambassador,
to he Ambassador to France.

In accordance with the committee rule,
this pending nomination may not be
considered prior to the expiration of 6
days of its receipt in the Senate.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

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

By Mr. COTTON (for Mr. BUTLER) :
Letter dated August 6, 1962, from Senator
ButrEr to President Kennedy, together with
sundry newspaper articles dealing with the
development and construction of the nuclear-
powered merchant ship, the nuclear ship
Savannah.

TRIBUTE TO JORDAN W. CHAMBERS

Mr. LONG of Missouri, Mr. Presi-
dent, even though we know that death
will come to every man, it is always a
shocking and sad time when a good
friend is suddenly taken from us.

As he was to countless thousands of
persons, Jordan W. Chambers was a
good and loyal friend of mine.

Mr, Chambers, officially, was a con-
stable in St. Louis, Mo., and Democratic
committeeman of the 19th ward. He
was the oldest member in point of service
on the St. Louis Democratic City Com-
mittee. But his ability and leadership
were not confined by ward boundaries,
His was the vital support which is cred-
ited with helping to win a first term
U.S. Senate seat for Harry S. Truman.
Thus, Mr, Chambers had a major role in
the making of a President. But he was
no stranger in this role; fantastic major-
ities in his and other wards of St. Louis
had no small part in carrying Missouri
for President John F. Kennedy.
Through all his successes, yes, and fail-
ures, too, Jordan Chambers’ word was his
bond. He never went back on his word.
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Jordan Chambers’ outstanding leader-
ship abilities, and his deep understanding
of people and the problems of his city,
State, and Nation will be greatly missed.
While he grew to national prominence
and power in the councils of his party,
Jordan Chambers remained a deeply
human man who got his greatest pleasure
from doing things for others, He helped
countless thousands.

One of Mr. Chambers’ greatest accom-
plishments was in the practical direction
he gave to the growing enlightenment
which is making our Constitution a liv-
ing guarantee of rights for all Americans.

Jordan Chambers’ accomplishments
were so many that he became a legend
in his lifetime. In itself, that is a meas-
ure of how well he spent his allotted time
on earth,

CIGARETTE ADVERTISING IN
BRITAIN

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
the Independent Television Authority of
Great Britain has submitted a most con-
structive suggestion regarding cigarette
advertising. I ask unanimous consent
that the text of a note published by the
Postmaster General of England relating
to this subject, be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Texr oF NoreE PUBLISHED BY THE POSTMASTER
GENERAL OF ENGLAND IN THE OFFICIAL RE-
PORT OF THE HousE oF Commons, JuLy 10,
1962, CONCERNING AcTiON TAKEN BY THE
INDEPENDENT TELEVISION AUTHORITY IN
CONNECTION WITH CIGARETTE ADVERTISING
oN TELEVISION
The authority has concluded its review of

cigarette advertising in the light of the re-

port of the Royal College of Physicians and,
with the support of the advertising advisory
committee, has asked the program compa-
nies to secure modifications that will include
the avoidance of those aspects of the adver-
tising which could reasonably be taken to
make a special appeal to young people.
Neither the authority nor its advisory com-
mittee think it reasonable to be so discrimi-
nating as to use their powers to exclude all
cigarette advertising from independent tele-
vision alone. Action has already been taken
by the tobacco industry voluntarily to with-

draw all cigarette advertising until about 9

pam.

The authority is mow securing modifica-
tions of the advertising so that in the future
there will be no advertisements that can be
seen clearly to come within the following
broad classes:

(1) Advertisements that greatly over-
emphasize the pleasure to be obtained from
cigarettes.

(2) Advertisements featuring the conven-
tional heroes of the young.

(3) Advertisements appealing to pride or
general manliness.

(4) Advertisements wusing a fashionable
social setting to support the impression that
cigarette smoking is a “go-ahead” habit or
an essential part of the pleasure and excite-
ment of modern living.

(5) Advertisements that strikingly present
romantic situations and young people in
love, in such a way as to seem to link the
pleasures of such situations with the pleas-
ures of smoking.
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THE VOICE OF THE NEW MEXICO
TAXPAYER

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorbp at this point as a part of my re-
marks a special press release from the
Taxpayers’ Association of New Mexico,
including an essay written by Laurie D.
Bourne, a student at Eisenhower Junior
High School in Carlsbad, N. Mex., en-
tered in the Bill of Rights essay contest
of the Los Angeles Examiner.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

Tae VoicE oF THE NEw Mexico TAXPAYER

This week’s message was mailed to us, and
came from the Los Angeles Examiner Bill of
Rights essay contest, and was written by
Laurie D. Bourne; she is a student at Eisen-
hower Junior High School in Carlsbad, N.
Mex.

“MR. BILL OF RIGHTS

“Since there is only one of me in the
United States, this composition won't be ex-
actly like anybody else's. The words and
punctuation will be different. But no mat-
ter whose Interpretation you read or hear,
the guarantees under the Bill of Rights are
the same to every citizen of the United
States—big or little, rich or poor.

“My history book was the first acquain-
tance I had with Mr. Bill of Rights. Being
somewhat older than myself, I (sic) had a
little trouble understanding him at first. He
told me his father, Mr. Jefferson, had given
him a special meaning that little people like
me could interpret in their own ways.

“After I closed my book, I got to thinking
about what my new friend had said. I am
a Protestant and will always remain so.
However, a good friend of mine is a Catholic.
Freedom of religion, h'mmm-—why that
means I'm free to go to Sunday school,
church, choir and youth fellowship wherever
I please.

“Freedom of speech—that means I can
criticize our Government and say or write
most anything I want to. Of course, I'm
not going to say to someone, ‘I don't like
your hair, shoes, dress, ete.” Mom and Emily
Post wouldn't consider that proper. But
still, I can cry out if something harms me.

“Guarantee of trial by jury. Mr. Bill of
Rights certainly stressed this one. He men-
tioned that without this right people
wouldn't have half a chance for freedom.
This means that no official can walk up to
you and say, ‘"You're guilty. Come to jall or
pay me.! You have a right to know what
you are being charged with, and you can
refuse to answer any questions that might
ineriminate you—unless of course you are
on trial by a jury.

“Freedom to limit the right of search. Let
me see. This means that nobody can come
into my house and behave like a cyclone.
Anything in my drawer or in my pocket
is marked ‘Private.’ The police can search
me if I have done something definitely il-
legal, but I don't ever intend to do so, not
with such bountiful opportunities as I have.
My family, my friends, my country and my
future are all protected by Mr. Bill of Rights.

“He surely makes the United States a won-
derful place to live—doesn't he?"

HAGUE PROTOCOL TO THE WARSAW
CONVENTION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that there be

inserted at this point in the Recorp a

press release which I issued today an-

nouncing that the executive branch has
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submitted its recommendations on the
Hague Protocol to the Warsaw Conven-
tion, together with executive branch cor-
respondence on this subject.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and correspondence were ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Senator J. W, FuLeriGHT, the chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations an-
nounced today that he had received the
recommendations of the executive branch on
the Hague Protocol to the Warsaw Conven-
tion governing the responsibilities and lia-
bilities of airlines towards passengers and
ghippers in international air transportation.

The recommendations of the executive
branch were developed as a result of inquiries
initiated by the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations more than a year ago. Those in-
quiries led to a careful and thorough re-
examination of the protocol and convention
by the Interagency Group on International
Aviation in the light of the controversial
provision regarding the limitation of liability
of airlines to passengers killed or injured in
airline accidents. The Interagency Group
consists of the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency and representatives from
the Departments of State, Defense, Com-
merce, and the Civil Aeronautics Board.

Under the terms of the Warsaw Convention
of 1929, which is currently in effect, the li-
ability of an air carrier for the death of or
injury to each passenger is limited to $8,300,
unless it can be shown that such death or
injury was caused by the willful misconduct
of the carrier. The Hague Protocol to the
Warsaw Conventlon, which was signed in
behalf of the United States in 1956 and
which has been pending before the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations since 1959, would
raise this limitation of liability to $16,600.
In addition, the Hague Protocol would permit
recovery of attorneys’ fees and costs of litl-
gation.

In a letter dated August 9, 1962, the Sec-
retary of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, advised
Chairman FULBRIGHT that the Interagency
Group on International Aviation made two
basic related recommendations:

“1. that the United States ratify the
Hague Protocol, which (upon ratification by
a sufficient number of states) would raise
the liability of carriers in international avia-
tion from the present limit of $8,300 to a
new limit of $16,600;

“2. that the United States enact comple-
mentary legislation which would require
U.S.-flag carriers operating in international
alr transportation to provide all passengers
with automatic accident insurance in the
amount of $50,000 for the benefit of each
passenger killed and up to $50,000 for each
passenger injured in an accident, in addition
to the amount of recovery provided for in
the Hague Protocol.”

In his letter to Senator FuLBRIGHT, Sec-
retary Rusk stated:

“I have tentatively approved the recom-
mendations made by the IGIA. We are going
ahead with the appointment of an inter-
agency committee to draft the appropriate
legislation, and we are also preparing a
supplemental message concerning ratification
of the Hague Protocol. It is expected that
formal proposals for action in accordance
with the IGIA recommendations will be
submitted as part of the administration’s
legislative program for the 88th Congress.
We believe that this program should be
implemented as soon as possible, thus re-
lieving the traveling public from the present
$8,300 limit of liability provided in the War-
saw Convention."”

In making today's announcement, Senator
FuirsriHT said he was pleased that the
committee’s inquiries had resulted in execu-
tive branch recommendations which, when
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approved by Congress, would assure Ameri-
can citizens of far more adequate insurance
protection in the event they are involved
in international airline accidents.

AvucusT 9, 1962,
The Honorable J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S8. Senate.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: On June 12, 1961, you
wrote to me inquiring about the Department
of State’s attitude on the Hague protocol
amending the Warsaw Convention for the
unification of certain rules relating to inter-
national carriage by air. By letter of Sep-
tember 22, 1961, from Mr. Brooks Hays, we
indicated that we were referring the matter
of the Warsaw Convention, the Hague proto-
col, and related questions concerning com-
pensation for passengers injured in aviation
accidents to the Interagency Group on Inter-
national Aviation (IGIA).

Since that time the Interagency Group on
International Aviation has held a number
of meetings, has conducted public hearings
on the subject, and has studied recommenda-
tions from a great number of representatives
of the aviation industry and the public. The
conclusions and recommendations of the
Interagency Group are contained in a letter
to me from Mr. N. E. Halaby, Chairman, dated
August 3, 1962. I am enclosing a copy of Mr,
Halaby's letter.

You will note that the IGIA makes two
basic related recommendations:

1. That the United States ratify the Hague
protocol, which (upon ratification by a suffi-
cient number of states) would raise the lia-
bility of carriers in international aviation
from the present limit of $8,300 to a new
limit of $16,600;

2. That the United States enact comple~
mentary legislation which would require
U.S.-flag carriers operating in international
air transportation to provide all passengers
with automatic accident insurance in the
amount of $50,000 for the benefit of each pas-

killed and up to $50,000 for each pas-
senger injured in an accident, in addition to
the amount of recovery provided for in the
Hague protocol.

There are also certain other recommenda-
tions of a more technical nature which are
stated in Mr. Halaby's letter.

I have tentatively approved the recom-
mendations made by the IGIA. We are go-
ing ahead with the appointment of the
Interagency Committee to draft the appro-
priate legislation, and we are also preparing
a supplemental message concerning ratifica-
tion of the Hague protocol. It is expected
that formal proposals for action in accord-
ance with the IGIA recommendations will be
submitted as part of the administration’s
legislative program for the 88th Congress.
‘We believe that this program should be im-
plemented as soon as possible, thus relleving
the traveling public from the present $8,300
limit of lability provided in the Warsaw
Convention,

Sincerely yours,
Dean RUSK.

FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., August 3, 1962,
Hon. DEAN RUSE,
The Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MRr. SECRETARY: By letter dated July
26, 1961, Deputy Under Secretary of State
Johnson requested that the Interagency
Group on International Aviation (IGIA)
broadly review the relationship of the United
States to The Hague Protocol and the War-
saw Convention in consultation with repre-
sentatives of industry and the public.

The members of the IGIA, and a repre-
sentative of the Department of Justice, met
on September 7, 1961, to consider Mr, John-
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son's letter. As a result of decisions taken
at that meeting the Civil Aeronautics Board
prepared a limited economle study of the
impact of denunclation of Warsaw on U.S.-
flag carriers (attachment A hereto). It was
also decided to solicit the views of industry
and public representatives. Accordingly, on
September 22 a letter requesting comments
was sent to approximately 300 addresses,
These included all certificated U.S. direct and
indirect air carriers, bar assoclations, law
professors, insurers, selected individuals
expert in aviation, and attorneys. An in-
vitation to the general public to submit com-
ments was made by publication of the Sep-
tember 22 letter in the Federal Register and
by means of a press release containing the
text of the letter.

In response to the September 22 letter,
the notice in the Federal Register and the
press release, 138 comments were received
(attachment B contains a list, arranged ac-
cording to the positlons taken, of the per-
sons and organizations that responded; copies
of the replies have been sent to the legal
adviser). In general, the air carriers and
lawyers associated with the air carriers favor
ratification of the Protocol, while claimants’
and certain other attorneys favor denuncila-
tion of Warsaw. Among the bar associations
that submitted comments, the Commit-
tee on Aeronautical Law, and its Subcom-
mittee on International Agreements, of the
American Bar Association; the Illinois State
Bar Assoclation; the Committee on Aeronau-
tical Law of the New York State Bar Asso-
ciation; the Chicago Bar Assoclation; the
Committee on Aeronauties of the Associa-
tion of the Bar of the City of New York;
and the Committee on International Law
of the State Bar Association of Connecticut
favor ratification of the protocol; whereas
the Natlonal Association of Claimants’ Com-
pensation Attorneys and the New York
County Lawyers Association favor denuncia-
tion of Warsaw. The Pennsylvania Bar
Association recommended that the United
States should reconsider the desirability of
continuing to adhere to the Warsaw Con-
vention. A majority of the professors of
law favor ratification of the protocol.

On December 18, 1061, a hearing was held
in Washington at which 10 witnesses testi-
fied before and were questioned by the IGIA
members and the ad hoc members from the
Departments of Justice and Labor (a copy
of the transcript of this hearing has been
sent to the legal adviser). At the hearing
considerable attention was directed to the
possibility of enacting legislation to require
automatic Insurance coverage for passengers
whose international transportation would be
subject to the liability provisions of the
convention. Subsequent to the meeting the
Civil Aeronautics Board prepared a prelim-
inary estimate of the possible cost auto-
matic insurance (attachment C).

On January 38, 1962, the regular and ad
hoc members of the IGIA met to consider
the written and oral comments obtained
from the public and industry. Having the
CAB cost data before it, the IGIA agreed
that the possibilities of automatic insurance
legislation should be explored. To this end
the Civil Aeronautics Board was requested
to prepare a study of such a scheme; a copy
of this report is enclosed (attachment D).

On April 10 the IGIA members, together
with the ad hoc representatives of the De-
partments of Justice and Labor, met to ex-
change views and to consider the Civil Aero-
nautics Board’s insurance legislation report.
It was agreed that the several proposals put
forward at the meeting should be circulated,
and that the regular and ad hoc members
should vote thereon, indicating, if more than
one affirmative vote were cast, the order of
preference, The proposals, as subsequently
refined and amended, were reduced to four
alternatives as follows:
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1. Recommend ratification of The Hague
Protocol;

2. Recommend ratification of The Hague
Protocol and recommend complementary
legislation which would require U.S. air car-
riers to provide all passengers engaged in
international travel with compulsory, auto-
matic accident insurance in the amount of
$25,000 for the benefit of each such passenger
killed or injured in an accident (l.e., the
CAB report, attachment D) ;

3. Recommend ratification of The Hague
Protocol and recommend complementary
legislation which would require U.S. alr car-
riers to contract with their passengers (in
accordance with article 22) that notwith-
standing the limitation of liability in the
Warsaw Convention they would agree to ac-
cept liability up to a limit of £100,000 in the
case of death, and $200,000 in the case of
personal injury;

4. Recommend against ratification of The
Hague Protocol and recommend denuncla-
tion of the Warsaw Convention.

It is to be noted that the first three alter-
natives recommend that the United States
ratify The Hague Protocol, although two of
these (2 and 3) also recommend supplement-
ary legislation; only alternative 4 recom-
mends that the protocol not be ratified and
the Warsaw Convention be denounced.

On June 5 the IGIA Staff Officer circu-
lated the written submissions of the regu-
lar and ad hoc members (attachment E).
The record shows that all the regular mem-
ber agencies of the IGIA, and the Depart-
ment of Justice, favor ratification of The
Hague Protocol by the United States. Only
the Department of Labor has recommended
that The Hague Protocol not be ratified and
the Warsaw Convention be denounced.

The Federal Avlation Agency, the Civil
Aeronautics Board, and the Department of
Justice favor, as their first preference, alter-
native 2, insurance legislation. The Depart-
ment of State favors alternative 3, increased
limit of liability, and the Department of De-
fense favors a combination of alternatives
2 and 3. The Department of Commerce rec-
ommended, as its first choice, that The
Hague Protocol should be ratified without
supplementary legislation of any kind, that
is to say, It favors alternative 1 (however,
Commerce does favor “a greatly strengthened
regulation™ to notify the passenger of the
limit of liability and “easy access to pur-
chase additional trip Insurance”). The De-
partment of Labor, as aforesaid, advocates
alternative 4.

As second choice the Departments of Jus-
tice and Labor favor alternative 3. If a
combination of alternatives 2 and 3 is not
feasible, the Department of Defense favors
alternatives 3, 2, and 1 In that order. Other
preferences were not expressed.

While there was no absolute majority for
any one alternative, alternative 2 received
the largest number of first preference affirm-
ative votes (8); alternatives 1, 3, and 4 re-
ceived ony one first preference affirmative
vote each. Alternative 3 received three sec-
ond preference votes.

Because all first preference votes, except
that of the Department of Labor, advocate
that the United States should ratify The
Hague Protocol, it is the recommendation
of the IGIA that the Department of State
should advise the President to maintain the
request for Senate advice and consent to
The Hague Protocol,

It is also clear from the first preference
votes of the IGIA that supplementary legis-
lation is desirable. Only the Department of
Commerce, which favors alternative 1, and
the Department of Labor, which favors de-
nunciation of the Warsaw Convention, do
not support the passage of supplementary
legislation as outlined in alternatives 2 or
3. Buch supplementary legislation is de-
signed to meet the principal criticlsm of the
Warsaw Convention and The Hague Proto-
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col: the low limitation of liability. The
critics of Warsaw state that the convention,
even if amended by the Hague Protocol, will
in certain cases result in inequities to U.8.
passengers. Thus, except in the case
of willful misconduct, recoveries for death or
injury will be limited to $16,600, an amount
that is often not compensatory to U.8. citi-
zens because of the standard of living pre-
vailing in this country. They also state
that the amount is often below the damages
recoverable in similar cases in some domestic
airline accidents.

Having reviewed the recommendations of
the individual agencies contained in attach-
ment E, and after further interagency dis-
cussions, it has been concluded that the
IGIA recommendation should be the addi-
tional legislative scheme set out in alterna-
tive 2, rather than in alternative 3, but that
the amount of such automatic insurance
should be $50,000 rather than the $25,000
originally suggested. With this modification
the Federal Aviation Agency, the Clvil Aero-
nautics Board and the Departments of
State, Defense, and Justice concur in this
IGIA recommendation.

Alternative 2 meets the major criticism
directed to the Warsaw Convention and The
Hague Protocol that the limit of liability is
too low. If the protocol is ratified and the
$50,000 automatic insurance legislation is
enacted, a plaintiff can recover up to $66,600,
taking into account both the limit under the
protocol and the maximum amount payable
under the insurance plan.

It is also recommended that in supple-
mentary legislation U.S. air carriers be re-
gquired to give clear and positive notice of
the limitation of liability article (article 22)
of the Warsaw Conventlon and the extent
of coverage under the automatic insurance
plan, Thus each passenger intending to em-
bark on carrlage covered by the Warsaw
Convention should be positively advised,
when he buys his ticket or when he checks
in, of the exact amount of the carrier's limi-
tation of liability under both the protocol
(or the convention) and the insurance
plan! Such a passenger would then have
the opportunity of buying at his own ex-
pense additional insurance according to his
needs.

It is further recommended that the sup-
plementary legislation create a separate right
of action under the Warsaw Convention, as
amended by the Hague Protocol. This would
enable passengers or thelr representatives
to sue directly upon the convention in U.S.
district courts and not have to rely upon
local law, foreign or state, to establish a
cause of action. It would avoid the possi-
bility of the application of a lower limit of
liability imposed by the local law and will
serve to answer a criticlsm of the convention
to the effect that it constitutes only an
upper limit. There is substantial authority
that this was the original intent of he draft-
ers of the Warsaw Convention but recent
U.8. court decisions have indicated to the
contrary (e.g., Noel v. Linea Aeropostal Vene-
zolana, 247 P, 2d 667). In establishing a
separate right of action the legislation should
further provide, in accordance with, and
within the limitation of, article XI of the
Hague Protocol (article 22(4) of the Warsaw
Conventlon, as amended) that the judge
hearing the case can award an additional
amount to the plaintiff for court costs and
other expenses of litigation, including at-
torneys' fees.

The Department of Defense has requested
that in the event the United States ratifies
the Hague Protocol the reservation permitted

! Should call for notice of the automatic
insurance coverage as well as the protocol
limits in order to enable the passenger to
determine whether he needs additional in-
surance,
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by article XXVI be declared by notification
to the depository state that the convention
as amended by the protocol shall not apply
to the carriage of persons, cargo, and baggage
for U.S. military authorities on alrcraft,
registered in the United States, the whole
capacity of which has been reserved by or
on behalf of such authorities.

The United States had, at the time of
adherence, made the equivalent reservation
under the Warsaw Convention. No objec-
tion is interposed by the other members of
IGIA to this request, and it Is accordingly
included in this recommendation.

In summary, it is recommended that the
Department of State advise the President to
maintain the request for Senate advice and
consent to The Hague Protocol and to rec-
ommend complementary legislation as sef
forth in alternative 2 modified as previously
indicated to change the amount of the auto-
matic insurance from $25,000 to $50,000. It
is also suggested that every effort be made
to obtain Senate advice and consent to the
Protocol as soon as possible in order to
expedite the coming into effect of The
Hague Protocol thus relieving claimants
from the present 88,300 limit of liability
provided in the Warsaw Convention.

If the recommendations made by the
IGIA meet your approval, I recommend that
you concur in the appointment of a com-
mittee composed of the representatives of
the Departments of State and Justice, the
Civil Aeronautics Board and the Federal
Aviation Agency, which would be charged
with the preparation of the legislation in
time for consideration by all agencles and
for inclusion in the administraton’s legis-
lative programs for the 88th Congress.

The Department of Commerce and the
Department of Labor were not in full agree-
ment with the foregoing and have submitted
separate letters (attachments F and G).

Sincerely,
N, E. HALABY,
Chairman, Interagency Group on Inter-
national Aviation.

PROMOTING TOURISM IN
WISCONSIN

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, tourism,
as an industry, is becoming an increas-
ingly important economic factor to my
home State of Wisconsin and to the
Nation.

Annually, Americans spend over $20
billion for recreation and vacationing.

In Wisconsin, a great many commu-
nities are undertaking farsighted pro-
grams to cut a larger slice of the tourism
pie.

Recently, the La Crosse Sunday Trib-
une published an informative article on
further improving tourism by a travel
expert, Mr. L. G. Monthey, University
of Wisconsin extension specialist on
travel and recreation. I ask unanimous
consent to have the article printed in
the RECORD. .

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

[From the La Crosse (Wis.) Tribune,
Aug. 12, 1962]

FORMULA BY A TrRAVEL EXPERT—MASTER PLAN
NecessarY To BuiLp aND MaiNTAIN ToUR-
1ST INDUSTRY
Before a community can hope to attract

the tourist dollar in large sums, it must

develop a plan.

It is a rare community in which tourism
flourishes without a concerted effort on the
part of those persons and organizations that
make up the community.

16659

But how do you go about it?

A master plan is the place to begin, says
L. G. Monthey, University of Wisconsin ex-
tension speciallst on travel and recreation.

“If you serlously want to increase your
tourist business, you can,” Monthey says of
any community. Some have a better oppor-
tunity than others, such as La Crosse, but all
can improve, he says.

Following is Monthey’s master plan. This
is a generalized plan, but one that applies
to all communities.

1. Determine local interest.

This is the guts of building tourism. Be-
fore a community can go after the tourist
business, practically every person in the
community must be sold on the idea. Local
government must back the idea. It must
be ready to lend all possible assistance.
Service clubs and service organizations in the
community must be willing to pitch in and
actively support given projects.

If the majority of the community is not
convinced that tourism is the right path
to follow, then the idea should be aban-
doned, Monthey says.

2. Set your goals.

Assuming the community is ready to
actively campaign for the tourist dollar, the
next step is to set certailn goals. In deter-
mining the goals, it must be determined how
big a share of the tourist business the area
can handle. Can you provide for 1 million
tourists a year? Perhaps you should settle
for 750,000? Or, maybe you can handle 1.5
million.

This figure is largely determined by the
accommodations in the area. You have to
have a place to put these people. It must
also be determined what type of tourist
business you are best equipped to handle,
Most communities find they are best able
to provide for the weekend vacationer.

These goals should be charted over a 5-
year period. Monthey says it takes at least
a 3-year plan to achieve any results. Four
years is acceptable but 5 years is best. In
this plan the community must determine its
assets and outline the attractions it can most
quickly enhance and improve.

Determining your best drawing cards is
the way Monthey puts it.

3. Enlist support.

Service clubs within the area, and other
smaller clubs, are now asked to actively pitch
in. So is the chamber of commerce. Since
you have alrady set your goals and deter-
mined your major drawing cards, you assign
certain projects to certain groups. Perhaps
the local garden club will develop flower
gardens around areas selected for further
development. Perhaps a service club elects
to create, donate, and maintain a bridle
path,

4. Develop things of immediate potential
first. In La Crosse's case, this would be the
bluffs and the rivers. An area with natural
assets Is cheaper to develop than one with-
out. Monthey points out that Walt Disney
spent $3 million to build a bluff in Disney-
land. The bluff was used for cable car runs.

“But you people have the bluffs—right
now,” he says.

Monthey, who travels Wisconsin from one
end to the other every week and all week,
says that some of the best fishing in the
State and the Midwest is found around La
Crosse.

“But, the tourist does not know where to
go to catch fish. Guides and information
centers must provide him with this informa-
tlon. You can't just turn this guy loose on
the Mississippi River and tell him to go
to it."

5. Seek new tourist attractions. Once your
greatest assets are underway then you must
create new ones to keep people coming back
and to draw tourists who may not have
visited your area so far. In this category
are such things as an amusement park.
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“An amusement park may sound corny,”
Monthey admits, “but if you decide to get
into this tourist thing, then you have to go
all the way. You have to provide attrac-
tions in addition to natural ones. You
need something for people to do—all the
time.”

These five steps are the initial ones.

Once the ball has begun to roll, other
items are considered. One is to study other
areas.

The tourist business is a competitive one.
Perhaps your nearest competitor has a wing-
bang attraction that you could begin in
your area. Perhaps he has others which fall
to draw. By studying these other areas, you
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can perhaps do a better job on your own
area.

As the tourists begin to arrive in increas-
ing numbers, you must pinpoint your mar-
kets. Once you know where your visitors
are coming from and what they like to do,
then you turn your advertising gun on these
markets.

“Spend your advertising dollars in the
areas which will most benefit you,” Monthey
says. “Go after the tourist with a rifle, not
a shotgun."

The last step, and probably the most im-
portant one, is selling your product. ¥You
must talk up your product, belleve in it and
keep the quality high. You must con-
stantly improve your competitive position

August 15

and let your markets know what improve-
ments you have made.

It takes time, talent and money to build
a tourist industry, Monthey says,

It takes time, talent and money to build
any Industry.

RECESS TO 10 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate stand in recess
until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 9
o'clock and 11 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday,
August 16, 1962, at 10 o'clock a.m.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Great and Hospitable Community of
Mount Carmel, Pa., Is Gloriously Cele-
brating Its 100th Birthday

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

O

HON. IVOR D. FENTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day evening I had the honor and privi-
lege of attending the opening of the
centennial celebration at Mount Carmel,
Pa. with the week’s great activities
opening with an Americanism program
at the fine Catholic high school field.

My good friend and colleague, Con-
gressman JAmES E. Van ZanpT, for 3 con-
secutive years national commander of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars and a
leader in the activities of all veterans’
organizations, was the principal speak-
er. In his usual forceful manner JIMMY
delivered an excellent discourse.

Mr. Speaker, Mount Carmel and its
people are among the most hospitable in
the United States. I have many close
and dear friends in Mount Carmel, and I
certainly would have liked to be present
for the entire week and renew acquaint-
ances with those who came from far
and near to join in the celebration.

However, Mr. Speaker, I was present
at the opening program in Mount Car-
mel and I know the people of that fine
American community realize it was more
important for me to return to Washing-
ton to represent their interests in the
busy schedule and important matters we
are having this week both in committees
and on the floor of the House.

The Mount Carmel Item, Mr, Speaker,
estimated that more than 35,000 persons
witnessed the great opening spectacle,
fittingly designated as “Americanism
Day.” Incidentally, Mr. Speaker, the
progressive and alert Mount Carmel Item
published an excellent centennial edition
on Monday which consisted of 40 pages
and contains much information about
good old Mount Carmel, which was in-
corporated as a borough on November 3,
1862,

Yes, Mr, Speaker, it was a wonderful
opening for Mount Carmel's 100th anni-
versary celebration, and the many com-
mittees in charge, as well as all the citi-
zens of Mount Carmel can well feel proud
of their accomplishments during the past
cenfury.

Mount Carmel is a community of all
nationalities. It is a real and typical
American community whose sons and
daughters have fought in many wars.
Many of them went on to win national
acclaim, and the list is so extensive that
to mention them individually might re-
sult in some one being overlooked. How-
ever, suffice to say that many of these
names have and will go down in history;
for Mount Carmel has always stood
ready to give its all under the Stars and
Stripes.

Mount Carmel is a community that
has also gone through many domestic
battles to maintain its economy, but
each time it emerges bigger and greater.
From a onetime area whose activities
were almost confined to the production
of anthracite, its citizens have forged
forward and today are engaged in an
expansion of industrial activities which
will create greater advancement and
progress for all the citizens of this fair
community.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the open-
ing centennial program having as its
guest speaker, it had another star-
studded attraction in the appearance and
participation of its native-born daugh-
ter, Miss Marie Powers, internationally
famous opera star.

Miss Powers, who has thrilled music
lovers throughout the world, was bril-
liant and enchanting in her hometown
appearance. The local folk will long
remember their vocal pride for the great
voice and fine renditions she gave to
open her home community’s centennial
celebration.

In all, Mr. Speaker, it was a wonderful
Americanism program to open Mount
Carmel’s centennial and was presented
as follows: master of ceremonics, Mr.
Arthur A. Bressi; invocation, the Rever-
end Robert G. Detwiler; greetings by the
mayor, the Honorable Lawrence R.
Joyee; greetings by centennial chairman,
Dr. Robert E. Allen; Americanism ad-
dress, Congressman JAMES E. VAN ZANDT;

concert, Miss Marie Powers, accompanied
by Mr. George Corty, presenting “The
Lord's Prayer,” “My Days Have Been So
Wondrous Fair,” “Peace of Mind,” “Song
for the Lonely,” “The Hero,” “O Mio Fer-
nando"—from “La Favorita’—and “Air
Dido.”

Benediction, Most Rev. Lawrence F.
Schott, D.D.,, LL.D,, “The Battle Hymn
of the Republiec,” with soloist Marie
Powers accompanied by the Mount Car-
mel High School Band and Centennial
Chorus conducted by Mr. Edmund Ne-
jaimey.

The great audience joined the program
participants in singing “The Star-Span-
gled Banner,” and it was a thrilling
climax as music and voices reverberated
throughout a community which is
proudly proclaiming to the world this is
our centennial, our community is 100
years old and ready to go forward with
greater enthusiasm and spirit in the
dawn and twilight of “Onward Christian
Soldiers.”

Yes, these citizens and soldiers of
Americanism in Mount Carmel are cele-
brating the 100th natal anniversary of
the borough’s birthday, and that they
will go on to many more centennial and
glorious celebrations I know is the wish
of all the Members of this House.

Independence Day of the Congo

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. ADAM C. POWELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, we take
this opportunity to send warm felicita-
tions to His Excellency the President
of the Congo, the Abbe Fulbert Youlou,
on the occasion of the second anniver-
sary of the Congo's independence.

The advent of the former French
Congo as an independent nation has
been far overshadowed by the more dra-
matic entrance of its sister republie, the
former Belgian Congo, into the commu-
nity of sovereign states. Thus, it would
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be well if, on this second anniversary
of the independence of the Republic of
the Congo—Brazzaville—we look a mo-
ment at its political structure and at
its accomplishments since independence.

The Constitution of the Republic of
the Congo rests on the prineciple of pop-
ular sovereignty and specifically states
that the Republic is “indivisible, demo-
cratic, and social.” It provides for a
separation of powers and a parliamen-
tary system whereby the President is
elected by the National Assembly. Its
preamble invokes the French declaration
of the rights of man. Thus, the Repub-
lic of the Congo is undeniably a democ-
racy in the Western sense, since it has
evolved a political system which guaran-
tees individual liberties and balanced
parliamentary government.

In the economic sphere the Congo
Government has shown wisdom and fore-
thought. Recognizing the continuing
need for foreign advisers in a number
of technical fields, the newly independ-
ent government retained some 500
French technicians. The Congo has re-
mained a member of the franc zone, an
important factor in the stabilization of
its currency. It has applied for mem-
bership in numerous international or-
ganizations interested in economic devel-
opment programs, such as the UN. spe-
cialized agencies and the International
Buank for Reconstruection and Develop-
ment. For the purpose of encouraging
both domestic and foreign investment,
the Government has adopted a code pro-
viding guarantees for qualified business
ventures. A National Development Bank
has been created in order to assist fi-
nancially and technieally in economic
and social development projects. All of
these actions are important and well
reasoned steps for a country which is
attempting to raise its standard of liv-
ing to the maximum possible in a min-
imum amount of time.

But social programs have not been neg-
lected. Education has improved at all
levels, and approximately 31 percent of
the 1961 budget was allocated to edu-
cational expansion. Nearly 80 percent
of the elementary school age population
was attending school, as compared with
75 percent in 1960 and 65 percent in 1959.
A center offering university-level train-
ing was opened in Brazzaville in 1959,
and there are now over 200 students at-
tending it.

In the field of inter-African coopera-
tion, too, the Congo has asserted its
leadership and has been a moderating in-
fluence. The Brazzaville group of 12
French-speaking states takes its name
from the capital of the Congo, where it
met in December 1960 to discuss the sit-
uation in Léopoldville, across the river.
The group endorsed U.N. technical as-
sistance and rejected intervention by
African states. Its decisions of later
meetings, at which plans for economic
and political coordination were formu-
lated, were equally moderate.

The Congo has continued to maintain
close economic links with France and
has remained a member of the French
community. Soon after ifs aceession to
independence it became a member of the
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United Nations under French sponsor-
ship. Its domestic policy has been well
reasoned. In foreign affairs it has been
cooperative and constructive. We com-
mend the Republic of the Congo and
President Fulbert Youlou for a note-
worthy record of accomplishment.

World War I Veterans

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GEORGE E. SHIPLEY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. SHIPLEY., Mr. Speaker, I intend
to keep these remarks as short as pos-
sible for I would like them to be read by
the Members of Congress rather than
skipped over. To make a long story
short, I, as one Member of Congress, am
getting tired, disgusted, and a little sick
of the way the World War I veterans are
being ignored in regard to their pension.
Since being elected to Congress 4 years
ago, I have witnessed legislative sneaks,
and the old bamboozle; but the action
on H.R. 3745 beats anything I have seen
yet. In 1958, there was a discharge peti-
tion filed and there were only 65 signers
on this petition. In 1960, there were 145.
In 1962, there were 199 signers. This
interest shown by the Members who have
signed this petition is a direct and clear
mandate of the U.S. Congress wishes.

1 disagree bitterly with the cost figures
some people estimate is involved with
this legislation. The cost of this pro-
gram would only be a drop in the bucket
compared to what we are throwing away
overseas. AsI understand the statistics,
World War I veterans are now dying at
the rate of 1 every 4 minutes. During
the hour in which this statement is being
given 15 World War I veterans will have
passed on, and the World War I pension
obligation will have been reduced by the
amount of $1,500; by the amounf of
$36,000 per year; by the amount of $12,-
960,000 per year until the year of 1976,
at which time only of 4 of 100 World War
I veterans will be living and these at the
average age of 82 years so that each
year until 1976 the World War I pension
obligation will be reduced 6 percent until
the reduction has reached 96 percent;
and thereafter, there will be left only a
token amount to be paid out; and shortly
thereafter, death will have permanently
removed the governmental obligation to
these defenders of our country entirely.

The World War I pension expense
peak arrived before the year of 1960, and
said expense is now fast receding toward
the vanishing point.

These men suffered the tortures of hell
in the trenches; sometimes belly deep in
water, mud, filth, and blood, besides the
other terrible rigors of war. It is not the
will of the people that these veterans
in their declining years be deprived of a
little security long overdue. It is indeed
& shame and an insult to these old veter-
ans, to treat them as they have been
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treated in this and past sessions of Con-
gress. I can tell you it surely leaves a
bitter taste—not against their country or
its citizens; but to those now in power.
Did the big money interests fight against
a $4 billion foreign aid bill to be doled out
to Communist-controlled nations? No;
and I am pleased to say I did not support
or vote for the bill,

Independence Day of Korea

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ADAM C. POWELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, we take
this opportunity to send warm felicita-
tions to His Excellency, the Acting Presi~
dent of Korea, General Park Chung Hee;
and His Excellency the Korean Ambas-
sador to the United States, General Il
Kwon Chung, on the occasion of the 14th
anniversary of Korea’s independence.

When on August 15, 1948, the U.S.
administration of South Korea was
terminated, a new era of Korean inde-
pendence was inaugurated. It is the an-
niversary of this occasion that we cele-
brate today.

In fulfillment of pledges made at the
1943 Cairo Conference the United States
and other nations set out at the con-
clusion of the Second World War to help
Korea gain freedom and self-govern-
ment. Although some 35 years of Japa-
nese colonial rule was ended, the joy
of Koreans was dampened by the separa-
tion of the two halves of their country.
Originally designed merely to expedite
the surrender of Japanese forces, this
division of the country at the 38th paral-
lel became fixed, because of Soviet re-
calcitrance. The elections which were
to have reunited the country were never
held, as the Communists in the north
refused to allow the United Nations
Temporary Commission on Korea to en-
ter the territory under their control.
Consequently, the U.N.-supervised free
election was held only in South Korea.
This election led to the installation of
the Republic of Korea’s first independ-
ent government.

It has been Korea’s fate to have had
to provide the unhappy battlefield for
one of the major confrontations between
freedom and totalitarianism in the
modern era. Tragically miscalculating
free world willingness to deter Commu-
nist aggression, the North Korean pup-
pet government mounted a fierce attack
on the south in June 1950. Finally, after
millions of casualties had been suffered,
an armistice was reached in July 1953.
Although the fighting has now been over
for 9 years, South Korea still bears a
heavy burden from the war’s cruel
legacy of misery. Millions of refugees
poured into the country during the Eo-
rean war, thereby adding to the already
considerable population pressure on the
Nation's land resources. Furthermore,
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the Communists to the north, South
Korea has had to keep some 600,000 men
in the military services, and now has
the fourth largest standing army in the
world. Half of the South Korean budget
goes for defense, which necessarily puts
great strains on Korea’s attempts to
achieve economic prosperity.

The first 5-year economic develop-
ment program, which is now in progress,
seeks to eliminate waste, usury, bribery,
and corruption, and to lay the ground-
work for broad economic advance. I
believe that with the successful imple-
mentation of this plan, Korea's tradi-
tional dead hand of poverty ean be
replaced by the seeds of long-term na-
tional prosperity. Among its major ex-
ports, the South Korean Government has
undertaken the construction of the great
Ulsan industrial complex, about which
Acting President Chung Hee Park has
said:

It is no exaggeration to say that the de-
velopment of Korean industry depends on
the success of this project.

President Park has pledged that con-
trol of the country will be returned to
civilian hands not later than the sum-
mer of 1963. While not detracting from
the positive aspects of the present Gov-
ernment, most Americans will welcome
this restoration.

I believe that the Korean people are
today experiencing a new awakening and
consolidation of their national spirit. I
offer them my best wishes in this great
effort, and I am pleased to extend my
congratulations to the people of Korea
on this 14th anniversary of Korean In-
dependence Day.

Dedication at Maynard, Mass.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, under
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks, and include therein a speech
that I made at the dedication of the
beautiful new townhouse and library at
Maynard, Mass., July 29, 1962:

REMARKS IN PART OF CONGRESSMAN PHILIP J.
PHILBIN AT DEDICATION OF TOWNHOUSE
AND LIBRARY, MAYNARD, Mass.,, JuLy 29,
1962
Reverend clergy, distinguished guests, and

friends, it is a very great pleasure and priv-

ilege for me to join you in these historic
exercises here this afternoon.

The town of Maynard is very close to my
heart, and I rejoice with your officials and
all your people upon the completion of this
very beautiful new townhouse and library.

With great satisfaction, I compliment and
congratulate the chairman and members of
the committee who have been responsible for
the conduct of this constructive work, the
architect, the bullders and all those who
have had anything to do with the comple~
tion of this magnificent new facility.
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‘because of the ominous threat posed by

Your community has long beén noted for
the high quality of its leadership and the
industry, civic spirit, and patriotism of its
people. Indeed, there are few, if any, com-
munities anywhere that have given such a
splendid example of courage and fortitude in
times of adversity and discouragement as
the town of Maynard.

Time and again you have shown your
mettle, you have demonstrated your ability
to stand together and join, intelligently and
wholeheartedly, to overcome obstacles con-
fronting you.

Time and again you have gladly responded
to the call of our country when our liberties
were at stake, and this memorable service
goes back to the very earliest days of our
Nation, and has continued up to this very
moment.

You may well be proud, therefore, of the
outstanding record which your fellow towns-
people and your community as a whole has
made throughout the years, and I may state
without question that your unflinching loy-
alty and devotion to the principles of our
great democracy is a source of great pride to
me as it must be to you, and all our fellow
Americans who have had the opportunity to
observe your sterling contributions to our
State and Nation.

The loyal spirit you have manifested in
this community, and particularly your devo-
tion to the cause of freedom, is needed as
much, if not more, today, than ever before
in our history.

Those who would destroy every vestige of
freedom and democracy, not only here, but
throughout the world, are striving with un-
ceasing vigor and skill to achieve their
nefarious purpose of enslaving mankind.

They do not hesitate to use threats, blan-
dishments, and every tactic of deceit, artifice
and falsehood to plant seeds of distrust and
strife, and weaken the resolve of the free
world to resist the tyranny and dictatorship
of the Communist police state,

But they will not succeed in their evil aims,
because the people of this Nation and this
world will not be deluded by their trickery,
will not be deceived by their insincere prom-
ises, and will not be intimidated by their
dire threats.

This Nation, born in freedom, pledged to
freedom, intends to preserve that freedom,
and we will not allow any other nation, or
group of nations, to steal away our hard-
won liberties or to challenge the safety of
our shores and the security of our homes.

Let every leader and conspirator seeking
the destruction of freedom in this Nation
and the world well understand that Ameri-
cans propose to defend and preserve our
great heritage, that we are unalterably
pledged to the perpetuation of free govern-
ment, Just as we are resolutely committed to
the cause of world peace.

It is for us to maintain our strength at
every level, military, economie, and spiritual
and, above all, to uphold at all times the
moral precepts and spiritual truths upon
which our great Nation was founded.

It is for us to try to build and shape a
greater and stronger and more prosperous
Nation, and to hold out the hand of friend-
ship, amity and assistance to other nations
who earnestly seek peace and who wish to
live and develop under institutions of free-
dom.

Above all, it is for us to work for the holy
cause of peace and human brotherhood as
devoutly and vigorously as some other na-
tions are working to spread hatred, instead
of love, turmoil, instead of order, and
tyranny and slavery, instead of good will,
mutual helpfulness, and freedom.

The world can have peace, good will, and
a golden age of brotherhood and prosperity
for all, if the leaders of the Communist con-
spiracy would tomorrow agree to outlaw war,
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provide international control for nuclear
weapons and substances, and divert them to
the ways of peace rather than unspeakable
violence, if they would agree to universal
disarmament and world legal institutions to
promote world cooperation, unity of the
human family, and order and justice for all
mankind.

To be sure, it is encouraging that, to no
inconsiderable extent, we are moving toward
these goals, slowly but perceptibly, and the
Soviet Union, as well as all other nations,
must come to realize—and I hope and pray
that they will soon do so—that lasting peace
must be assured, if the world is to be spared
an unprecedented blood bath of destruction
and devastation.

As we work for peace with all our hearts
and energies, let us work with more vigor
than ever before and with vigilance and
resolution to build our own strength, pre-
serve our great free system and carry out
our commitments to the free peoples of the
earth that we will not stand idly by while
tyranny overruns the world.

This splendid new facility will serve your
beautiful town and its devoted people for
many years to come. It will do much to
strengthen your municipal posture and to
provide for the convenience of your people.
Not only this generation, but future genera-
tions, will have reason to be grateful for the
concern you have shown to conduet your
town government with efficiency and effec-
tiveness. I am very happy for you today.

May you continue to grow in strength,
union, prosperity and the ways of freedom.

U.S. Coast Guard Academy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
o

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr, SHELLEY. MTr. Speaker, I should
like to call to your attention to the pres-
ence of a group of splendid young
Americans who are visiting us today.
They are cadets of the U.S. Coast Guard
Academy at New London, Conn., an in-
stitution whose mission is to train young
men “with sound bodies, stout hearts,
and alert minds, with a liking for the
sea and its lore, and with that high sense
of honor, loyalty, and obedience which
goes with trained initiative and leader-
ship; well grounded in seamanship, the
sciences, and the amenities and strong
in the resolve to be worthy of the tradi-
tions of commissioned officers in the
U.S. Coast Guard in the service of their
country and humanity.”

These young men are now completing
the final phase of their annual summer
cruise aboard the famous training bark
Eagle, and comprise the sophomore and
senior classes for the ensuing academic
yvear. They are stopping over briefly in
Washington prior to returning to New
London where they will begin their
summer leave. Two other cutters, the
Absecon from Norfolk, Va. and the
Castle Rock from Boston, Mass., accom-
panied the Eagle on the cruise. Of the
260 cadets embarked on this year’s
cruise, 153 presently serve aboard the
Eagle. Each has spent two-thirds of
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the cruise on the Eagle, and one-third on
one of the accompanying Coast Guard
cutters.

These cadets have seen a good part of
the world since they departed New Lon-
don on June 8. They have visited such
distant points as Edinburgh, Scotland;
Antwerp, Belgium; and Las Palmas in
the Canary Islands. During their stay
in Edinburgh, His Royal Highness,
Prinee Philip made an official visit to
the Eagle.

The purpose of these annual summer
cruises is strictly professional. Aboard
Coast Guard cutters, cadets of the first
and third classes receive practical ship-
board instruction in seagoing skills and
other matters pertaining to their chosen
profession. Combining the features of
a sailing ship with a modern diesel en-
gine, the Eagle is ideally suited to devel-
oping leadership potential and a capac-
ity for teamwork so essential to a
successful career as a commissioned of-
ficer in the Coast Guard. The FEagle
also serves as an effective oceangoing
classroom for third classmen where they
may learn elements of ship mainte-
nance, housekeeping, and shipboard
routine.

In addition to its practical training
aspects, the cruise is also intended fo
provide future Coast Guard officers with
a broader understanding of foreign
countries and customs—an extr
lmp;)dx:tsnt matter in this shrinking
WOr'

Independence Day of Pakistan

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ADAM C. POWELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, we take
this opportunity to send warm felicita-
tions to His Excellency the President of
Pakistan, Field Marshal Mohammed
Ayub Khan; and His Excellency the
Pakistani Ambassador fo the United
States, Aziz Ahmed, on the occasion of
the 15th anniversary of Pakistani inde-
pendence.

Pakistan became an independent na-
tion of Asia on August 15, 1947, 15 years
ago today. Born in the strife-torn after-
math of World War IT, Pakistan faced
staggering problems of national consoli-
dation. The tragic days of partition had
uprooted whole communities, and some
10 million refugees had to be resettled in
the new State. Conflicts with India over
the status of Kashmir imposed further
strains,

And finally, the young country had to
overcome what appeared to be immense
problems arising from the physical
separation of the nation into two parts,
divided by 1,000 miles of Indian terri-
tory. Although over half of the popula-
tion lives in East Pakistan, this region
has only 15 percent of the land area.
East Pakistan has a monsoon economy,
while West Pakistan has a river econ-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

omy. East speaks Bengali, while Urdu
is used in the West. East grows jute
and tea and eats rice and fish; West
grows cotton and wool and eats wheat
and meat. East Pakistan seems almost
a part of southeast Asia, while West
Pakistan is contiguous to the Middle
East.

In 1947 many observers confidently
predicted the imminent disintegration of
the Pakistani nation. These observers
have been proven wrong, for they did
not realize that the Moslem heritage
which unites 85 percent of the people
of Pakistan would prove capable of over-
coming the divisive forces arising from
geographical separation. Furthermore,
they did not understand that the experi-
ence of previous decades had aroused
within the Pakistanis a eommon, living
convietion that they were of one nation
and one state.

Pakistan is truly a nation inspired by
an idea, an idea of independence that
led from the formation of the Moslem
League in 1906, to the successful forma-
tion of the independent state in 1947,
The ideal of a self-governing Pakistan
found its greatest prophet in the person
of Quaid-i-Azam Mohammed Al Jin-
nah, who consolidated the movement in
its later stages and was the major archi-
tect of Pakistan's subsequent independ-
ence.

The Quaid-i-Azam once summarized
the national goals of Pakistan by saying:

The people of Pakistan ' desire nothing
which is not their own, nothing more than
the goodwill and friendship of all the free
nations of the world. We in Pakistan are
determined that having won our long-lost
freedom we will work to the utmost limit of
our capacity not omnly to bulld up a strong
and happy state of our own but to contribute
in the fullest possible measure to inter-
national peace and prosperity.

Pakistan is not only an active member
of the United Nations and the Common-
wealth of Nations, but has also elected
to join free nations of Asia and the West
in two of the key defense pacts aimed
at containing Sino-Soviet expansionism,
CENTO and SEATO.

Having overcome many of the prob-
lems which plagued the early postparti-
tion years, Pakistan is today a nation
that looks proudly to a future which will
bring even greater fulfillment to its peo-
ple. It is encouraging among the people
a greater political awareness and a sense
of responsibility in representative insti-
tutions, through the medium of basic
demoeracies. Its new constitution, pro-
mulgated in March 1962, provides for
the full restoration of eivil liberties and
representative government in Pakistan.
The economy is also making impressive
advances. It is estimated that the sec-
ond 5-year plan, now in progress, will
bring a 24-percent increase in gross na-
tional product by 1965. Also, by 1975,
Pakistan will be providing all children
of school age with an 8-year primary
education.

It is with great pleasure that I extend
my congratulations to President Mo-
hammad Ayub EKhan and the people
of Pakistan on this the 15th anniversary
of Pakistan’s independence.
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Address by Secretary of State Dean Rusk
Before National Convention of Veter-
ans of Foreign Wars

EXTENSION OF REMARES

HON. WALTER H. JUDD

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, last night
the Honorable Dean Rusk, the Secretary
of State, made a major foreign policy
statement before the 63d National Con-
vention of Veterans of Foreign Wars,
meeting in my congressional distriet in
Minneapolis, Minn. Sometimes only
announcements of new or changed poli-
cies are considered of major importance.
But in a world where the hope of so
many countries for survival depends so
largely upon the strength and steadfast-
ness of U.S. policy, no statement has
greater significance to them and is more
reassuring to our own people, than a
calm and clear appraisal of the world
situation we face, an assessment of both
the forces against us and those for us,
and a fresh declaration of firm commit-
ment to defend, by peaceful solutions
wherever possible, America’s basic prin-
ciples and vital interests. These prineci-
ples and interests do not change and
steady adherence to them is the truly
productive course to follow.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to include also the
fine statement made by the national
commander in chief of the VFW—Mr.
Robert E. Hansen of St. Paul, Minn., in
introducing Secretary Rusk and present-
ing to him the Bernard M. Baruch Gold
Medal for Distinguished Service.

The infroduction and address follow:
InTRODUCTION OF HOoN. DEAN RUSK, SECRETARY

oF StaTE, DisTINGUISHED GUESTS BANQUET,

BY COMMANDER IN CHIEF ROBERT E. HANSEN

AT THE 63p NatronaL CONVENTION, VETER-

ANS oF ForeiGN Wars oF THE UNITED

?rgm, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. AvUGUsT 13,
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The Veterans of Foreign Wars historically
has taken a deep and continuing interest
in the foreign policy of our Nation. All
citizens should be interested in what goes on
in the world beyond our geographic borders.
However, the intense interest of our orga-
nization in world affairs stems, I belleve, from
the common background of each and every
member of the Veterans of Forelgn Wars.
I refer, of course, to the fact that every mem-
ber of our organization has served our Na-
tion overseas.

Understandably, the VFW should have, as
it does, a more than average inferest in and
understanding of the vital importance of
foreign policy. It is, therefore, particularly
fitting that it is our privilege at this dis-
tinguished guests banquet to have as our
speaker the much-respected BSecretary of
State, the Honorable Dean Rusk.

Our speaker has served as Becretary of
State since January 21, 1961, when he was
sworn into office as the 54th Secretary of
State. Secretary Rusk comes to his present
position of vast responsibility from a back-
ground of vast experience for such an as-
signment.
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i’ “Born in Cherokee County, Ga., he gradu-
ated from Davidson College in North Caro-
liria, where he achieved membership in Phi
Beta Kappa. He was a Rhodes scholar at
Oxford in England, and following that he
studied at the University of Berlin. Return-
ing to the United States in 1934, he served as
associate professor of government and dean
of faculty at Mills College, Oakland, Calif.
But this distinguished Secretary of State who
works so constantly for the preservation of
peace 1s certainly not unacquainted with the
ways of war. In December of 1840 Dean
Rusk began active Army duty as a captain.
He participated In two campaigns in the
Burma theater, rising to the position of
deputy chief of staff. At the time of his
return to inactive duty, he held the rank
of colonel. He holds the Legion of Merit
and Oak Leaf Cluster.

With such a background of campaign
soldiering, he was well prepared to return
to matters pertaining to international af-
fairs. In 1946 he joined the State Depart-
ment as Assistant Chief of the Division of
International Security Affairs. After this he
served as Speclal Assistant to the Secretary
of War. Rejoining the Department of State,
he served as Director of the Office of Special
Political Affairs and as Director of the
Office of United Nations Affairs.

In 1940 he became the first Assistant
Secretary for United Nations Affairs. After
serving as Deputy Under Secretary of State,
he became Assistant Secretary for Far
Eastern Affairs in March of 1950. I belleve
that it is a commendable commentary on
State Department personnel policy that one
who served so extensively in war in the Far
East should have become the Assistant Sec-
retary for Far Eastern Affairs.

He was in charge of Far Eastern Affairs
until March of 1852, when he became presi-
dent of the Rockefeller Foundation.

As we members of the VFW are well aware,
our Nation, together with the cause of free-
dom, is exposed to constant peril in these
times of unrelenting Communist aggression.
The international seas are treacherous and
turbulent. If our Nation is to survive this
era of continuing international storms, it
will do so only if the course is well charted
and the ship skillfully navigated,

Secretary Rusk’s direction of our foreign
policy has been impressive. His calm de-
meanor, his firm determination, and his
broad intellect have gained for him respect
at home and in other nations. The firm
U.8. policy which our Nation has followed
in the recurring crisis in Berlin has served
notice to Europe that that vital citadel
and symbol of freedom would be defended
against all Red threats. This, indeed, has
contributed to the strength of freedom’s
cause in the Western community of nations.

In the PFar East the continuing support
which our Government has given our loyal
friend and vigorous anti-Communist leader,
President Chiang Kal-shek, has paid vast
dividends in national security in the western
Pacific.

These are examples of sound policies
which have been pursued under the direc-
tion of this man who honors us with his
presence this evening.

It is In view of his devoted service, his
skillful direction of foreign policy, and the
personal qualities which have gained for
him the profound respect of freedom-lov-
ing people, that I now have the privilege
of presenting to the Honorable Dean Rusk
on behalf of the 1,300,000 oversea combat
veterans comprising the Veterans of Foreign
Wars the highest award which our organi-
‘zation can bestow—the Bernard M. Baruch
"Gold Medal for Distinguished Service to our
Nation.
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ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE DEAN RUSK, SEC-
RETARY OF STATE, BEFORE THE VETERANS OF
FoREIGN WARS CONVENTION, LEAMINGTON
HoTeL, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., MoNDaY,
Avcust 13, 1962

(Secretary Rusk’s address was carried by the
National Broadcasting Co. radio network
and highlights broadcast by the Mutual
Broadcasting System)

Commander Hansen, distinguished guests,
fellow veterans, it is a great pleasure to be
here in Minneapolis for this great conven-
tion of the Veterans of Forelgn Wars. All of
us, of course, are deeply concerned about
our country's future; but there is some-
thing special about that concern among
men and women who have worn the uniform
of their country in times of trial. For us,
words like war and peace have a special
meaning. We know, as veterans, that forelgn
policy reaches into every home and every
community. We know the price when state-
craft fails. We know why it is important to
seek peaceful solutions wherever possible,
consistent with basic principles and vital
interests.

I know I don't need to prove to you that
we live in a world of turmoil and change.
I know I don't need to emphasize to you
that we live in a time of danger and that
the primary cause of this danger i# the ex-
istence of powerful forces which are deter-
mined to destroy our free way of life.

The global struggle for freedom and
against Communist imperialism is our main
business in the State Department. My col-
leagues and I give intensive attention, day
by day, to Communist strategy and tactics.

No one has to convince us that when
Ehrushchev sald communism will bury us
he was proclaiming, not just an alleged his-
torical inevitability, but an objective to-
ward which Communists work relentlessly
by all the means they deem effective. No
one has to convince us that “peaceful co-
existence'” means to them a continuing at-
tempt to spread their system over the earth
by all means short of the great war which
would be self-defeating. No one has to con-
vince us that the contest between Commu-
nist imperialism and freedom is for keeps.

We have a simple but transcendent goal.
It is, in President Kennedy’s words, "'a peace-
ful world community of free and independ-
ent states, free to choose their own future
and their own system, so long as it does not
threaten the freedom of others.”

This goal of ours—and of most of the na-
tions of the world—and the Communist goal
are incompatible. This global struggle will
continue until freedom prevails. It goes
without saying that our purpose is to win.

One hears now and then that we have a
“no win” purpose or policies. That is simply
not 80. Of course we intend to win. And
we are going to win. Our objective is a
victory for all mankind.

For let us be clear about what we mean
when we say: ‘“We are going to win.” Who
makes up the “we?” Not only 185 mil-
lion Americans, but most of the rest of the
people of the world. And what is the world-
wide victory we work for? Not the victory
of one nation over another or of one peo-
ple over another, but a worldwide victory
for freedom.

To win this worldwide victory we must
achieve:

A world free of aggression—aggression by
whatever means.

A world of independent nations, each with
the institutions of its own choice, but co-
operating with one another to their mutual

-advantage.

A world which yields continuing progress
in economic and social justice for all people,
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‘A world which provides sure and equitable
means for the peaceful settlement of dis-
putes and moves progressively toward a rule
of law which lays down and enforces stand-
ards of conduct in relations between nations.

A world in which, in the great tradition
shared by peoples in every continent, govern-
ments “derive their just powers from the
consent of the governed.”

A world in which the powers of the state
over the individual are limited by law and
practice—in which the personal freedoms
essential to the dignity of man are secure,

Our hope and purpose is to win without
a great war and the damage which the weap-
ons of today would inflict upon the human
race. We will defend our vital interests and
those of the free world by whatever means
may be necessary, but a military climax to
this struggle is to be prevented if possible.

The primary purpose of our military forces
is to make resort to force by our adversaries
unprofitable and dangerous. Our {forces
have been greatly strengthened in the last
18 months. Our nuclear deterrent has been
amplified, and a rising proportion of it is
relatively invulnerable to attack. We have
the capacity to inflict massive destruction
upon any nation that would be so irrational
as to attack us or our allies.

Our conventional forces, too, have been
strengthened. They are being modernized
and made more mobile—not as a substitute
for our nuclear capacity but to cope with
more limited requirements.

In addition, we have been improving our
capacity to deal, and assist our allies in deal-
ing, with guerrilla warfare—a form of ag-
gression which the Communists, in their
inverted jargon, call “wars of national libera-
tion.” This is the form of the present aggres-
slon against South Vietnam. It will not be
allowed to succeed.

Thus, as my colleagues in the State De-
partment and I go about our business, we
have at our backs a formidable array of mili-
tary strength under the command of a
resolute President. This strength, with that
of our many allies, is capable of defending
the vital interests of the free world. When
President Kennedy says that we and our
allies have vital interests in West Berlin—
vital interests which all free peoples share
with the brave inhabitants of that city—
“yital interests” means just that: interests
to be protected as a matter of elementary
safety for freemen. We are prepared to
discuss ways and means for reducing ten-
slons in central Europe and to search for
more permanent solutions to those problems,
but we will not be forced, harassed, or
squeezed out of West Berlin. We are deter-
mined to see that West Berlin thrives in
freedom. And we have other vital interests
in common with the free peoples of Latin
America, Europe, Asia, the Far East, and
elsewhere, which we are resolved to main-
tain.

At the same time, despite bitter and far-
reaching differences, we seek continually
areas of common or overlapping interest—
areas of potential concrete agreements. In
June 1961, at Vienna, Mr. Ehrushchev and
President Kennedy agreed that both favored
an independent and mneutral Laos. Last
month at Geneva an agreement was signed
by 14 nations, providing for the independence
and neutrality of Laos. If the agreement is
faithfully executed, all foreign troops will
leave Laos and the Laotians will be left alone
to control their own affairs—and Laos will
cease to be an avenue of supply and rein-
forcement for the Communist aggression
against South Vietnam. I wunderline the
need that the agreement be faithfully ex-
ecuted. We on our side shall do everything
possible to see that it is. We believe the
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Government of Laos will do its best; we ex-
pect all others to do the same.

There is another matter in which, objec-
tively examined, all the great powers have a
genuine common interest. I refer to the
problem of halting the upward spiral of
the arms race. Let us be clear about what
this means and what it does not mean. We
have a security interest in turning the arms
race downward; otherwise the path ahead
means increasingly vast diversions of re-
sources away from the unfinished business
of mankind and increasing dangers for all
concerned as weapons systems tax or exceed
the capacities of the mind of man. But
disarmament measures cannot be unilat-
eral—surely the free world learned that
lesson from the demobilization after World
War II. Disarmament must be achieved
by steps consistent with the security of all
concerned and with fully adequate assur-
ance that agreements are faithfully carried
out. In today's world, such agreements can-
not rest upon blind faith; but arrangements
can be worked out under which confidence
can rest upon knowledge and not mere trust.
In limited fields, such as nuclear testing,
improved techniques and instrumentation
may permit more efficient and less costly
arrangements. But the need for verification
remains. We see no way in which the abo-
lition of all nuclear testing can be achieved
unless the Soviet Union is ready to abandon
its obsession with secrecy. And the rest of
the world cannot disarm without knowing
what arms are being concealed in those vast
and closely policed areas in the very heart of
the Eurasian land mass. We hope that self-
interest and the yearning of the Soviet peo-
ples for a better life will cause the Soviet
Government to reconsider and sit down with
the rest of us to work out practical steps
which will begin to reduce the burdens and
dangers.

PROGRESS TOWARD OUR GOAL

How are we getting along in this great
struggle for freedom? A Secretary of State,
watching the daily flow of cables from a
world in rapid and far-reaching change, can-
not afford to be an easy optimist. But I be-
lieve that a measured appraisal leads to the
conclusion that the historical forces of free-
dom are writing fresh chapters of achieve-
ment and confidence.

1. The vitality and growing strength of the
economically advanced countries of the free
world: A new industrial revolution has swept
over the free countries of Europe in this
postwar perlod. Everywhere there are new
factories, new jobs, new bulldings, growth
and prosperity. Strong new economic and
political links have been forged and still
others are now taking shape.

The notion that we in America somehow
resent or regret this new vitality and con-
fidence in Europe is plain nonsense. This
new era has been an objective of our own
hopes and policy; it is, among other things,
the rich harvest of the massive efforts which
the Europeans and we made together through
the Marshall plan. We applaud the result
thus far and warmly support the prospects
for an even stronger and more unified
Europe.

Let us not underestimate the importance
of these developments to the worldwide
struggle for freedom. A vigorous Atlantic
partnership will mean closer political con-
sultation to build the strength and unity of
the free world as a whole. It will mean an
ability to share more broadly the larger
economic responsibilities for development be-
yond the Atlantic Community, Already
Europe is approaching the magnitude of
effort of the United States in responding to
the urgent needs of the developing coun-
tries.
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And under the strenuous conditions of a
still unsettled world, this partnership can
provide the military strength, both conven-
tional and nuclear, necessary to defend the
peace and to sustain a steadily growing rule
of law. In a period of lively discussion
within the NATO alliance about next chap-
ters in the organization of our common de-
fense, it is inevitable that there would be
speculation which misses the point. NATO
is not a limited liability company. For us,
and for our allies, the defense of NATO re-
quires whatever means are necessary. We
have taken Important steps, through the
sharing of information, the frank discus-
sion of strategic problems, and consultation
on multilateral NATO nuclear forces, to
emphasize that we consider that the safety
of NATO as a whole is critical to our own
security. If there is a ferment of discussion
within the alllance, this has nothing to do
with the underlying commitments to which
we all pledged ourselves when NATO was
born. “What is past is prologue.” The
ferment comes out of the creative discus-
sion of next steps—of which the Common
Market negotiations are only the most im-
mediate.

Beyond the Atlantic Community are
others joining in similar efforts—nations
such as Japan and Australia, whose contri-
butions are large and growing.

The prospect among all these nations is
for vigorous economic growth and the steady
expansion of trade. Let me point out that
according to Marxist-Leninist dogma this
could not occur. Acocrding to that fanciful
doctrine, the industrialized nations should
be ripped by ever-deepening economiec crises
and by fighting among themselves., Instead,
they are working together in ever closer co-
operation and are enjoying levels of well-
being undreamed of a generation ago.

2. Progress within the underdeveloped
world: Equally dramatic changes are taking
place in that vast portion of the non-Com-
munist world that is less advanced indus-
trially. Never before in history have so many
new, independent states been born in so
short a perlod of time. And all of them,
as well as the older but still underdeveloped
nations, are determined to modernize their
socleties and improve the standards of living
of their people.

One by one, new nations and their lead-
ers are experiencing the sobering influence
of responsibility. They are learning, some-
times painfully, that independence is by
itsell no panacea for their ills, that it alone
does not feed hungry mouths nor turn the
wheels of industry, that it alone does not
find markets for excess production nor auto-
matically build schoolhouses, homes or com-
munications.

Some have managed the transition from
revolutionary struggle to peaceful construc-
tion with great skill and statesmanship.
Within the last few years a number of under-
developed countries have made solid eco-
nomic and social advances. And many others
have made promising starts.

Some are still floundering., Some are de-
voting time and energy and resources to
questionable adventures. But, on the whole,
there is progress within the underdeveloped
areas of the non-Communist world. All the
free nations have a vital interest in assisting
this progress.

3. Growing understanding of our purposes
and the developing partnership between the
advanced and underdeveloped nations of the
free world: We have rejoiced in the arrival
of the peoples of Asia and Africa to the
“separate and equal station to which the
laws of nature and of nature's God entitle
them.” This is well understood in the new
nations. Most of their leaders are familiar
with our history and the great and enduring
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ideas expressed in our Declaration of Inde-
pendence.

Nearly all of them also appreciate our
readiness to assist them, and understand well
that our only purpose is to help them main-
tain their independence and improve the
well-being of their people. And nearly all
understand that the United States stands
not for a sterile status quo but for vigorous
progress.

As President Eennedy sald at La Morita,
Venezuela, last December: “We do not merely
talk of slogans, of democracy and freedom;
it is our function here in this hemisphere
in 1961 to make it possible not only for all
the people to be free, but to have a home and
educate their children, and have a job for
themselves and in security. And that is
what we are determined to do.”

President Kennedy spoke of this hemi-
sphere, but the goal he set applies to other
regions as well.

New ties are being created almost dally be-
tween us and the new states of Asla and
Africa. In Latin America, the Alliance for
Progress has breathed new life and vigor into:
an old and valued relationship. We must
expect change to create tension; but we and
our Latin American partners must insure
that change and tension mean movement to-
ward a free society.

We are not interested in maintaining a
dole or giveaway program. We are pledged
to help most those who do most to help
themselves bridge the wide gap between what
they have and what they need to provide
their people with a decent life.

For the most part, the transformation of
the old empires into independent states has
proceeded in an orderly manner. In some
places, resentments still linger from the old
colonial era. These the Communists try to
inflame. But on the new and better basis
of political and social equality, new partner-
ships are developing between the industrially
advanced free nations and the underdevel-
oped areas,

4. Competitive coexistence: There are
other reasons for quiet confidence, and these
come out of the Communist world itself.
The sterility of their original doctrine has
long been exposed. Marxism first offered a
fictitious debate between a communism re-
jected by its own disciples and a capitalism
which has long since disappeared, if it ever
existed at all. In recent decades the Com-~
munists themselves have, in a curlous left-
handed way, recognized the overwhelming
strength of the great tradition of freedom
throughout the world. They have done this
by their insistent efforts to capture the
great words of that tradition and turn them
to their own ends.

They have spoken of “peace” to conceal
the use of force; they have spoken of “liber-
ation” to conceal an effort to capture; they
speak of “peoples democracy” to avoid the
free consultation of the people themselves.
Conversely, the people of Germany who want
self-determination are “revanchists.”” Free
peoples determined to defend themselves are
“militarists.” And, oddly enough, those the
Communists like to call ‘imperialists’’ or
“colonialists” are exactly those who have
ushered into the United Nations row upon
;_?w of independent nations since World War

This tactic is increasingly transparent all
over the world. So too is the emptiness of
such phrases as “‘classless society,” “workers’
paradise,” and “great leap forward.”

There is no question but that the Soviet
Union has achieved some notable successes
in certain directions, for example, in space
science and technology, in mass education,
in public health, and in selected sectors of
industry. But it is interesting to note that
their successes have come where they have
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permitted science and technology to move
forward without doctrinal blinders and
where substantial freedom of action is given
to those responsible for the particular enter-
prise. In other sectors, for example in agri-
culture, there are serious difficulties
throughout the bloc from East Germany to
North Vietnam. Nature itself has imposed
certain limitations but this cannot be the
answer throughout so vast an area. Limita-
tions are imposed by organization, by official
stultification of scientific freedom, and by
failure to mobilize the most productive ele-
ment in the history of agriculture, namely,
the incentive and individual initiative of
the farmer himself. The desperate situation
in mainland China cannot advertise success-
fully the promised dise of communism.

Other adjustments are having to be made
within their bloc because of powerful ideas
which long preceded the Communist revolu-
tion. A sense of national pride and desire
for national independence, yearnings for
more freedom for the individual himself, and
the desire for higher standards of living and
security for family and home have forced
changes in the monolithic structure of an
authoritarian system. These changes, in
turn, have produced sharp differences within
the bloc itself—differences of doctrine, or-
ganization, tactics, and priorities.

Successful societies do not have to build
walls and string barbed wire against their
own people. The Berlin wall, erected a year
ago today, is a monument to failure—the
failure of a “competitive coexistence"” that
dared not compete.

No gquick or easy victory for freedom can
be promised. But those who are committed
to freedom have less to worry about than
those who would reverse the centuries-old
history of man., As I have sald on another
occasion:

“It is not for us to fear the great winds
of change that are blowing today. They are
the winds we have long known and sailed
with, the winds which have carried man on
his unending journey, the winds of freedom.

“America at her best is admired and
trusted; and America is at her best when she
is true to the commitments we made to
ourselves and to history in the Declaration
of Independence. These are the ideas and
ideals which give us allies, spoken or silent,
among men and women in every corner of
the earth. They are part of the unfinished
business which is a part of our story. This
is the basis of our confidence; this is the
scope of our task.

“The revolution of freedom, which we have
so proudly nurtured and fought for in the
past and to which we pledge today, as in
1776, ‘our lives, our fortunes, and our sacred
honor,' is the true, enduring revolution, be-
cause it springs from the deepest, most per-
sistent aspirations of men. History says this
revolution will not fail.”

Independence Day of India

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ADAM C. POWELL

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, we take
this opportunity to send warm felicita-
tions to His Excellency the President of
India, Dr. S. Radhakrishnan; and His
Excellency the Ambassador of India to
the United States, Braj Kumar Nehru,
on the occasion of the 15th anniversary
of India’s independence.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On August 15, 1947, the world’s largest
democracy was born on the south Asian
subcontinent. Nurtured by such world-
renowned statesmen as Mohandas K.
Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehru, the new
nation promised a new birth of freedom.
Americans in all walks of life cheered
India's birth, and each of us welcomed
its strong adherence to the ideals of hu-
man dignity. By bringing democracy
to the village level, India has shown the
world what inspired leadership can do
to give the people of a less-developed
country the reality of active participa-
tion in government. As its development
program brings India greater prosperity,
economic freedom and personal dignity
will move ahead in firm alliance with
political liberty. The spirit of Indian
democracy was effectively expressed in
these words of President Radhakrishnan,
upon his recent assumption of office:

In our national concerns we adopt democ-
racy not merely as a political arrangement
but as a moral temper. It is of plece with
our great traditional habits of behavlor.
We realize that freedom has no meaning
save in the context of equality and there
can be no equality without economic justice,
These ideals of freedom, equality, and jus-
tice are not possessions to be defended but
goals to be reached.

India’s literary tradition extends back

thousands of years, and has given India
a rich cultural legacy of enormous range
and depth. The spiritual resolve in-
herited from its past gives India great
strength, and finds its noble embodiment
in such present-day leaders as Prime
Minister Nehru and President Radhak-
rishnan. With guidance from truly in-
spired men like these, India cannot help
but continue along the road of idealism,
enlizhtenment, and progress which is
the treasure of Indian culture.

On the international level India has
chosen to act as a positive, neutral ex-
ponent of the views of a large part of the
Afro-Asian world. India aims at being
a constructive mediator between the two
major bloes in the cold war. Its goal of
constructive service in the cause of world
peace has been seen in its generous as-
sistance to the United Nations operation
in the Congo.

India seeks to provide a better life for
its people through the successful execu-
tion of carefully drafted 5-year plans.
The third 5-year plan, which will be com-
pleted in 1965-66, envisages a 30-percent
inerease in national income over the plan
period. If this goal can be reached,
India will show itself well on fhe way to
overcoming the obstacles to economic
growth. One of the most imposing of
these problems is India’s population,
which is increasing at a yearly rate of
over 2 percent. With its 438 million in-
habitants, India is the second most
populous nation in the world; within 35
years this number will reach some 900
million. To surmount these strains great
efforts will be required. Fortunately
for the people of India, the planning au-
thorities have taken rational cognizance
of the various barriers to development
and have shown their ability to guide the
nation along the path of progress. In
the great tradition of its independence
movement, India is today devoting its
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national energy to a social and economic
revolution which promises a new thresh-
old of liberty for the Indian people.

I am most pleased to offer my felicita-
tions to the people of the Republic of
India on the happy occasion of this 15th
anniversary of India’s independence.

First Nuclear-Powered Merchant Ship:
The Nuclear Ship ‘“‘Savannah”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. NORRIS COTTON

OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, many
Members of the Senate, I am sure, have
followed with deep interest the progress
in the development and construction of
this Nation's first nuclear-powered mer-
chant ship, the nuclear ship Savannah.

The Savannah is now tied up at its
dock in Yorktown, Va., as a result of a
labor dispute which is delaying its
maiden sea voyage.

With characteristic forthrightness,
Senator JorNn MarsHALL BUTLER has ex-
pressed his concern over this situation to
President Kennedy and urged the Presi-
dent to act immediately.

I ask unanimous consent, on behalf
of the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BuTLER], to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, the text of his letter to the
President, dated August 6, together with
newspaper articles from the Baltimore
Sun, the New York Times, and the New
York Herald Tribune regarding it.

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

AvucUst 6, 1962,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR Mg. PRESIDENT: As you know, the
nuclear ship Sevannah—researched, de-
veloped and constructed at a cost of ap-
proximately #80 million of the taxpayers’
money—is currently inoperative. Its future
is uncertain as a result of the voraclous
appetite of the union members selected to
man this precedent-setting vessel. I need
only remind you that the nuclear ship
Savannah is owned by the people of the
United States, and that any reckless dis-
play of irresponsibility on the part of its
crew members and their union bosses is
thus a strike against the Federal Govern-
ment,

I cannot imagine that you, as Commander
in Chief, would tolerate for a moment a strike
by the crew members of any vessel of the
U.S. Navy, and in like manner, the situation
affecting the nuclear ship Savannah has al-
ready gone beyond any face-saving devices
on behalf of the unions and any time-con-
suming activities by an emergency advisory
board. This incredible situation warrants
your personal intervention and immediate
actlon,

Your readiness and willingness to initiate
corrective measures to curtail impetuous in-
flatlonary pressures is already historiec.
Burely, the potentlal destructive ramifica-
tions in the present nuclear ship Savannah
impasse cannot be ignored, and failure of
the Federal Government to face the issues
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head on can only undercut your efforts to
curb infiation, and to protect the public’s
investment in this great ship.

The outcome of this situation will, in
addition to all other factors, affect the
future of the U.S. merchant marine. Should
the group that is now striking against the
Federal Government be successful in its un-
justifiable demands for wage revisions, the
upward spiral of wage demands throughout
the entire maritime industry, both at sea
and ashore, would create a further impedi-
ment to the competitive position of the U.S.
merchant marine In seeking to assume its
rightful place in the trade and commerce of
the world.

It is regrettable that the actions of a few
dictatorial union bosses can do more to de-
stroy the symbol of freedom, characterized
by the nuclear ship Savannah, than the
entire Communist propaganda machine.
Moreover, we who have dedicated our time
and energies to a strong U.S. merchant
marine have always looked to the nuclear
ship Savannah as a shining example of Gov-
ernment, labor, science, and industry work-
ing together to demonstrate how atomic
power can be used for peaceful purposes.
If these union bosses persist, the world will
instead view the nuclear ship Savannah as a
symbol of labor supremacy in the United
States at the expense of the taxpayers and
the public treasury. I am sure you do not
want that to come to pass.

The Secretary of Commerce and the
Maritime  Administrator have spoken
eloquently and widely about the attributes
of the nuclear ship Savannah, and have sug-
gested that the knowledge acquired through
its construction and operation will be shared
with the world. Surely, it would not be
your wish to share with our friends and
allies an incredible example of wunion
effrontery.

With highest personal regards, I am,

Respectfully,
JoHN MARSHALL BUTLER,
U.S. Senator.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Aug. 8,
1962]
BuTLER ASKS A-SHIP MOVE—SEES "“SAVANNAH"
AS SYMBOL OF LABOR SUPREMACY

(By Helen Delich Bentley)

WasHinGToN, August 7.—The strikebound
Savannah is becoming a “symbol of labor
supremacy in the United States at the ex-
pense of the taxpayers and the public
Treasury,” President Kennedy was told to-
day.

In a letter appealing to the President to
intervene personally in the situation, Sena-
tor BuTLER, Republican of Maryland, sald
that unless the tieup of the $80 million
vessel is halted now, the United States will
be sharing “with our friends and allies an
incredible example of union effrontery.”

SENATOR PUTS COST UP

The $80 million figure used by the Senator
is the highest ever cited as the cost of the
world's first nuclear-powered merchant ship.

An official of States Marine Lines, the com-
pany operating the ship for the Government,
indicated that the Senator's figure was prob-
ably more accurate than the $50 million
used since the ship's completion,

No comment on the amount was avall-
able from the Maritime Administration late
yesterday.

Originally the estimate for the United
States floating demonstration of the peaceful
application of the atom was $30 million.

THREE UNIONS BALK SINCE JULY 31

The Savannah has been idle at her Coast
Guard berth in Yorktown, Va. since July
31 when the crew members belonging to the
three unions refused to assist in shifting

the ship to a Norfolk shipyard where per-
manent ballast was to be put aboard.
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When they refused a second time last
Thursday, States Marine Lines attempted to
pay the crew off—tantamount to firing
them—but they refused to accept the money.
They have continued to live aboard, although
the company no longer is providing meals
on the Savannah.

The unions involved in the sitdown are
the American Radio Association, the Inter-
national Organization of Masters, Mates &
Pilots, and the National Maritime Union.

ENGINEERS GOT EXTRA PAY

They are demanding extra pay parallel with
that granted to the engineers belonging to
the Marine Engineers Beneficial Association
who run the reactor of the vessel.

Senator BuTLER calls the future of the
Savannah uncertain as a result of the vora-
clous appetite of the union members selected
to man this precedent-setting vessel.

“I need only remind you that the NS
Savannah is owned by the people of the
United States, and that any reckless display
of irresponsibility on the part of its crew
members and their union bosses is thus a
strike against the Federal Government.

“I cannot imagine that you, as Com-
mander in Chief, would tolerate for a mo-
ment a strike by the crew members of any
vessel of the U.S. Navy and, in like manner,
the situation affecting the NS Savannah has
already gone beyond any face-saving devices
on behalf of the unions and any time-con-
suming activities by an emergency advisory
board.

“This incredible situation warrants your
personal intervention and immediate ac-
tion."”

“Another reason the President should par-
ticipate in the situation,” he added, “is the
inflationary ramifications, which ‘cannot be
ignored’.” The Senator commented that
“failure of the Federal Government to face
the issue head on can only undercut any
efforts to curb inflation, and to protect the
public’s investment in this great ship.”

The outcome of the Savannah situation
will affect the future of the U.S. merchant
marine, in addition to all other considera-
tions, BuTLER continued.

LIKENED TO NAVY CREW

“Should the group that is now striking
agalnst the Federal Government be success-
ful in its unjustifiable demands for wage re-
vision, the upward spiral of wage demands
throughout the entire maritime industry,
both at sea and at shore, would create a
further impediment to the competitive posi-
tion of the U.S. merchant marine in seeking
to assume its rightful place in the trade and
commerce of the world.”

A FEW UNION BOSSES

“It is regrettable that the actions of a few
dictatorial union bosses can do more to de-
stroy the symbol of freedom, characterized
by the NS Sgvannah, than the entire Com-
munist propaganda machine,

“Moreover, we who had dedicated our time
and energies to a strong U.S, merchant ma-
rine have always looked to the NS Savannah
as a shining example of Government, labor,
sclence and industry working together to
demonstrate how atomic power can be used
for peaceful purposes.

“If these union bosses persist, the world
will instead view the NS Savannah as a
symbol of labor supremacy in the United
States at the expense of the taxpayers and
the public treasury. I am sure you do not
want that to come to pass.”

PHRASES IN SHARING

In his closing paragraph, the Senator re-
ferred to the phrases spoke by Luther H.
Hodges, Secretary of Commerce, and Don-
ald W. Alexander, Maritime Administrator,
about the Savannah and how the knowledge

acquired through its construction and opera-
tion will be shared with the world.
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“Surely, it would not be your wish to share
with our friends and allies an incredible
example of union effrontery,” he concluded,

ADVISORY BOARD TODAY

As the strike aboard the ship entered its
second week today, James J. Healy, the
chairman of the emergency advisory board
named to investigate the dispute, completed
preliminary talks in New York and left for
Washington, where the three-man body will
convene formally at 1:30 p.m. tomorrow,

Although the board was requested to make
a report within 10 days after its appointment
last Friday, various arbitration meetings
going on in connection with the Savannah
dispute may make it difficult for the board
to complete its work in time.

One of the arbitration sessions is sched-
uled for 3 p.m. tomorrow between the MMP
and States Marine Lines in the presence of
their permanent arbitrator, Walter Gelhorn,
Columbia University professor and labor
arbitrator,

UNION PLEADS NO CONTRACT

However, up to this afternoon, the union
was denying that it was under obligation to
adhere to its compulsory arbitration clause
on the premise that it had no contract on
the Saveannah.

The ARA has taken the same position.

The company saild the ARA was due for a
meeting Sunday and again today, but failed
to appear.

Officials of the NMU, representing the 79
unlicensed seamen aboard, showed up for a
compulsory arbitration session last Satur-
day, but little was accomplished walting on
the progress of the other two unions,

The NMU arbitration is to be resumed Fri-
day with Theodore W. Kheel, permanent ar-
bitrator for that union.

At least 10 of States Marine's regular
freighters are still suffering delays and set-
backs in various ports as throwbacks by the
unions on the Savannah matter.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 8, 1962]

STRIKE STILL TiEs Up “SAVANNAH'': OWNERS -
AND FACTFINDER CONFER
(By George Horne)

Negotiating efforts in the strike of seamen
on the NS Savannah remained on dead cen-
ter yesterday.

James J. Healy, a Harvard University pro-
fessor, chairman of a special labor panel
named by the Maritime Administrator to ob-
tain facts on the dispute conferred during
the day with officlals of the States Marine
Lines, operating agents of the federally
owned ship.

A meeting has been scheduled for this
afternoon between the company and strik-
ing deck officers. Meanwhile, radio officers
ignored yesterday a company offer to arbi-
trate the dispute.

As the $50 million ship remained at her
base in Yorktown, Va., Senator JouN Mar-
SHALL BUTLER called the White House to act
in what he called “an incredible act of union
effrontery.”

In a letter to President Kennedy, the Mary-
land Republican said the voracious appetites
of the unionmen involved would trans-
form the original concept of the Savannah
as a shining example of Government, labor,
sclence and industry working together to
demonstrate peaceful application of atomic
power.

If the union bosses persist, he warned, “the
world will instead view the NS Savannah
as a symbol of labor supremacy in the United
States at the expense of the taxpayers and
the public treasury.”

EQUAL PAY SOUGHT
The unions are the International Organi-
zation of Masters, Mates & Pilots, repre-
senting deck officers, and the American Radio
Association, and the National Maritime
Unlon, representing unlicensed seamen,
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The unions are demanding treatment equal
to that accorded the Marine Engineers Bene-
ficial Assoclation. Engineers on the ship,
on the premise of special skills and train-
ing for this particular ship, are getting as
much as 20 percent more in wages than the
scale for conventionally powered wvessels of
this class.

The 18,659-ton Saevannah is manned by
75 seamen, 16 engineers, 5 mates under Capt.
Gaston R. DeGroote, 3 pureers, and 4 radio
officers. She had been scheduled to go to
Bavannah, Ga., soon on the way to the west
coast for her first “show ship™ eruise.

The striking unions are also demanding
improvements in benefits, including a higher
manning scale and better accommodations.

Negotiators for the three labor groups have
charged that the States Marine Lines has
refused to negotiate the demands. On this
basis, although the company has called for
arbitration under the existing contract
grievance procedure, the mates” union has de-
clined to participate in arbitration.

KHEEL SLATES MEETING

Theodore W. EKheel, arbitrator for the
NMU contract, will hold an arbitration meet-
ing here on Friday.

A spokesman for the company sald yester-
day that some of the union's officials con-
sldered the refusal by the company to ac-
cept union demands equivalent to refusing
to negotiate. He sald the company had
negotiated in good faith.

The Savannah received its official classifi-
cation yesterday from the American Bureau
of Shipping, this country’s official classifica-
tion society. The ship was given the soclety's
top rating.

The Savannah, planned jointly by the
Maritime Administration and the Atomic
Energy Commission, 18 the first such com-
mercial ship in the world, and required spe-
cial standards under which the American Bu-
reau carried out its tests and examinations.

Senator BuriLEr reminded President EKen-
nedy in his letter that the Sgvanneh was
owned by the people of the United States and
that the men were striking against the Gov-
ernment.

“I cannot imagine that you as Commander
in Chief would tolerate for a minute a strike
by the crew of any vessel of the Navy,” he
said. :

Last week, Representative Hersrr C,
Bonner, Democrat, of North Carolina, pro-
posed that the Savannal be laid up or trans-
ferred to the Navy, because of the intolerable
labor situation,

[From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,
Aug. B, 1862]
BENATOR BUTLER APPEALS TO KENNEDY: Unces
INTERVENTION ON “SAvANNAH"
(By Walter Hamshar)

Presldent Eennedy was urged yesterday to
intervene in the dispute that has tied up
the nuclear ship Savannah, the world’s first
nuclear-powered merchant ship, for 2 weeks.

The Savannah has been lmmobilized at her
berth at Yorktown, Va., where she was being
prepared for service as a showecase of peace-
ful uses of atomic power.

The President’s intervention was urged by
Benator Jorn M. BurLer, of Maryland, rank-
ing Republican member of the Senate For-
eign Commerce Committee, who supported
legislation to build the experimental ship.

Mr. ButLEs called the refusal by members
of three maritime unions to sail the ship
until their demands are met a strike against
the Federal Government, which owns the
Savannah. ‘This is an “incredible situation™
that warrants “personal intervention and
immediate action,” Senator BuTrLEr declared.

SITTING ARBOARD SHIP

Members of the Masters, Mates & Pilots,
the American Radlo Assoclation and the Na-
tlonal Maritime Union are sitting in abroad
ship although they were removed from its
payroll after refusing last Thursday to move
the vessel to a Norfolk shipyard for minor
repairs. The unions are parity
in wages, manning and gquarters with the
Marine Engineers Beneficlal Association,
whose members are stlll employed aboard
the ship.

In a letter to the White House, Senator
Butrer sald “The action of a few dictorial
union bosses can do more to destroy the sym-
bol of freedom characterized by the nuclear
ship Savannah than the entire Communist
machine.”

WARNS OF WAGE SPIRAL

Recalling the President's words, BUTLER
warned that “should the group that is now
striking against the Federal Government be
successful in unjustifiable demands for wage
revisions, the upward spiral of wage demands
throughout the entire maritime industry
both at sea and ashore would create a further
impediment to the competitive position of
the U.8. merchant marine.”

The Government has “eloguently and
wisely” offered to share with foreign nations
the knowledge acquired in constructing and
operating the %80 million Sevannah, Mr,
BuTier reminded the President.” *“Surely it
would not be your wish to share with our
frlends and allies an incredible example of
union effrontery,’” he said,

Mr. BurLEr's letter was the second written
by Congressmen disturbed by the Savannah
work stoppage. Last week Representative
HEerpERT C. Bon'NER, Democrat, of North Caro-
lina, chairman of the House Merchant Ma-
rine Committee, suggested In a letter to the
Department of Commerce that it might be
wise to turn the Savannah over to the Navy
and remove it from the influence of maritime
unions,

ARBITRATION DATE SET

Efforts to arbitrate the dispute advanced
slightly yesterday when the Masters, Mates
& Pllots and States Marine Lines, which
acts as agent for the Savannah, agreed to
meet at 3 pm. today to turn the dispute
over to Walter Gelhorn, arbiter. The NMU

has already agreed to submit fts part in the
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dispute to Theodore W. Eheel, permanent
arbiter for the union's agreement. The ARA
was considering similar action.

A Worthwhile Cultural Project

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF
HON. VICTOR L. ANFUSO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 15, 1962

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, as a Rep-
resentative from the city of New York,
the activities of our entire State are of
interest to me. A project has recently
come to my attention, undertaken by our
neighbors in Long Island, the citizens of
Nassau County. I make record of it
now, for the project is of such interest
that other cities and communities may
well want to put it into effect in their
oWn areas.

County Executive Eugene Nickerson,
one of the Nation's most able civic ad-
ministrators, has just appointed the
noted industrialist, Mr. Norman Blank-
man, as chairman of the Long Island
Cultural Center. This is a nonpolitical
committee composed of outstanding citi-
zens of Long Island. They are banding
together, under Mr. Blankman’s leader-
ship, to produce what will become one
of the most nnusual projects of its kind
in the country.

Slated to begin this summer, they are
forming their own symphony orchestra,
their own pops concert band, a huge
summer festival which will equal the one
held annually in the city of New York.
They are organizing their own ballet
and putting together one of the most
valuable and extensive collections of fa-
mous paintings and art work in the
country,

‘The citizens of Long Island and of
Nassau County are fortunate, indeed, to
have men and women of this caliber
ready to serve their commumity. Mr.
Nickerson’s forthright appointment and
his demand that this committee and this
idea remain nonpolitical in every way is
certainly to be admired and commended.
Mr. Blankman’s tireless efforts to put his
idea into successful being is, likewise,
commendable.

May I take this opportunity to wish
our neighbors in Long Island continued
success in this most worthwhile project.

SENATE

THURSDAY, AucusT 16, 1962

(Legislative day of Tuesday, August 14,
1962)

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Vice President.

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

Father of all mercies, with the hunger
for Thee forever gnawing in our inner

selves, save us, we pray, from accepting
the low standards of the world across
which we move and from thus spinelessly
melting into our surroundings. Join us
to the company of whom in the final rec-
ord it will be said: “They looked unto
Him and were radiant and their faces
were not ashamed.”

Even as we come with deep contrition
for our shortcomings, give us to sense,
beyond all the irritating details of
legislation, that Thou hast summoned
us as itrustees of civilization to defend
the gains of the ages and to help create
social institutions essential to human
progress.

We pray for those who here serve in
this temple of governance, that giving
expression to their highest and noblest
thoughts, there may rest unsullied upon
their shoulders the white mantle of the
Nation’s honor.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
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