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also repeal a portion of section 8 of the
Reclamation Act of 1802, so that future
projects would come under the new legis-
lation. We have asked for views of the
Justice Department and the other executive
agencies on these bills, and have not yet re-
ceived them. As I sald before, this does not
represent my idea of a final solution to-the
problems, but it has been introduced as a
starting point for further congressional con-
sideration. owever, with the pressure of
other work on our committee, I do not see
how we are going to be able 1o do anything
further in this session of Congress,

Just to complete the story, let me mention
also the bills under consideration by the
Senate during the 87th Congress. Only two
bills have been introduced. The first, S.
211, was introduced by the Senators from
Nebraska, Colorado, and South Dakota, and
has the purpose of affirming and recognizing
State water laws in the Western States. It
follows generally the form of the former
Barrett bill. More recently, S. 2636 was in-
troduced by the senior Senator from Cali-
fornia. The latter bill, introduced after the
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs had held hearings on Federal-State
water rights problems, would repeal the res-
ervation doctrine, would extend the pro-
visions of section 1(b) of the Flood Control
Act of 1944 to all works constructed in the
future by or under the authority of the
United States in the Western States, and
would provide that any right to the use of
water claimed by the United States, under
the laws of any State, should be initiated
and perfected in accordance with the pro-
cedures established by the laws of that
State. Also, the bill would provide that no
vested rights to the beneficial consumptive
use of any waters, as recognized by the laws
of the States in which such use is made,
could be taken by the United States without
just compensation. No action has been
taken by the Senate on either of these bills.

IV. CONCLUSION

As advocates, many of us have taken a
position on one side or the other of this
great issue. This is the traditional role of
the lawyer. As chairman of one of the sub-
committees having jurisdiction in the mat-
ter, I can tell you that the position of the
western water lawyer has been strongly and
most persuasively presented to the Congress.
I personally happen to agree with that po-
sition. But on the other side, attorneys for
the Department of Justice have made a good
case. As a Member of Congress I have re-
spect for that position. And let us not
forget for a moment that it is backed up by
the veto power of the President.

In recent years, eastern lawyers are be-
coming more concerned with the problem.
I am sure that with the background they
have, and the interests they represent, they
could propose a solution that they felt would
solve emerging problems of dual sovereignty
over water in the humid States. But would
it be a solution that could be agreed to by
either lawyers representing western interests
or the Justice Department? I doubt it. It
would merely present another facet of the
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problem, and add to the magnitude of the
impasse at which we now find ourselves.

Therefore, as I sald at the beginning, we
in Congress who know that a solution to
these problems must be reached are asking
for help. The plea which I make today is
for the legal profession to abandon the tra-
ditional role of advocate of a position on this
great issue, to study it objectively, and to
Join with the Congress in finding a solution
to the Federal-State conflict over water.

Make no mistake about it, a solution must
be found, and must be found promptly, if
the dual sovereignty of our Federal and State
Governments is to be preserved in this and
other fields.

Attorney General Speaks of Efforts To
Combat Communist Activity in the
United States

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, September 12, 1962

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I wish to call to the attention of my
colleagues an interview broadcast on the
NBC “Monitor” program, Sunday, Sep-
tember 2, 1962, in which the Attorney
General spoke of the efforts of FBI
Director J. Edgar Hoover to combat
Communist activity in the United States.

A portion of the transeript of that in-
terview follows:

Warp. “Monitor” over the past several
weeks has been examining the work of the
FBI and its efforts in, among other things,
the fight agalnst subversives. Recently, J.
Edgar Hoover was described as an ineflective
“spy swatter” in this work. How would you
characterize the work of Mr. Hoover?

EKennepy. Well, I think that he has
contributed one of the outstanding jobs of
public service over the period of the last
30 years, and I think that if it hadn't been
for his efforts, his direction, his organiza-
tional ability, that the Communist Party and
subversion in the United States would be
far stronger, far more dangerous, and would
have received—the Soviet Union, Communist
countries abroad—would have received far
more security information than they have.
I think that the ineffectiveness of the Com-
munist Party in the United States at the
present time is due more to Mr. Hoover
and the FBI than to any other individual
or group.

Warp. Mr. Kennedy, what is the status of
the Communist Party in this country? Is
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the Nation's security actually threatened
from within or have we been given a scare
campaign blown up out of proportion?

EKennepy. The Communist Party, I don't
believe, has any political following in the
United States. I think it's been overwhelm-
ingly rejected by the American people. I
think that there is a problem, even though
the Communist Party is few in numbers,
now down to probably less than 10,000 with
some others on the fringes who follow its
concepts, but it still poses some danger in
that as the Supreme Court held 8 to 1 that
the Communist Party in the United States is
dominated and directed, controlled by the
Soviet Union which is, whose aim is, the
destruction of the United States, so when
they have even a relatively few number of
people here in this country which are work-
ing for them against the interests of the
United States, I think it always poses a se-.
curity problem for the country.

Warp. Mr. Kennedy, there seems to be a
division of political opinion regarding the
threat of communism. Some conservative
groups on the one hand warning that we
must keep our guard up; some liberals on
the other hand discounting the threat. Does
this division indicate a weakness in our
abllity to cope with the problems affecting
national security?

KennepY. I think it is a disservice to dis-
count it, the Communist Party, Communist
Party activity, to say it means nothing, be-
cause that is untrue. It's also, I think, a
disservice to say that there is a Communist
under every bush or behind every tree. Or
when the State Department or the Govern-
‘ment does something with which you dis-
agree to indicate it must be run by a bunch
of Communists. The John Birch Society, for
instance, said that there are all these Com-
munists. I have written, contacted them to
ask them for the names of any that they sald
existed in Government and never received a
reply. The only one that they have identified
at all, Mr. Welch has identified, is Dwight
Eisenhower, and I think that that is an indi-
cation of the disservice of this kind of an op-
eration can bring to the country.

‘Warp. Since you have occupled the post of
Attorney General have you noted a change
in Communist activity in this country? Has
there been any change in goals or method of
operation?

EKenNnNEDY. No. I think that they have, the
Communist Party U.S.A. has continued.
There has been more effort over the period
of the last 12 months to—more effort in the
field of universities and colleges, but in my
Judgment, with not much success.

They also attempted to penetrate into some
of these internal disorders that we have, as
far as racial questions are concerned, but I
think that this is a continuation of their
goals that have existed over a period of some
years. Communist operations of the repre-
sentatives of Communist countries abroad
who were stationed here in the United States,
their activities are steadily inecreasing, and
this is focused mostly on espionage and in
attempting to learn security secrets of the
United States. y

Warp. Thank you, sir.

SENATE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1962

The Senate met at 11 o’clock am.,,
and was called to order by Hon. PAT
McNAMARA, a Senator from the State of
Michigan.

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

Our Father, God, in whose love and
wisdom lie all our hopes, we thank Thee
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for life's loveliness that cannot be shat-
tered or blighted by all the venomous
hate and envy which so sorely set Thy
human family into contending camps.

Even as today’s discords bombard our
ears, we are grateful for friendships
which withstand all tests, for music
which gives wings to our drooping
spirits, for truth which breaks the
shackles of error, and for human bea-
cons of righteousness where Thou dost
show sufficient of Thy light for us in the
dark to rise by.

As we bow now at this shrine of Thy
grace, we know in very truth that we
cannot live by bread alone, and that our
spirits must have an escape into the
higher realm measured not by clocks or
calendars. Make real to us the king-
dom whose radiant verities are its faith,
its ideals, its visions which shine on the
far horizons, and its aspirations which
lay hold of God and goodness without
alloy.

We lift our prayer in the name of the
Perfect One who is our light. Amen.
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DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-

ing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMFPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 13, 1962,
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon. PATr McNamara, a Sena-
tor from the State of Michigan, to perform
the dutles of the Chair during my absence.

CarL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr. McNAMARA thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, September 12, 1962, was dis-
pensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 12599)
relating to the income tax treatment of
terminal railroad corporations and their
shareholders, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (HR. 12599) relating to the
income tax treatment of terminal rail-
road corporations and their shareholders
was read twice by its title and referred
to the Committee on Finance.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
the morning hour were ordered limited
to 3 minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous 'consent, the following sub-
committees were authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today:

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations;

The Rivers and Harbors Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Public Works.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

REPORT ON REVIEW OF DETERMI-
NATION OF QUANTITY AND QUAL-
ITY OF COPPER NEEDED IN THE
STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATE-
RIALS STOCEKPILE

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a letter from
the Comptroller General of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a secret report on the review of deter-
mination of quantity and quality of cop-
per needed in the strategic and critical
materials stockpile, Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilization (succeeded by Of-
fice of Emergency Planning), Executive
Office of the President, which, with the
accompanying report, was referred to
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
without amendment:

S, Res. 382. Resolution to print additional
coples of a committee print entitled “Hous-
ing for the Elderly” (Rept. No. 2032).

By Mr. BIBLE (for Mr. CarroLL), from the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affairs,
without amendment:

H.R.9280. An act to amend section 2 of the
act of July 31, 1947 (61 Stat. 681), and for
other purposes (Rept. No, 2035) ;

H.R.9593. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain phosphate rights to the
Dr. P. Phillips Foundation, of Orlando, Fla.
(Rept. No, 2036); and

H.R.10540. An act to exclude deposits of
petrified wood from appropriation under the
U.S. mining laws (Rept. No. 2037).

By Mr. BIBLE (for Mr, CArrOLL), from the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
with an amendment:

5. 2702. A bill for the rellef of San-Man Inn
of Manning, Inc. (Rept. No. 2033).

By Mr. BIBLE (for Mr. CarroLL), from the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
with amendments:

S.J. Res. 186. Joint resolution to deter-
mine the susceptibility of minerals to elec~
trometallurgical processes, and for other
purposes (Rept. No, 2034).

By Mr. ROBERTSON, from the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, without
amendment:

H.R.7796. An act to amend certain lend-
ing limitations on real estate and construc-
tion loans applicable to national banks
(Rept. No. 2038);

H.R. 12577. An act to place authority over
the trust powers of national banks in the
Comptroller of the Currency (Rept. No.
2039); and

H.R. 12899. An act to amend section 5155
of the Revised Statutes relating to bank
branches which may be retained upon con-
version or consolidation or merger (Rept. No.
2040).

By Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment:

H.R.12628. An act to provide additional
funds under section 202(a) (4¢) of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959, and to amend title V of the
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Housing Act of 1949, in order to provide low-
and moderate-cost housing, both urban and
rural, for the elderly (Rept. No. 2049).

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD
OF TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS,
WAREHOUSEMEN & HELPERS
OF AMERICA PENSION FUND—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE—SUP-
PLEMENTAL VIEWS (S. REPT. NO.
2044) :

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, from the Committee on Finance,
I report favorably, without amendment,
the bill (H.R. 8205) to provide tax relief
to the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen
& Helpers of America Local 863 pen-
sion fund and the contributors thereto,
and I submit a report thereon. I ask
that the report be printed, together with
my supplemental views and those of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAs].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report
will be received and printed, as re-
quested by the Senator from Virginia,
and the bill will be placed on the calen-
dar.

MODIFICATION OF APPLICATION
OF PERSONAL HOLDING COM-
PANY TAX IN THE CASE OF CON-
SUMER FINANCE COMPANIES—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE—SUP-
PLEMENTAL VIEWS (S. REPT. NO.
2047

Mr., BYRD of Virginia., Mr. Presi-
dent, from the Committee on Finance, I
report favorably, without amendment,
the bill (HR. 8824) to modify the ap-
plication of the personal holding com-
pany tax in the case of consumer finance
companies, and I submit a report there-
on. I ask that the report be printed,
together with my supplemental views
and those of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLas].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report
will be received and printed, as requested
by the Senator from Virginia, and the
bill will be placed on the calendar.

BRICKLAYERS LOCAL 45 PENSION
FUND—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE—SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS (S
REPT. NO. 2046)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, from the Committee on Finance,
I report favorably, without amendment,
the bill (H.R. 11059) relating to the ef-
fective date of the qualification of Brick-
layers Local 45, Buffalo, N.¥., pension
fund as a qualified trust under section
401(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, and I submit a report thereon. I
ask that the report be printed, together
with my supplemental views, and the
supplemental views of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucGLAs].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., 'Without objection, the report
will be received and printed, as requested



1962

by the Senator from Virginia, and the
bill will be placed on the calendar.

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DU-
TIES ON COREKBOARD INSULA-
TION AND ON CORK STOPPERS—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE—SUP-
PLEMENTAL VIEWS (S. REPT. NO.
2043)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Finance, I re-
port favorably, without amendment, the
bill (H.R. 12213) to provide for the tem-
porary suspension of the duties on cork-
board insulation and on cork stoppers,
and I submit a report thereon. I ask
unanimous consent that the report be
printed, together with my supplemental
views, and the supplemental views of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doucrasl.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objeetion, the report will
be received and printed, as requested by
the Senator from Virginia, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 172 OF
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF
1954, TO PROVIDE A T7-YEAR NET
OPERATING LOSS CARRYOVER

FOR CERTAIN REGULATED
TRANSPORTATION CORPORA-
TIONS—REPORT OF A COMMIT-

TEE—SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS (8.
REPT. NO. 2041)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr, President,
from the Committee on Finance, I re-
port favorably, without amendment, the
bill (H.R. 12526) to amend section 172 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
provide a 7-year net operating loss car-
ryover for certain regulated transpor-
tation corporations, and I submit a re-
port thereon. I ask that the report be
printed, together with my supplemental
views and those of the Senator from Il-
linois [Mr. DoucLas].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., Without objection, the report will
be received and printed, as requested by
the Senator from Virginia, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar.

FREE ENTRY OF SPECTROMETERS
FOR USE OF UNIVERSITY OF IL-
LINOIS—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE—SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS (S.
REPT. NO. 2045)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Finance, I report
favorably, without amendment, the bill
(H.R. 12529) to provide for the free entry
of one nuclear magnetic resonance spec-
trometer and one mass spectrometer for
the use of the University of Illinois, and
I submit a report thereon. I ask that the
report be printed, together with my sup-
plemental views and those of the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report will
be received and printed, as requested by
the Senator from Virginia, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar,
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VALIDATION OF COVERAGE FOR
CERTAIN STATE AND LOCAL EM-
PLOYEES IN ARKANSAS—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE—SUPPLEMEN-
TAL VIEWS (S. REPT. NO. 2048)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Finance, I report
favorably, without amendment, the bill
(H.R. 12820) to validate the coverage of
certain State and local employees in the
State of Arkansas under the agreement
entered into by such State pursuant to
section 218 of the Social Security Act,
and I submit a report thereon. I ask
unanimous consent that the report be
printed, together with my supplemental
views, and the supplemental views of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucgLas].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report will
be received and printed, as requested by
the Senator from Virginia, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar.

AMENDMENT OF TITLE 38, U.S.
CODE, TO REVISE THE EFFECTIVE
DATE PROVISIONS RELATING TO
AWARDS—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE—SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS
(8. REPT. NO. 2042)

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Finance, I report
favorably, with an amendment, the bill
(H.R. 7600) to amend title 38, United
States Code, to revise the effective date
provisions relating to awards, and for
other purposes, and I submit a report
thereon. I ask that the report be
printed, together with my supplemental
views and those of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DouGLas].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report will
be received and printed, as requested by
the Senator from Virginia, and the bill
will be placed on the calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

~ Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:
By Mr. TOWER:

S.3719. A bill to amend the act providing
books for the adult blind so as to make books
also available to armless readers; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. WILEY :

5.3720. A bill for the relief of Sunnyside
Seed Farms; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BOTTUM:

8.3721. A bill to establish a program for
the Government purchase and resale of do-
mestically produced, newly mined processed
mica and mica ore; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. EEATING:

S.3722. A bill for the relief of Ja Han

Hong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BOTTUM: -

§.3723. A bill to provide for the emer-
gency transportation of certain products by
rail or motor vehicle common ecarriers for
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perlods during which the ordinary operations
of such carriers are interrupted because of
a labor dispute; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

(See the remarks of Mr. BortuMm when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. CARLSON:

5.3724. A bill for the relief of Margaret M.

Romain; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MILLER :

5.J. Res. 226. Joint resolution reaffirming
the principles of the Monroe Doctrine and
authorizing and directing the President of
the United States to take such action as is
necessary to prevent any violation thereof;
to the Committees on Foreign Relations and
Armed Services, jointly.

By Mr. PROUTY :

5.J. Res. 227. Joint resolution authorizing
the President of the United States to employ
the Armed Forces of the United States in
order to protect the peace and security of
the United States and the free world; to the
Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed
Services, jointly.

RESOLUTIONS

SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT IN CUBAN
SITUATION

Mr. MANSFIELD submitted a resolu-
tion (S. Res. 388) to support the Presi-
dent in the Cuban situation, which was
referred to the Committees on Foreign
Relations and Armed Services, jointly.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. MANSFIELD,
which appears under a separate head-
ing.)

EXPRESSION OF SENSE OF THE SEN-
ATE REGARDING CUBA

Mr. JAVITS submitted a resolution (S.
Res. 389) expressing the sense of the
Senate regarding Cuba, which was re-
ferred to the Committees on Foreign Re-
lations and Armed Services, jointly.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. Javirs, which
appears under a separate heading.)

EXPRESSION OF SENSE OF THE SEN-
ATE REGARDING CUBA

Mr. BUSH (for himself and Mr. KEaT-
ING) submitted a resolution (S. Res.
390) ; which was referred to the Commit-
tees on Foreign Relations and Armed
Services, jointly, as follows:

Resolved, That it is hereby declared to be
the sense of the Senate that the domination
and control of the Republic of Cuba by the
international Communist movement jeop-
ardizes the peace and security of the Western
Hemisphere and violates the basic right of
the Cuban people to independence and self-
determination.

(b) It is further declared to be the sense
of the Senate that the United States, under
the principles of the Monroe Doctrine, the
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assist-
ance, and article 51 of the Charter of the
United Nations, has the right and obligation
to take all necessary actions, in cooperation
with other Western Hemisphere nations if
possible, and unilaterally if necessary, to end
such domination and control and to restore
the Republic of Cuba to a government of the
people, by the people, and for the people.
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THE 200TH ANNIVERSARY OF US.
INDEPENDENCE AND A WORLD'S
FAIR IN CHICAGO

Mr. DIRKSEN submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 391), which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary, as follows:

Whereas in 1976 the United States will
commemorate the two hundredth anniver-
sary of its indepencence; and

Whereas it would be appropriate to com-
memorate this great event by holding a
World's Fair where by proper ceremony the
history of the Nation from 1776 to 1976
might be suitably depicted; and

Whereas there has been constituted in the
State of Illinois a “Committee of 76" con-
sisting of public-spirited citizens who are
presently engaged in planning such a World’s
Fair; and

Whereas the aforesald “Committee of 76"
has selected the city of Chicago, located
near the geographic heart of the United
States as the proper place to observe this
epochal and historic event; and

Whereas the city of Chicago, the county
of Cook and the State of Illinois have all
gone on record as encouraging this “Com-
mittee of 76" to make bold and imaginative
plans for such a World's Fair in the city of
Chicago: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the United
States Senate that it looks with favor on this
proposal and hereby gives encouragement to
the “Committee of 76" in its efforts to plan
and bring about this two hundredth anniver-
sary commemorative ceremony in the city of
Chicago.

EMERGENCY RELIEF TO FARMERS
OF MIDWEST

Mr. BOTTUM. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
which I have prepared and which I hope
may in some manner grant some emer-
gency relief to the farmers and other cit-
izens of the State of South Dakota and
of all the great middle section States of
the United States which are affected by
the strike on the North Western Railway.

I invite the attention of Members of
this body to the fact that this strike,
which has prevailed for so long, is now
affecting the entire economy of the area.

The entire sugarbeet industry of
South Dakota and of Nebraska is now
confronted with a situation in which
beets are piling up, ready to move to the
factories, with no available transporta-
tion. Unless the beets are moved with-
in a short time, we stand to lose the
entire sugarbeet crop of the States of
South Dakota and Nebraska.

In addition to this very serious situ-
ation in our beet industry, there are
many products of agriculture in the
State of South Dakota ready for market,
unable to move.

In the Rapid City area there is a great
missile program going on at the moment,
as a part of our national defense, to
which we are unable to move sand,
gravel, steel, and all other necessary
things which go to make up the com-
ponent parts of that great defense
project.

Construction has ceased on our Inter-
state Highway System. TUnless some-
thing is done to provide relief from the
strike to those who are faced with the
emergency, it will be a sorry day, not
only for the farmers and those people
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in South Dakota about whom I have
spoken, but for the members of the rail-
road union who will see the destruction
and bankruptey of industry and farming
in our State.

Therefore, with that problem in mind,
I introduce a bill which would take care
of the emergency hauling need during
the strike. I ask Senators not to mis-
understand me. I am in no way trying
to take away from a union its right to
strike, but merely to provide a means by
which an emergency in connection with
hauling can be taken care of in the case
of a long and prolonged strike.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 2723) to provide for the
emergency transportation of certain
products by rail or motor vehicle com-
mon carriers for period during which
the ordinary operations of such carriers
are interrupted because of a labor dis-
pute, introduced by the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Borruml, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from South Dakota for
the action he has taken in connection
with an emergency which not only exists
in the northern tier of counties in
Nebraska which has a large sugarbeet
industry served by the Chicago & North
Western Railway, but is developing in
Iowa and surrounding areas where many
sugarbeets are grown and shipped to the
sugar refinery in Belle Fourche, S. Dak.
The Utah-Idaho Sugar Co. has the facil-
ity there for the refining of sugar from
sugarbeets grown in the neighboring
area. Incidentally, sugarbeets are grown
in the State of the Presiding Officer, the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCARTHY].

Ever since the strike began, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska has been receiving
letters, telegrams, and telephone calls
from businessmen, grain dealers and
grain farmers, as well as sugarbeet
growers, which report the drastic impact
on the economy of the region which the
strike has had. In addition, only this
morning I had a phone call from a repre-
sentative of the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co., in
which he said that last Sunday night a
frost hit that general area, virtually de-
stroying the corn crop for any use except
that of silage. Of course, such use would
reduce the value of that crop. The bean
crop has been virtually destroyed by
reason of the frost. Fortunately, the
sugarbeet crop has not been affected.
But the sugarbeet crop is about the last
resource that the farmers have to avoid
a great financial disaster, and in many
instances outright bankruptcy. So this
is an emergency situation. In view of
the gravity of the situation, more prog-
ress than witnessed so far has to be
made. This morning, Mr. President, I
sent a letter to the President of the
United States urging him to use the full
prestige and authority of his office in
an effort to achieve resumption of rail
service. I ask unanimous consent that
its text be printed at this point in my
remarks.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
s follows:

SEPTEMBER 13, 1962.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mg. PresmmENT: The plight of
agriculture and business in Nebraska ad-
versely affected by the strike involving the
Chicago & North Western Raillway has
reached an alarming critical point.

You are again urgently requested to ex-
ercise the full prestige and authority of your
office in efforts to allow resumption of serv-
ice. Unless the strike ends soon, grievous
financial loss, and In some cases outright
bankruptcy will result.

It is manifestly unfair to the farmers,
businessmen, and citizens of the affected
communities to be subjected to such losses
through no fault of their own. It would
seem that in view of the gravity of the
situation more progress can be made.

Attached are telegrams and letters re-
ceived in the past few days indicating the
extent of the damage being done by con-
tinuance of the strike.

Respectiully yours,
Roman L. HRUSKA,
U.S. Senator From Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from South Dakota
for the step that he has taken today to
induce some action that will afford relief
in a very urgent situation.

Mr, BOTTUM. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I also
commend the junior Senator from South
Dakota on his diligence and forethought
in coming forth with a legislative pro-
posal which would deal with an emer-
gency situation involving national de-
fense and the shipping of perishable
farm products, and which would provide
for a continuation of transportation
service during such an emergency, and
then permit the normal processes of col-
lective bargaining and negotiation to
continue.

Only yesterday I received a call from
a group of Nebraska farmers. They dis-
cussed the problems mentioned by the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA].
They told me that public indignation
meetings in that area are being held and
farmers are signing up for a trip to
Washington. They intend to camp on
the White House lawn, and to remain
there until the President takes some ac-
tion. I sought to deter such action. I
said, “Give us another 24 hours. Per-
haps some settlement can be reached.”
We can sense the desperate economic sit-
uation they confront when they want to
come to the White House, camp on the
lawn, and remain there picketing the
White House until some action is taken.

The measure suggested by the junior
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Bor-
TuM] would move in the direction of get-
ting relief. We have all been in contact
with the Department of Labor and the
White House trying to impress upon
them the urgency and the significance
of the situation. At noon today, while
visiting and having lunch with the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
I listened to his description of the same
kind of serious conditions that are affect-
ing his State, which is also served in part
by the Chicago & North Western Rail-
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way. I hope that the appropriate com-
mittee of the Senate will give immediate
attention to the proposed emergency leg-
islation introduced by my colleague in
the event that neither the White House
nor the Department of Labor acts within
the next 24 hours to bring the strike to
a halt.

Mr. BOTTUM. I thank my colleague.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I,
too, commend the junior Senator from
South Dakota for his remarks. I think
all of us in this body agree that the
laboring man's right to strike is his only
strong legitimate weapon. I donot think
there is a Member of this body who
would vote to take that right away.

But, Mr. President, there will come a
time—and I think it will come soon—
when the continued abuse of the right
to strike by irresponsible labor leaders
will react strongly against the labor
movement. I should not like to see that
day come. But we in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives can-
not continue to let go by an abuse by
irresponsible labor leaders that is de-
priving whole sections of our country of
their livelihood, and is denying to this
country the defense that we are trying
to build.

I suggest that if any Senators went to
one of our missile sites and did damage
that took 6 months to repair, we could be
tried under the Espionage Act and pos-
sibly punished by death.

I think there is just as much irresponsi-
bility on the part of irresponsible labor
leaders who deny the necessary materials
for the construction of our missile sites
as one who publicly engages in sabotage.

I think also that the irresponsibility
involved in not permitting farmers to
sell their products in the market is in-
excusable. I am glad that the Senator
has introduced the proposed legislation
and I hope that the Senate Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, of which
we are both members, will give it an
early hearing.

Mr. BOTTUM. I thank the Senator.

CORRECTIONS IN ENGROSSMENT
OF HOUSE BILL 7283

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a proposed order, which
I ask to have read.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., The proposed order will be read.

The order was read, as follows:

Ordered, That in the engrossment of the
amendments of the Senate to HR. 7283, pro-
viding for payments of certain World War II
losses to American nationals, the Secretary
of the Senate be authorized and directed
to make certain transpositions in the order
of arrangement of the Serate a d
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CHANGE OF CONFEREE

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l may be ex-
cused as a conferee on the bhill (H.R.
4670) to amend the law relating to inde-
cent publications in the District of Co-
lumbia, and that the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. HArTKE] may be appointed in
his stead.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON PROBLEMS
IN THE FIELD OF FEDERAL-
STATE-LOCAL RELATIONS

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental
Relations of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations will hold an executive
meeting on subcommittee business on
Tuesday, September 18, at 10 o’clock a.m.
At 10:30 o'clock a.m. an open hearing
on problems in the field of Federal-
State-local relations will be held in
room 3302, New Senate Office Building.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 13, 1962, he
presented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 1130) to
amend title IIT of the Public Health
Service Act to authorize grants for
family clinics for domestic agricultural
migratory workers, and for other pur-
poses,

THE COMMON MARKET ISSUE AND
THE TRADE BILL

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the
Macmillan government’s dilemma in
seeking to resolve the Common Market
issue portends our own future in this re-
gard.

Recent radio dispatches from the
British Commonwealth conference cur-
rently underway in London have indi-
cated that Prime Minister Macmillan is
dismayed by the fierce opposition to
Britain's accession to the Common Mar-
ket expressed by other Commonwealth
nations. And these dispatches appear
to be putting the best possible face on
the situation. What has, in fact, hap-
pened is that Mr. Macmillan has en-
countered a veritable buzz saw of op-
position—a buzz saw that threatens the
continuance of his conservative govern-
ment. For example, the Associated
Press reported on September 12:

A major crisls loomed today for Prime
Minister Macmillan's conservative govern-
ment after a concerted Commonwealth re-
volt against Macmillan’s plan to join the

European Common Market.
Stat 1 of at least five countries lined

and to correct accordingly the paragraph a.nd
sectlon numbers and titles thereof,

Mr. MANSFIELD. And, Mr., Presi-
dent, with the addition that the bill as
corrected be printed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the pro-
posed order? Without objection, it is
so ordered.

up to back the massive assault loosed yester-
day by eight of their fellow leaders against
the prospective terms of Britain's linkup
with the six-nation continental bloe.

In the face of the demonstrations of over-
whelming anxiety Macmillan ran the risk of
imperiling his government if he presses on
with his plan.

The climate of disaster clearly indi-
cated by this report was made even more

19323

palpable by a Reuters dispatch, of the
same day, reporting:

The general secretarles of 32 British trade
unions, with a total membership of over
2 million, issued a surprise demand today
for a British genera] electlon on the Com-
mon Market issue.

With the latest poll of the London
Daily Mail on this particular issue re-
porting that British public opposition to
Macmillan’s plan stands at 52.2 percent,
the prospect of a general election must
be somewhat disquieting, at the very
least, to the Prime Minister,

While Mr. Macmillan’s plight is per-
haps the most dramatic political devel-
opment of the contretemps, other con-
ference participants have their own
political problems which, at least in part,
account for the severity of the rift
sundering the Commonwealth leaders.
Robert Menzies, Australia’s Prime Min-
ister, is under understandable pressure
to depart the bargaining table with a
deal favorable to his country, inasmuch
as in the last election his government
was returned to office by a majority of
only one seat.

And Canada’s John G. Diefenbaker is
in even shakier shape. His Govern-
ment has no majority at all, because
since the last election the balance of
power has reposed in the hands of the
maverick Social Credit Party.

While adverse reaction from the Com-
monwealth nations was, of course, ex-
pected, nobody, apparently not even Mr.
Macmillan, was prepared for the violent
storm of protest which now has broken
over the conference table. For example,
Keith Holyoake, of New Zealand, ac-
cused Macmillan’s plan of “vagueness
and generalization,” and added the
somewhat personal comment:

The promise of long-term benefit is un-
likely to be given its proper value by a man
faced with the certainty of short-term
disaster,

Pakistan’s Ayub Khan, perhaps the
most vigorous and outspoken leader of
all those representing the Common-
wealth’s new nations, and who made
such a strong impression on the Congress
when he addressed us in joint session,
characterized the present proposals as
“inadequate.” He further asserted:

The Western World must decide whether
it will make a viable place for developing
countries or whether it intends to turn it-
self into a powerful international cartel,
denying access to our manufacturers to their
markets and forcing us to remain primary
producers to feed their factories, dictating
terms of trade and compelling us to pay
several times more for their finished goods.
If this were to happen it would amount to
reestablishing imperialism of the worst
kind, the consequences of which would be
nothing short of disastrous,

Equally hard-hitting comments were
made by others. Only Ceylon, Malaya,
and little Jamaica did not join the all-
out attack.

What, we may ask, do these storm sig-
nals mean to the United States? Why
should we concern ourselves with an es-
sentially intramural squabble among the
participants in the British Common-
wealth? In my opinion, Mr. President,
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these developments convey a very im-
portant message to this country, and es-
pecially to us here in the Senate.

What is in the wind from Whitehall,
obviously, is an eventual shift in the tra-
ditional trading patterns of the world.
In what direction the shift will be made,
and to what degree, no one can yet say;
but that it will occur is manifest.

Yet we in Congress—facing a world in
flux, knowing full well that major and
unpredictable realinements in world
trade are in the offing—have been asked
to legislate in haste an unprecedentedly
drastic program for the conduct of
America's foreign trade. In all proba-
bility we shall be asked to approve a bill,
H.R. 11970, which may sacrifice domestic
industry on the altar of international
amity—which indeed details the ritual
for that sacrifice—when we have not the
slightest notion what trading patterns
the United States will face during the
5-year period of the legislation.

I suggest, Mr. President, that to ac-
quiese in these demands for the most
sweeping, far-ranging foreign trade bill
in history under these cirecumstances
would be nothing short of irresponsible.
It would be sheer folly for us to proceed
at full speed through the murk now en-
gulfing world trade. When the fog lifts
and the icebergs are in clear view—then,
Mr, President, and only then, can we
move ahead confident that we are not
courting disaster.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning
business?

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business to con-
sider a nomination on the Executive
Calendar.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As In executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. ROBERTSON, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

Paul J. Maguire, of New York, to be as-

sayer of the U.S. assay office at New York,
N.Y.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Armed Services, I report
favorably the nomination of Vice Adm.
Harold T. Deutermann, U.S. Navy, for
appointment as a U.S. representative of
the Military Staff Committee of the
United Nations as a senior member, the
appointment of three rear admirals to
the grade of vice admiral while serving
in special assignments, and three vice
admirals to be placed on the restired list
of the Navy. I ask that these names be
printed on the Executive Calendar.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nominations will be placed
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on the Executive Calendar, as requested
by the Senator from New Jersey.

The nominations are as follows:

Vice Adm. Harold T. Deutermann, U.S.
Navy, for appointment as a U.S. representa-
tive of the Military Staff Committee of the
United Nations, as a senior member;

Rear Adm. Paul D, Stroop, Rear Adm. Hor-
acio Rivero, Jr., and Rear Adm. Thomas H.
Moorer, U.S. Navy, for commands and duties
determined by the President, for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admirals while so
serving; and

Vice Adm. Charles Wellborn, Jr., Vice Adm.
Robert B. Pirie, and Vice Adm. Clarence E.
Ekstrom, U.S. Navy, for appointment to the
grade of vice admiral on the retired list.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I also report favorably 136 officers
for promotions and appointments in the
Regular Army in the grades of major
and below, and 533 officers for appoint-
ments and promotions in the Navy and
Marine Corps in grades of captain and
below. All of these names have already
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
so in order to save the expense of print-
ing on the Executive Calendar, I ask
unanimous consent that they be ordered
to lie on the Secretary’s desk, for the
information of any Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions will lie on the desk, as requested
by the Senator from New Jersey.

The nominations are as follows:

Irma L. Jaakkola, Robert G. Ferrari, and
Barrett S. Halght, for promotion in the Reg-
ular Army of the United States;

John D, Proe (Infantry), and sundry other
persons, for appointment in the Regular
Army;

Charles M. Katsuyoshl, and sundry other
distinguished military students, for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States;

Larry R. Croll, and sundry other persons,
for appointment and promotion in the U.S.

- Navy; and

Carl P. Ackerman, and sundry other per-
sons, for appointment and promotion in the
Marine Corps.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no further reports of
committees, the nomination on the Exec-
utive Calendar will be stated.

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Corwin S. Snyder, of North
Dakota, to be collector of customs for
customs collection district No. 34.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask that the President be immediately
notified of the confirmation of the
nomination.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had disagreed to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (HR. 12711) making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
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corporations, agencies, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and
for other purposes; agreed to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that Mr. Taomas, Mr. Yates, Mr.
Cannvon, Mr. OSTERTAG, and Mr. TABER
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

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 Acting President pro
tempore:

H.R.2125. An act for the relief of Soon Tai
Lim;

H.R. 3125. An act for the relief of Joao de
Freitas Ferreira de Vasconcelos;

H.R. 3619. An act for the relief of Gennaro
Prudente;

H.R.3719. An act for the relief of Pagona
Pascopoulos;

H.R. 6653. An act for the relief of Maurizio
Placidi;

H.R.7582. An act for the relief of Dario
Taquechel; and

H.R. 11914, An act for the relief of Charles
Gambino.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate return to legisla-
tive session.

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

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORITY TO CALL RESERVISTS
TO ACTIVE SERVICE

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I note with
great regret and with some resentment
that it is alleged that the action on the
part of myself, and perhaps other Sena-
tors, in submitting resolutions of amend-
ment to the Reserve callup joint reso-
lution, which the Senate will consider
today, indicates that in taking a position
in favor of recognition of the Monroe
Doctrine we are doing so on a political
basis. I am particularly struck by the
language in the Washington Post &
Times Herald this morning:

The idea is to sldetrack what the Demo-
crats contend are politically inspired Re-

publican efforts to put Mr. Kennedy on the
spot over Cuba.

I emphatically disavow that the
amendment which I submitted yester-
day was submitted for that purpose. In
support of my disavowal I remind the
Senate, as I have repeatedly over a pe-
riod of 2 years, that on January 7, 1960,
I submitted a similar resolution de-
signed to accomplish almost exactly the
same purpose. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution I then submitted
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be printed in the Recorp following my
remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
by the Senator from Connecticut? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I submit-
ted that resolution at that time on behalf
of myself and Mr. SparkmaN. Who is
Mr. SpargMAN? H~ is the next to the
senior member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, a member of the Dem-
ocratic Party. The Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr., SparkMaN] was sympathetic
with that resolution at that time, or he
would not have put his name on it. I
have reason to believe that he is still
sympathetic with the purpose of that
resolution, and I have good reason to be-
lieve he would not accuse me of offering
the amendment on the basis of partisan
political considerations.

I said in my remarks yvesterday that
I thought the passing of the resolution
by the two Houses of Congress would
fortify the position of the President of
the United States. I still believe that
is the case. I wish to express my re-
sentment to members of the Democratic
Party who have accused me surrepti-
tiously of being partisanly political in
connection with this issue.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Connecticut has expired.

Mr. BUSH. I ask unanimous consent
that I may proceed for 2 more minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the Senator’s
time is extended 2 minutes.

Mr. BUSH. I do not believe this is
an issue in which partisan politics has
any play at all. I also believe that an
expression of the will of the Congress of
the United States, an expression of its
determination in the interests of the
safety of this country, would fortify the
President in the coming months when
we shall not be in this eity, when Con-
gress will not be in session, until the
Congress reassembles in January.

That was my sole purpose in prepar-
ing the amendment which I shall offer
when the callup joint resolution is be-
fore the Senate today.

In this connection, Mr. President, I
should like to invite attention to an
article published in today’s New York
Times, written by Arthur Krock, in
which he makes this point:

The phrase in constant public use by of-
ficials here against critics of these policles
is, “Do you want a full-scale, nuclear world
war?"—the import being that this single
alternative is not a matter of judgment but
a fact established beyond any shred of
doubt., But the Cuban situation has
spawned another, and very privately ut-
tered phrase aimed at those who contend
that Soviet Russia has clearly challenged
the Monroe Doctrine there. This expression
is, “The Monroe Doctrine is dead.” To make
this statement in public would raise a
tornado of public protest, would echo a
similar appraisal by Premier EKhrushchev
and controvert President Eennedy's re-
cent reafirmation of the doctrine.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article by Mr. Krock may
be printed in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
by the Senator from Connecticut? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. BUSH. Mr, President, the posi-
tion which I take, and which I think
most Senators take, is that the Monroe
Doctrine is not dead, that the time has
come when we should reaffirm it in mod-
ern dress. We should relate it to our
obligations under the United Nations
and to our obligations under the Or-
ganization of American States.

I am glad to have an opportunity to-
day to express my indignation against
those who assert that because a Sena-
tor is in favor of fortifying the Presi-
dent in this eritical hour in any decision
he may make in respect to our problems
in Cuba, he is engaging in partisan
politics.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Connecticut has again expired.

Mr. BUSH. I ask unanimous consent
that I may have 1 more minute.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr, President, I ask
that the Senator may be granted 2
minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I earnest-
ly hope that if the callup joint reso-
lution is passed, and if my amendment
to it is approved, that neither will have
any effect but that effect intended by
the President himself; namely, to warn
the world and to warn Soviet Russia
in particular that we mean business,
that the Monroe Doctrine is not dead,
that we intend to defend our rights in
this hemisphere, and that we intend to
take whatever steps may seem appro-
priate at any time to turn back an in-
vasion of international communism into
the Western Hemisphere.

I yield the floor.

ExHIBIT 1
8. Con. REs. T9
(In the Senate of the United States, 86th

Congress, 2d session, January 7, 1960, Mr.

Busu (for himself and Mr, SPARKMAN)

submitted the following concurrent reso-

lution; which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Forelgn Relations)

Whereas intervention by the world Com-
munist movement directly or indirectly in
the affairs of any of the independent nations
of the Western Hemisphere would threaten
the soverelgnl:y and pD!lt;lCﬁl lndependenca
of that nation and other such nations; and

Whereas the free and independent nations
of the Western Hemisphere have long since
ceased to be objects for domination, control
or colonization by other powers; and

Whereas the direct or Indirect interven-
tion by the world Communist movement, by
whatever means such intervention might be
disguised, in any American nation, would
constitute in effect such domination, con-
trol or colonization by a4 non-American
power, and would violate the sovereignty
and political independence of an American
nation; and

Whereas any such intervention by the
world Communist movement in the affairs
of any nation situated in the Western Hemi-
sphere would constitute a threat to the
peace and safety of the United States and
the other nations of that hemisphere;

Whereas in the rapidly evolving atomic
age the threat presented by any such inter-
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vention might develop with such rapidity
that there would not be time to assemble a
meeting of the Inter-American Organ of
Consultation to provide for joint action to
repel the danger: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That (a) if one or
more of the high contracting parties to the
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal As-
sistance should be threatened in any man-
ner with domination, control or coloniza-
tion through the Intervention of the world
Communist movement, any other such party
would be justified, in the exercise of indi-
vidual or collective self-defense under arti-
cle 51 of the Charter of the United Nations,
in taking appropriate steps to forestall such
intervention and any domination, control or
colonization of any nation of the Western
Hemisphere by the world Communist move-
ment.

(b) If any such defensive measures are
taken by any defending nation of the West-
ern Hemisphere, such nation should report
promptly the action so taken to the Inter-
American Organ of Consultation, to the end
that an emergency committee, established in
the manner provided by the Convention of
Havana of 1940, may be organized to provide
for the provisional administration of the
nation so defended, pending its restoration
to a government of the people, by the peo-
ple, and for the people.

ExuisiT 2

CARACAS RESOLUTION OF 1954 AND THE
MoNROE DOCTRINE
(By Arthur Krock)

WasHINGTON, September 12—For some
time now, beginning with the indispensable
U.S. support of the U.N. military offensive
against Katanga as required to preserve in-
ternational peace, a certain phrase has been
reiterated by officials of the Kennedy ad-
ministration with an air of confidence that
the words justify every foreign policy which
has been under strong critical fire. In addi-
tion to the U.S.-U.N. Congo policy of waging
peace with the implements of war, these
critical targets include two others in par-
ticular. They are the failure of the admin-
istration to lay before the U.N. Assembly
India’s violation of the charter by seizure
of Goa; and the administration’s role in In-
donesia’s blackmalling operation in Nether-
lands West New Guinea.

The phrase in constant public use by offi-
cials here against critics of these policies is,
“Do you want a full-scale, nuclear world
war?"—the import being that this single
alternative is not a matter of judgment but
a fact established beyond any shred of doubt.
But the Cuban situation has spawned an-
other, and very privately uttered, phrase
almed at those who contend that Soviet
Russia has clearly challenged the Monroe
Doctrine there. This expression is, “The
Monroe Doctrine is dead.” To make this
statement in public would raise a tornado
of public protest, would echo a similar ap-
praisal by Premier Khrushchev and contro-
vert President Kennedy's recent reaffirma-
tion of the doctrine. So it is not surprising
that the few who say that, and support it
with the following arguments, specify they
are talking strictly off the recors:

1. When the 10th Inter-American Confer-
ence of 21 nations met in March 1954, at
Caracas, it adopted a resolution urged by
Secretary of State Dulles. The principal
declaration was that control of the political
institutions of any American state by inter-
national communism, or any extension of
that system to this hemisphere, would con-
stitute a threat to the Pan American con-
tinents, and would be met by immediate con-
sultation and action under existing treaties.

DELEGATING POWER TO OAS

2. The actual and practical effect of this
resolution—approved 17 to 1 (Guatemala
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alone voting “No,” Mexico and Argentina
abstaining) was to turn over enforcement
of the Monroe Doctrine to the Organization
of American States as a multilateral proposi-
tion. Thereby the United States delegated
to the OAS its historic position that it could
and would enforce the doctrine unilaterally
as before, when in its judgment the exten-
sion of a foreign power system to this hemi-
sphere became a matter of fact.

3. Hence, unless and until such an exten-
slon was evaluated by the United States as a
solid threat to its security, this Nation
would abdicate enforcement of the doctrine,
and the detalls of enforcement, to the judg-
ment of the OAS.

4. Consequently, the historic Monroe Doc-
trine “died" at Caracas in 1954, and the only
basts for forceful U.S. measures toward Cuba
is an evaluation by the President that the
threat posed there endangers national se-
curity.

A supplemental argument advanced for
this thesis is that unilateral invocation of
the doctrine by the United States would
be repudiated by world opinion because of
the ring of our military bases and armed
forces around the U.S.S.R.

In the very private sessions in which these
views have been asserted, they have thus
been rebutted:

1. The right of the United States to en-
force the Monroe Doctrine unilaterally, if
necessary, was not abandoned at Caracas
either by implication or by anything said
or encouraged as an inference by our repre-
sentatives there. Secretary Dulles' com-
ment was merely that the resolution adopted
“relates to the extension to this hemisphere
of the political system of despotic European
powers” and made “as international policy”
of the Americas “a portion of the Monroe
Doctrine which has largely been forgotten.”
This gives no foundation to the analysis
that, when the OAS declines to implement
this policy, the United States has com-
mitted itself to do the same,

2. Unlike the infiltration and subversion
of Soviet Russia in Cuba, the purpose of this
Nation's bases and troops around the periph-
ery of Russla is to prevent the spread of
these activities of international communism,
not to expand the American governing
system.

Any high officials or Members of Congress
who may dispute this rebuttal are not likely
to do so publicly.

PERSONAL STATEMENT BY
SENATOR McGEE

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I regret
to say that a previously made commit-
ment out in the West will make it im-
possible for me to be present later today
for the vote on President Kennedy's re-
quest for standby authority to call up
150,000 reservists. However, I should
like to add my support to the bipartisan
effort to give the President the power
to act if an emergency should arise when
the Congress is not in session. “Fore-
warned is forearmed” is an old proverb
that has real application to the current
tense situation. Certainly the action of
the Soviets in providing military assist-
ance to Fidel Castro’s tottering Commu-
nist government represents a threat to
hemispheric stability and increases the
chances of an incident that could lead
to open hostilities. Although I hope
that such an occurrence does not take
place, I think it would be folly not to be
prepared for it,

1But I think this action is more impor-
tant for what it says to those who would
expand the rule of tyranny in the world.
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It says to them that the United States
of America will not stand by and see the
spread of totalitarianism. It says that
we will come to the defense of freedom,
and that any would-be aggressor had
better watch his step. But the fact that
the President has asked only for the
authority to call up these troops tells
our friends in this hemisphere that,
while we will defend democracy in this
half of the world, we will not launch out
on any face-saving aggression that could
plunge the world into war and could
end for many, many years any hope for
the advancement of mankind. This re-
quest says that, while we will not let the
irritation of this galling action goad us
into hasty and unwise action, neither
will we—by inaction or unreadiness—
deliver the birthright of freedom of the
peoples of this hemisphere into the
hands of despotic Communist rule.

MARITIME GAP BETWEEN UNITED
STATES AND U.S.S.R. POINTS TO
SOVIET DRIVE FOR SUPERIORITY

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, a few
weeks ago, every Member of the Congress
received a reprint of an astounding arti-
cle entitled “Will Russia Bury Us at
Sea?” from Marine Engineering/Log, a
leading maritime trade journal. In
truth, Russia's steadily increasing num-
bers of naval and merchant vessels con-
stitute a real threat to our ability to con-
trol the sealanes of trade and commerce.
I suspect this situation prompted Mari-
time Administrator Donald W. Alex-
ander to say in California the other day:

If [present maritime] trends continue
* * * sometime between 1865 and 1970, the
Soviet Union will surpass us.

While several of my colleagues have
already referred to this threatening situ-
ation, I believe the letter which accom-
panied the Marine Engineering/Log arti-
cle also carries an important message.
Mr. President, I therefore ask unanimous
consent that this letter, together with
my reply, be included in the body of the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oRrp, as follows:

SHIPBUILDERS COUNCIL OF AMERICA,
August 6, 1962,
Hon. JouN MarsHALL BUTLER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR BUTLER: Knowing your keen
interest in matters affecting national security
as well as the Nation's trade and commerce I
am taking the liberty of sending you the
attached reprint of an article entitled "Will
Russia Bury Us at Sea?” from the June 15,
1962, issue of Marine Engineering/Log, an
authoritative technical journal serving the
maritime industry.

We particularly call your attention to the
dramatic charts on pages 7T and 8. You will
note that the 1960 Russian merchant fleet
will double in size by 1965, triple by 1970,
and is expected to attain a 6 to 6 times in-
crease by 1980. All of this, of course, in-
volves increasing budgetary commitments on
the part of the Kremlin, and of course these
goals are being accomplished with a 100-
percent subsidy.

This accelerated fleet expansion program of
the U.S.S.R. is in startling contrast with the
steady contraction of the U.S. merchant fleet.
The chart on page 8 substantiates the high
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priority Russia has assigned to merchant
fleet shipbuilding. At the start of 1962,
Russia had 226 ships building or on order
while the United States had only 65. This
is surely a maritime gap of alarming pro-
portions.

Equally alarming is the author's view,
based on many months of exhaustive re-
search and documentation, that the Russian
fleet expansion is a prelude to either an eco-
nomic or military showdown—a showdown
we could lose by default, a showdown we
could {1l afford to lose. Yet, while our
avowed enemy is engaged in a massive mari-
time buildup, we are truly engaged in a
massive maritime breakdown,

Sincerely,
Epwin M. Hoob,
President.

U.S. SENATE,
August 14, 1962.
Mr. EpwiN M. Hoob,
President, Shipbuilders Council of America,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar Mr. Hoop: I want to thank you for
calling my attention to the article in Marine
Engineering/Log magazine which vividly
compares Russia's increasing maritime
strength with our own maritime atrophy,
This is indeed a serious situation, and I am
appalled to note that this analysis is largely
based on statistics and information which is
in the hands of the very people In our Gov-
ernment who have primary responsibility for
the adequacy of our maritime capability.

Against the background of the gyrations
and gobbledygook of the administration late
last year when a reduction of funds for mer-
chant ship construction was threatened, this
maritime gap, as you put it in your letter
of August 6, is even more disquieting. The
subsequent testimony of official spokesmen
before the Committee on Commerce, while I
was in the chair, to the effect that the
Budget Bureau wanted a slowdown or
stretchout in the merchant vessel replace-
ment program, substantiates the continuing
fears of many of my colleagues here in the
Senate that our merchant marine is indeed
being neglected by purposeful design. In
all falrness, however, this neglect is non-
partisan or, if you will, bipartisan, for the
previous administration was no better than
the present administration on this score.

While the Russians have 226 ships under
construction or on order—some in European
shipyards which were reconstructed with the
dollars of U.S. taxpayers after World War II—
we have only 65. The Russians are not build-
ing these ships for sport; they are a part of
a purposeful design for world domination,
economically as well as politically. But nit-
picking policymakers and pennypinching
(only from a maritime standpoint) budget
makers in this country, with their heads in
the clouds and their feet planted firmly in
midalr, seem unable or unwilling to recog-
nize this fact. Perhaps Russia's massive
maritime buildup will stir them to action.
Ihope so.

With warm personal regards, I am,

Sincerely,
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER,
U.S. Senator,

NEEDED: UN. NEUTRALIST COM-
MISSION TO CREATE DISARMA-
MENT

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, in these
critical times, the world hungers for an
easing of tensions, for safeguards against
nuclear war, for an opportunity to chan-
nel more resources, technological know-
how and manpower and brainpower to
serve and not threaten to destroy people,
many of whom barely exist on the jagged
edge of poverty, indignity, hopeless-
ness—and for peace.
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Over the years, the United States and
its allies have tried relentlessly to: (a)
bring about realistic disarmament; (b)
establish machinery for peaceful settle-
ment of differences among nations; and
(c) create peace in the world.

Deep in the heart of humanity, there
is a yearning, a great need, of these safe-
guards for the future.

Realistically, we must face the fact,
however, that unless there is a change of
Red policy, of which there is no real evi-
dence, the Communists will not agree
to safeguarded disarmament.

Recently recessed, the 17-nation Ge-
neva Disarmament Conference stands as
one more futile effort to reach agree-
ments on arms reduction and control
with the Communist world. As of now,
there have been over 100 meetings end-
ing regrettably in no real progress.

Now what can be done? About a year
ago I recommended that there be estab-
lished a neutralist U.N. group to “ham-
mer out” a disarmament plan.

The goal would be to create universally
recognized standards for disarmament,
which, by any realistic criteria, must in-
clude inspection as a safeguard. The
plan, then, would be presented to the
United Nations as a whole; and to each
nation, individually, for a “yes” or “no”
vote.

This would, I believe, present a clearer
picture of whom—namely, the Commu-
nist nations—continue to roadblock
progress toward disarmament.

As of now, the disarmament debate is
scheduled to go back to the General As-
sembly, scheduled to open on September
18. Consideration there, in my judg-
ment, will result in little more positive
progress than was made at the 17-nation
Conference in Geneva.

The creation of a special neutralist
subcommittee to hammer out funda-
mental criteria for disarmament holds,
I believe, one of the few hopes for
progress.

Until a realistic system has been de-
veloped, we will need to continue, first,
to maintain a strong deterrent power
against massive attack; second, develop
more effective forces to cope with brush-
fire wars; third, design techniques for
stopping the infiltrative actions of the
Reds in southeast Asia, Latin America,
Africa, and alsewhere in the world; and
fourth, gird ourselves for a long, difficult
struggle—for the battle against the great
and growing Red threat to freedom will
not be easily won.

I ask unanimous consent to have an
editorial from the New York Times
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ANOTHER DISARMAMENT FAILURE

Against a background of mounting world
crisis, the Geneva Disarmament Conference
that was to make a supreme effort to create
a disarmed and peaceful world has aban-
doned the attempt for the present and has
recessed for 2 months. It could do nothing
else when Soviet Russia is adamant against
all workable formulas for banning nuclear
tests, and raises tensions in Berlin and Cuba,
thus forcing the free world to look to its de-
fenses in such ways as President Kennedy's
request for standby authority to call up
150,000 reservists.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The disarmament debate, which in the
atomic age involves the question of life or
death for all mankind, now goes back to the
United Nations General Assembly meeting in
New York next week. But the prospects for
progress will remain dim until the United
Nations, representing world opinion, puts its
own principles and resolutions above expe-
diency and calls for two things, One is
peace settlements in conformity with the
U.N. Charter providing freedom and self-
determination for all peoples—not only in
Western colonies but also in the Soviet
colonies, The other is compliance with its
own disarmament resolutions demanding
progressive and balanced arms reduction un-
der effective international control.

The Soviet Government has flouted both
the charter and the disarmament resolu-
tions. While the Western colonial empires
are disappearing, the Soviet colonial empire
expands. The West has reduced its insist-
ence on international control to the mini-
mum, It even offers to dispense with it en-
tirely for nuclear tests in the atmosphere,
under water, and in outer space. Yet the
Russians continue to reject all international
control. The issues are thus clear, and the
neutrals who apply a false equation to both
sides or continue to sit on the fence of
equivocal proposals which they refuse to
clarify must accept part of the responsi-
bility for continued failure.

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF U.S.
DISTRICT COURTS IN CERTAIN
ACTIONS

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I would
like to express my endorsement of H.R.
1960 which was recently called up and
passed by the Senate. Press of official
Senate business prevented my comment-
ing on it at the time. I take this oppor-
tunity to do so. Although the bill passed
with little fanfare, it has far-reaching
significance for many of our citizens,
particularly those living in the Western
States.

We are all aware of the increasing role
which the Federal Government plays in
the everyday life of the individual. Not
so well known is the fact that a person
who has been aggrieved by the action of
a Government officer or agency and
seeks relief from a court will oftentimes
find that the courts in his home district
are closed to him. If he wishes to file
suit, he must come to Washington, D.C,,
to do so. This, of course, means that
litigants must travel hundreds or even
thousands of miles to have their cases
heard. For many of them the expense
and inconvenience is prohibitive, so they
are, in effect, being denied their day in
court. x

H.R. 1960 is intended to relieve this
hardship. The bill would make it pos-
sible for an individual to secure court
review of an agency determination in his
local Federal court rather than having
to come to Washington. To accomplish
this, the bill has two main provisions.
One section of the bill grants additional
jurisdiction to the Federal district
courts. The other broadens the venue
statutes.

JURISDICTION

Cases often arise in which an individ-
ual may wish to appeal an adverse deter-
mination by a Government official, but
judicial review is not specifically author-
ized by statute. In this event his only
recourse is to bring an action in the
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nature of mandamus to compel the of-
ficer to perform his duty. However, at
the present time, the Federal district
courts, with the exception of the US.
court for the District of Columbia, do
not have original jurisdiction over this
type of action.

The District of Columbia court has
been able to hear these suits because it
derives some of its jurisdiction from the
body of law which was established by the
State of Maryland before the land now
known as the District of Columbia was
ceded to the Federal Government. In-
cluded within this body of law was juris-
diction to hear mandamus actions, so
the U.S. court for the District of Colum-
bia has continued to exercise original
jurisdiction over this type of action.

H.R. 1960 merely extends this juris-
diction to the other Federal district
courts. The Senate version of the bill
authorizes these courts to entertain
“any action to compel an officer or em-
ployee of the United States or any agency
thereof to perform a duty owed to the
plaintiff or to make a decision in any
matter involving the exercise of dis-
cretion.”

This provision carries out the orig-
inal objective of the bill as it was passed
by the House. However, it has been re-
worded by the Senate to make clear
that an official can be compelled to act
in a matter involving the exercise of dis-
cretion, but he cannot be told how that
discretion will be exercised. In other
words there ecan be no interference with
an officer’s discretion or any control over
the substance of his decision.

In its report, the committee has ex-
pressly stated that this grant of addi-
tional jurisdiction to the courts is not
intended to affect the doctrine of ex-
haustion of administrative remedies.

VENUE

Aside from the question of jurisdiction,
a further problem arises in suits to se-
cure judicial review of an action taken
by a Government agency. Because of
the doctrine of indispensable parties, it
may be necessary to name the agency
head as a party defendant in such a suit.
Since the top official will usually have
his official residence in Washington,
D.C., the present venue statutes require
that the suit be brought in Washington,
The hardship which this inflicts upon
litigants is, of course, obvious and should
be remedied.

As for the Government, it will usually
be just as convenient or even more con-
venient to have its cases heard in the
field. The decisions complained of are
usually made at that level, and most of
the pertinent files and records are likely
to be located in the field office. Since
U.S. attorneys are present in each of the
judicial districts, the Government should
have no difficulty in arranging for coun-
sel. <

Under H.R. 1960, the choice of a forum
would not be limited to the district where
agency officials reside. The bill permits
suits against the Government to be
brought in any judicial district in which,
first, the defendant resides; or, second,
the cause of action arose; or, third, any
real property is situated; or, fourth, the
plaintiff resides if no real property is
involved in the action.
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The Justice Department has pointed
out that there would be no justification
for permitting a plaintiff to bring an
action in his home district if the sub-
ject of the suit is real property which
is located in another district. Accord-
ingly, the Senate version of the bill has
been amended so that suits could be
brought in the district of the plaintiff's
residence only in the event no real prop-
erty is involved in the action.

In short, Mr. President, HR. 1960
brings the courts closer to the people. It
removes the geographical obstacle that
has heretofore prevented many litigants
from resorting to the courts. I join the
many other citizens who have been inter-
ested in this legislation in expressing my
satisfaction that it has been approved
by the Senate.

Report on this bill was submitted to
the Senate from the Committee on the
Judiciary by the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Carrorr]. He has had firsthand
experience and observation of some of
the situations with which this bill is de-
signed to deal.

In the other body it was the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. RIcHARD POFF]
who introduced this measure and fol-
lowed it so well through its several
stages to congressional approval. He is
to be commended for the clear insight
into this legal problem which he demon-
strated and his logic and ability to ex~
press it. All this is in keeping with the
splendid legislative ability he has de-
veloped in his years in Congress on be-
half of the common good.

CLOSER COOPERATION NEEDED IN
SPACE

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, in the
current issue of Air Force and Space
Digest appears a remarkable article on
the subject of the need for closer co-
operation in space by the Department
of Defense and the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration. The article
argues, as I have argued on the Senate
floor, that a clearer role must be given
to the military applications in space.

‘The article, written by William Leavitt,
discusses the question of using our fullest
energy toward reaching our peaceful and
military space objectives. The writer
states a compelling argument and
identifies the urgency that is needed for
a decision committing us to the fullest
examination of the threat to our security
from space.

ask unanimous consent that the
article by William Leavitt be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

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

NASA-USAF INTERFACE—WILL Ir BE A

Two-WAY STREET?
(By William Leavitt)

“Interface (noun). A surface, especially
a plane surface, forming a common boundary
of two bodles or spaces”—Webster's New
Collegiate Dictionary.

To the mass of jargon that is an unnerv-
ing semantic feature of our harried times
and includes such governmentese as
“finalize,” “reorient,” “capability,” “building
block,” and *“deemphasize” must now be
added the space-age watchword “interface.”
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Interface is another way of saying: trying
to work together on difficult enterprises un-
der complicated circumstances. It is what
a patient company of Air Force and National
Aeronautice and Space Administration
specialists are attempting to do in the na-
tional space effort. Interface is not an easy
way of life; there are differing views in the
space community on both technical and
policy questions. There is the specific prob-
lem that NASA, as an agency created by
Congress on the same level as the Depart-
ment of Defense, can and does deal laterally
on basic pollecy questions with DOD, while
the Alr Force, which is the prime agency for
operational cooperation with NASA, is an
element of and subject to well known and
firm control by DOD.

Yet, if candor and a true spirit of coopera-
tion and mutual respect prevail, the Air
Force-NASA interface can go a long way
toward helping the country meet space dead-
lines ranging from the Apollo moon-landing
program to the potentially far more signifi-
cant requirement for viable military space
operational skills and hardware. This latter
and less glamorous aspect of the national
space effort is where the real test of inter-
face will come. The crucial question is
whether USAF-NASA interface will be a
“two-way street.” There is little doubt
USAF is heavily supporting NASA goals. But
will NASA support Air Force space defense
aims? And will the White House and De-
partment of Defense give their Imprimaturs?

The process of USAF-NASA interface has
been underway for much longer than the
word itself has been popular in space-
planning circles. Interface has not been
devoid of acrimony, especially in early post-
sputnik days. Those were times when the
zealous advocates of space purely for peace-
ful purposes went to rather incredible
lengths to suppress military contributions to
such efforts as the Mercury program after
it was renamed and transferred from the
Air Force to the embryonic NASA. Those
were frustrating and morale-shaking days
for blue-suiters who found themselves, for
policy reasons, asking visitors to such instal-
lations as the Air Force's animal laboratory
at Holloman AFB, N. Mex.—where chim-
panzees got their schooling for spaceflight—
to please 110t make too much of the Air
Force role in the tralning of animals for
space missions as a prelude to manned or-
bital flight. Air Force people either on di-
rect loan to the space agency or working at
support roles from their regular service
billets—in research and development,
booster procurement, and launch opera-
tions—have from the start beefed up the
civilian agency’s efforts. What is now
anclent history is the tale of today and
tomorrow, too. All the way to the moon
and back and in earth-orbital operations,
military men and machines will make sig-
nificant contributions.

As Air Force SBecretary Eugene M. Zuckert
put it in a recent issue of the General Elec-
tric Forum:

“The Afr Force and NASA have already
established the broad basis for cooperation
and-a concerted effort is made to maintain it
to the fullest possible extent at all levels
of Air Force and NASA management. We
are In agreement with NASA officials that
our programs must be mutually supporting—
rather than competitive. NASA-Air Force
management cooperation will keep pace with
the expanding NASA program. Ninety-three
Air Force research and development officers
are now assigned to duty with NASA., NASA
and Alr Force efforts together form the major
part of the national space program.”

But in the same article, the Secretary also
said:

“Despite the broad common ground be-
tween civilian and military needs, the Air
Force has a big job in building the technol-
ogy on which the military applications (of
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space) are based. Within such technological
areas, there are unique milltary require-
ments that will not be attended to by civilian
developments.”

As examples, the Secretary lists: inspection
of uncooperative satellites; survivability in
combat environments as represented by high-
thrust in-space propulsion systems; rapid
turnaround, reuse, and recovery of space-
craft.

The most important recent step in for-
malizing what had most been an ad hoc
NASA-USAF interface was the designation
of Maj. Gen. Osmond J. Ritland, USAF, as
deputy to the commander, Air Force Systems
Command, for manned spaceflight, with
special USAF-NASA liaison responsibility. A
former commander of the Space Systems
Divislon of AFSC, General Ritland succeeded
Gen. Bernard A. Schriever at Space Systems
when Gen. Schriever was named commander,
AFSC.

General Ritland's assignment divides him
between his two offices, one at AFSC head-
quarters at Andrews AFB, Md., the other
down the hall from the suite of D. Brainerd
Holmes, Director of NASA's Office of Manned
Spaceflight and chief of the NASA Apollo
moon-landing program, in downtown Wash-
ington, three blocks from the White House.
His job is to serve as foeal point within
Systems Command for all USAF support of
the NASA programs, as arranged through
NASA-DOD agreements. All such support
must be in terms of prior NASA-DOD
agreements. And wearing his military hat
at AFSC, he is also to direct booster and
other development programs in support of
military space systems efforts.

To implement his interface with NASA,
General Ritland is gathering a staff of six
USAF specialists in space technology who
will correspond generally In function with
the six staff divisions of NASBA’s Office of
Manned Spaceflight. The general’s staff, as
he puts it, will match Mr. Holmes’ staflf on
a point-to-point contact basis, The hope
is that this point-to-point contact will min-
imize redtape and also provide a day-to-day
exchange on the planning of joint efforts
as well as provide a feed into NASA of pos-
sible ways defense space capabilities might
be studied in cooperative efforts.

The establishment of General Ritland’s
new office came after discussions involving
top USAF, NASA, and DOD planners out
of the office of Dr. Harold Brown, Director
of Defense Research and Engineering, with
General Schriever and D. Brainerd Holmes
contributing, In the exchanges that led to
the planning and setting up of General Rit-
land's shop, there was acknowledgment of
antagonisms between NASA and USAF over
policy and priorities, One of the principal
rationales of formalizing the interface was
the expectation that closer coordination
would dissipate some of the differences.

As noted, USAF's Interface with NASA is
no easy business, From the point of view
of money and broadness of charter, NASA,
understandably excited by its moon mis-
slon, has a mnatural tendency to think in
terms of accomplishing its assignments as
fast as possible. And it runs its own show.
The Alr Force, on the other hand, has to
cope with much tighter money and policy
controls, so far as military space programs
are concerned. It is the White House and
DOD that call the tune on what the Air
Force Is to do in cooperating with NASA
as well as what the Air Force can go ahead
with in the field of military space research
and development.

Yet it is a plus that high NASA officials
have increasingly expressed their acceptance
of the concept that the space effort ought
to be broad enough to meet national needs,
including defense needs.

For example, Dr. Joseph F. Shea, the 36-
year-old deputy to NASA Moon Project Chief
Holmes, says he thinks of Air Force-NASA
interface in two contexts. The first is the
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direct Air Force support of NASA programs,
the provision of personnel, range, launch
support, and booster development. These
include such items, for example, as the Air
Force responsibility for development of Titan
II as the booster for the NASA two-man
Gemini orbital program, the Agena develop-
ment which will make the Gemini rendez-
vous effort possible, and the Titan III boost-
er development which will not only bring
the X-20 (formerly Dyna-Soar) manned or-
bital glider project to fruition but also gain
some needed answers on the future of solid
fuels.

The second interface context, as Dr. Shea
sees it—and here, hopefully, General Rit-
land's office will be especially significant—is
in the area of overall consultation and plan-
ning as to “what the national space program
ought to be, how it should be shared, and
how missions can be planned to serve de-
fense needs.”

The latter interface is, of course, the most
difficult, because of the Air Force’s need for
DOD (Office of the Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering) approval of military
space projects. No matter how close peo-
ple’s offices are and how personally cordial
the relationships are between those who
directly interface in USAF and NASA, up the
coordination ladder must go the ideas for
cooperation.

As the chart suggests [chart not printed
in REcorp], the money and priority decisions
that affect NASA and USAF jointly are
worked out at such cosmic levels as the
Aeronautics and Astronautics Coordinating
Board, cochaired by NASA Deputy Admin-
istrator Dr. Hugh L. Dryden and Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Research and
Engineering John H. Rubel. Most decisions
involve action by Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering Dr. Harold Brown,
and NASA Associate Administrator Dr. Rob-
ert C. Seamans, who Is frequently described
as “our general manager'" by NASA Admin-
istrator James E. Webb. The Defense
Secretary and Mr. Webb also make contact
in person or on paper. Also involved are the
Deputy Defense Secretary, Roswell L. Gil-
patric, and the Air Force Secretary, Eugene
M. Zuckert. The path over the Potomac
between NASA on the Washington side and
the Pentagon on the Virginia side is well
trod these days. Add to that the important
policy-advisory function of the National
Aeronautics and Space Council, chaired by
Vice President Jomnson. The Council’s
Executive Secretary, Dr. Edward C. Welsh,
one of the most experienced Government
officials in the Capital, has played a sig-
nificant role in coordinating administration
policy on space goals, and has addressed
himself candidly to the military potential of
space technology.

Since the August Red tandem cosmonaut
feat, there have been renewed reports that
the Council has been circulating a policy
paper raising questions on the military sig-
nificance of the Red action and suggesting
U.S. response.

Aside from the support—both personnel
and development of hardware—that USAF is
providing NASA, what is the outlook for a real
two-way street operation between the Air
Force and the civil agency? The answer to
that question is out of Air Force hands.
USAF can only propose, while the White
House, DOD, and the highest levels of NASA
dispose.

There are a number of obvious areas where
viable contributions to military space capa-
bility can be made by the Air Force in joint
development efforts with NASA. The Gemini
program, which from the NASA point of view
is a tightly scheduled prove-out of rendez-
vous principle and a crucial element in the
agency's race to the moon, offers clear po-
tential for the development of military capa-
bilities, A properly time-phased “blue suit”
direct- or separate-mission Air Force program
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would give Air Force personnel the expe-
rience they will need for extended near-space
orbital military "operations. There is some
significant support in NASA for such Air
Force participation. But at the same time,
no one can say at this writing whether DOD
would approve such a plan, not to mention
the possibility of fairly strong resistance to
the idea by the burgeoning Manned Space-
craft Center operation of NASA at Houston,
Tex., which in the organizational nature of
things, could probably be expected to resist
any encroachment on what it considers to be
its mission. Yet there is talk lately of
expanding Gemini to a 5-year program. Cer-
tainly this approach could allow for extrac-
tion of really valuable military orbital expe-
rience. Last month's new Soviet manned
spaceflight achievements ought to under-
score the need for such USAF capabilities.

Another increasingly important concept is
the Air Force interest in orbiting, in asso-
ciation with the Gemini program, a military
research and development laboratory, where
vital long-term data on men and materials
in the space environment might be obtained.
Such a test satellite program could provide
answers to questions that from a military
as well as NASA point of view have to be
gotten sooner or later, the sooner the better.

It is important, and not carping, to note
that, having been assigned the job of go-
ing to the moon, NASA is under a new kind
of pressure. The time is short if it is to meet
the President’s deadline, and NASA can be
expected to divert people and money from
its other efforts. This is a classical occur-
rence in research and development, and
NASA is conscious that its sizable budgets
will raise questions in Congress as the years
of this decade fly by. In NASA, there is
bound to develop the practice of feeding
Apollo at the expense of other programs.
The Air Force, with its considerable space
technology capability, must be allowed to
fill the breaches bound to develop, especially
in the vital-to-defense near-earth orbital
areas which may soon be crucial.

Another obvious area of potential NASA-
USAF cooperation in terms of Gemini is the
manned satellite-inspector program. There
is much overlap in the techniques involved
in rendezvousing with either friendly or un-
friendly satellites, yet there are enough ob-
vious differences in procedure to more than
justify intensive efforts in the Air Force in-
spector effort. If DOD will approve, and if
such an effort could be mounted in con-
junction with the NASA Gemini program,
then all the better for the country,

Other possibilities come to mind, such as
the concept of manned ballistic missile in-
terception from orbit—doubtless a difficult
technique to master—an idea that might
turn out to be without merit, * * * We
just don't know. The main point is that
money has to be spent and personnel in-
vested in finding out.

The onus is on DOD—and finally on the
White House. And the accurate determina-
tion of DOD’'s current philosophy on the
development of a broad spectrum of mili-
tary capabilities in space is extremely diffi-
cult, because, depending on whom you talk
to and what public statements you examine,
you can come to either of two conclusions:

Either DOD is unconvinced as yet of the
military significance of astronautics beyond
the relatively well-accepted passive roles of
unmanned strategic reconnaissance and
early-warning vehicles—hence is concentrat-
ing on its “today” problems; the piling up
of sufficient missiles to insure continuing
nuclear deterrence, and concurrently up-
grading conventional, nmonatomic, military
capabilities. It is sticking to the low-cost
(for DOD) philosophy of relying on NASA
to come up with capabilities that the mili-
tary can use if they are needed. Or DOD
is truly cognizant of the need for the coun-
try to develop the broad spectrum of mili-
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tary space skills as an extension of deterrent
power, but, for political reasons, will not
acknowledge this fact, preferring to work
quletly toward those capabilities through
Air Force classified programs and through an
earnest effort to negotiate a two-way NASA-
USAF interface.

There is evidence for both possibilities.

In view of the latest Soviet feats, it can
only be hoped that the latter is the true
case.

Yet, the publicly announced view of the
Secretary of Defense that he is not concerned
over the security significance of the latest
Russian feats and sees no need for changes
in the Nation's space programs s less than
heartening.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore., Is there further morning busi-
ness? If not, morning business is closed.

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ACT OF 1962

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Presiding
Officer may lay before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The LecistATivE CLERKE. A bill (S.
3615) to authorize the Housing and Home
Finance Administrator to provide addi-
tional assistance for the development of
comprehensive and coordinated mass
transportation systems, both public and
private, in metropolitan and other ur-
ban areas, and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
by the Senator from Ohio?

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on
Wednesday, August 29, I made a state-
ment on the floor of the Senate that
when S. 3615, which provides for the
subsidization of local governmentally
operated mass transportation systems,
was called up for consideration, I would
move that the bill be referred to the
Committee on Commerce. I stated at
that time that S. 3615, while it deals sub-
stantially with commerce, was referred
for consideration to the Committee on
Banking and Currency, and not to the
Committee on Commerce, where it
properly belongs.

The chairman of the Committee on
Commerce, the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnusonl, with
whom I have discussed the subject in
some detail, agrees with the Senator
from Ohio that the bill deals primarily
with subjects within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Commerce.

The most recent example of a similar
reference of a bill involving the Com-
merce Committee is H.R. 11040, the Com-
munications Satellite Act of 1962. This
bill was passed by the House on May 3,
1962. Prior to that time, the Senate
satellite bill, S. 2814, by the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MacNnusonN] and
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KErrl,
was introduced February T, 1962, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Aeronautical
and Space Sciences. On April 2, 1962,
that committee reported the bill to the
Senate, which referred it to the Com-
merce Committee. On June 11, 1962, the
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Commerce Committee favorably reported
H.R. 11041 in lieu of S. 2814.

I have described the proceedings with
regard to the satellite bill to point out
that, though the original bill on that
subject was sent to the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences, sub-
sequently, in accordance with the rules,
it was referred to the Committee on
Commerce, where it rightfully belonged.
i The situation now before the Senate is

similar to the one involved in relation
to the satellite bill. The satellite bill
dealt with foreign commerce. The
broadcasting of messages from the satel-
lite definitely cross the lines of foreign
nations. The Committee on Commerce
is normally the committee that deals
with subjects involving foreign com-
merce. For that reason, although the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences had dealt with the subject, I
assume the Senate, in its good judgment,
deemed it advisable and proper to refer
the bill to the Committee on Commerce.

There was a third aspect with respect
to the satellite bill that was exceed-
ingly interesting. The satellite bill was
not only of great importance to the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences and to the Committee on For-
eign Commerce, but it definitely dealt
with foreign relations, and, since it dealt
with foreign relations, after the bill had
been referred to the Committee on Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences and to the
Committee on Commerce, the Senate
determined that the bill should also be
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations. It was sent to that commit-
tee, where favorable action was taken
upon the bill.

Mr. President, I call to the attention
of the Senate another recent example in-
volving Senate bill 3252, which would au-
thorize a foreign government under
terms and conditions prescribed by the
President to operate at the seat of U.S.
Government a low-power radio station
for transmission of messages to points
outside United States provided the
foreign government offered reciprocal
privileges to United States.

That bill was introduced on May 3,
1962, and referred to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, which committee favor-
ably reported it. The bill, on July 9,
was referred to the Commerce Commit-
tee and the committee, in turn, held
hearings on the bill.

Of a different nature was the action
by the Commerce Committee with re-
spect to the 1958 Transportation Act. As
introduced, the bill contained provisions
to repeal the various transportation
taxes. Since taxes are not within the
Commerce Committee jurisdiction, the
committee removed these sections from
the bill and by committee resolution re-
ferred them to the Finance Committee
with a plea for enactment.

That bill was referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce because it dealt with
interstate commerce. Inasmuch as
three sections of the bill dealt with
taxes, the Committee on Commerce re-
ferred those sections to the Committee
on Finance for consideration.

As to Commerce Committee jurisdic-
tion, the 1946 Reorganization Act
granted, among other things, jurisdic-
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tion over, first, interstate and foreign
commerce generally; and, second, regula-
tion of interstate railroads, buses, trucks,
and pipelines.

I respectfully submit that inasmuch
as the so-called mass transportation bill
would deal with buses and mass trans-
portation systems crossing State lines
from New York into New Jersey par-
ticularly, it is inescapable that the
proper situs for the consideration of the
bill is in the Committee on Commerce.

To Senators who do not agree with my
proposal I submit the question, How can
the Committee on Commerce be pre-
vented from considering a bill before the
Senate when admittedly it deals with
items that cross State lines? When an
answer to that question is sought, those
who will try to answer it will find that,
under the language of the bill, interstate
commerce definitely would be affected
and, if it would be affected, the answer to
the question must be in the affirmative.
The bill should be referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

In February 1960 the Surface Trans-
portation Subcommittee of the Com-
merce Committee held hearings on the
mass transportation problems in the Na-
tion’s metropolitan centers. Witnesses
who testified included the mayors of St.
Louis, Philadelphia, New York City, and
Cleveland; the Governor of Pennsyl-
vania; the chairman of the board of
the Pennsylvania Railroad, and the pres-
ident of the New York, New Haven &
Hartford Railroad. Their testimony
clearly indicated that the commuter
problems of these larger areas were in
interstate commerce and, as such, clearly
within the jurisdiction of the Commerce
Committee.

Mr. President, S. 3615 deals primarily
with commuter problems as the basis
upon which the program was originally
recommended. The subject had been
under discussion for the past 4 years.
Not all, but some of the railroads of the
East sent representatives before the
Committee on Commerce at the time the
1958 act was being considered. They
suggested that if the commuter service
in the Eastern States was to be con-
tinued, subsidies would be required from
the Federal Government. If in 1958 and
1960 the subject properly belonged in
the Committee on Commerce, I cannot
see how it can now be argued, contra-
dicting my presentation, that it no longer
belongs in the Committee on Commerce.

If there should be adverse views about
the bill going to the Commerce Com-
mittee, I believe the inference will be
justifiable that the bill was sent to a
committee where, because of the weak
provisions of the bill, it was thought it
would have better opportunity of suc-
cess.

What is the bill? 1In its original form
it contemplated the allocation of $500
million to subsidize local governmentally
operated transportation systems. My
recollection is that there are approxi-
mately 1,300 transportation systems in
the country and that 70 of them are
governmentally operated. Over a 3-year
period the taxpayers of the United States
will pay taxes into the Federal Treasury
to provide a grant of $500 million for the
purchase of equipment and the operation
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of local transportation systems. If $500
million is a mere beginning, I ask the
question, What will be the ultimate cost
of this bill? The conclusion is inescap-
able that the ultimate cost will run
into billions of dollars. If the Federal
Government is to subsidize only govern-
mentally operated systems, as was orig-
inally intended in the bill, T ask the
question, What will become of the private
systems?

The answer to that question is that
ultimately all transportation systems will
be driven into governmental ownership.
It will not be done with my approval.
If we are to drive local transportation
systems into public ownership, when
will we approach the railroads and drive
them into public ownership? The pro-
visions of the bill contemplate creating
the rails on which the transportation
systems of the Nation, carrying pas-
sengers and cargoes, will be headed for
governmental operation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1 yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Does
the Senator believe that that is why the
railroads, the bus companies, and all the
other carriers support the bill?
it Mr. LAUSCHE. They did not all fight
it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. They
supported it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The eastern railroads
sponsored it. The Senator from New
Jersey, of course, is vitally interested in
the program. In my opinion the bill was
originally intended to serve the eastern
communities. It was finally rewritten
so as to include all the communities of
the country, small and large. All the
railroads do not support the bill. Some
of them do; others do not.

When the witnesses came before the
committee in 1960, the mayor of Cleve-
land, who is now the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, ex-
pressed opposition to subsidies, and said,
“Provide us with loans, but do not put
the Government into further aid and
start a system of subsidization.”

My answer is that certain railroads,
including the New Haven and the Penn-
sylvania, are begging for it. However,
I suggest that there are methods of solv-
ing the problem other than by subsidiza-
tion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1 yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. We
heard not one word from the New Haven
Railroad. We heard testimony from the
Pennsylvania Railroad Co. There was
no opposition from the western roads,
although we understand they are not in-
terested in the bill because they are inter-
state systems. Of course this is an ur-
ban transportation bill; it has nothing to
do with the vast interstate network of
the railroads in our great West.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The officials of west-
ern railroads, of course, have said noth-
ing. That does not mean that in their
own minds they are not against it. The
Pennsylvania Railroad wants it. I sup-
pose if the bill is passed, eventually we
will subsidize the Pennsylvania Railroad

Mr.
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and other railroads carrying commuter
service. I would like to ask the Sena-
tor from New Jersey, if this is a bill to
solve mass transportation problems in
mefropolitan communities, by what the-
ory has it been changed so as to make
the aid available to practically every
community in the country that wants
to buy buses or equipment?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The
benefits of the bill are not available to
every community in the country that
wishes to buy buses or equipment. The
bill would grant money to those areas
that can demonstrate, first, that they
need mass transportation; second, that
they are planning a coordinated system
of mass transportation; and, third, that
they are developing their mass transpor-
tation system into a comprehensive plan
for the development of their urban areas.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am glad the Senator
from New Jersey is in the Chamber. I
believe that last year we appropriated
$15 million to make experiments to show
what could be done. How much of that
money has been spent for experiments?

Mr. of New Jersey. The
Senator is referring to the provision of
last year’s bill which provided grant
money for the demonstration of im-
proved ways of moving people with mass
transportation facilities. I believe three
grants have been made under the pro-
gram. One was to analyze the use of
buses in the city of Detroit. Another
was for the acquisition of transit equip-
ment in the city of Chicago. A study is
also being undertaken in universities of
the feasibility of the monorail as a means
of mass transportation.

I should think that the senior Senator
from Ohio would rejoice that the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency, the ad-
ministering Agency, has been conserva-
tive in granting money wunder this
program, and has been insisting that the
demonstration be well organized before
money is given out.

As the Senator knows, the problem of
mass transportation is very complex.
We have given very little attention to it
in terms of thinking of today’s needs and
planning for tomorrow’'s needs. Really,
mass transportation is an infant indus-
try in terms of research and under-
standing; therefore, when we go slow,
we are acting conservatively, to make
certain we are doing the right thing.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Have any of the ex-
periments or researches or arrange-
ments under last year's authorization
been completed?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, I
misspoke when I said that buses were
purchased under this program. Transit
equipment for the city of Chicago was
acquired under the loan program.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am sure that none
of the experiments and none of the re-
searches have been completed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I do
not believe there has been a final report
on the major demonstration—conducted
in the city of Detroit. I believe the
study is complete, but I have not seen
the final report.

Mr. LAUSCHE. My pointisthat when
that bill was before the Senate for con-
sideration, I asked the Senator from
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New Jersey specifically what type of ex-
periments would be made. He answered
that they would relate to the use of park-
ing space in outer areas of metropolitan
communities; monorail systems; and
other experiments. But no experiment
has been finished. No research has
been completed. Yet we are now con-
sidering entering into a final program.

My view is that all we are doing now
belies the claim that the $50 million
provided last year was for experimental
purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I am
sure the Senator from Ohio does not be-
lieve that all wisdom lies in the Federal
Government. I am sure he realizes that
back in the metropolitan areas and com-
munities of the country there are people
who understand their own needs and
who program their transportation. That
is exactly what is being done.

I feel certain the Senator has read the
hearings, but if he will read them again,
he will know that across the country
are urban areas which are now planning
or which have planned and are ready to
enter into programs of mass transporta-
tion. These communities range from
Los Angeles and San Francisco to Chi-
cago and Cleveland, and on the east
coast, including southern cities like At-
lanta and small towns like Laurel, Miss.
The mayor of Laurel, a town of 40,000,
appeared before the committee and said,
“If we could get a little of the new
money needed for our plan, we could put
it into operation.”

It was hoped that through the demon-
stration money, new ideas could be dem-
onstrated or experimented with by pri-
vate carriers which do not have the
money with which to do this work. What
railroad has the money to demonstrate
the feasibility of the monorail? The
railroads are having a hard enough time
keeping their figures in the black. What
is sought to be done with Federal money
is to demonstrate new ideas for tomor-
row, although there are ample plans for
today under the grant program in the
bill.

Myr. LAUSCHE. The fact is that no
research or experimentation has been
completed. The point which I made last
year has been corroborated. Plans and
experiments were already in existence
prior to 1961. Cleveland had them.
Cleveland experimented with parking
lots on the outskirts of the city where
travelers into the center of the city could
park their cars.

My judgment a year ago was that the
money which was appropriated was the
wedge in the door for subsidization by
the Federal Government of transporta-
tion systems.

Can the Senator from New Jersey an-
swer the question, Why did the original
bill make money available only to gov-
ernment-operated systems?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Under
the bill, the administering agency is au-
thorized to make contracts with public
bodies—States, counties, groups of coun-
ties, and regional authorities, The grant
of money to a public body would be made
for a number of reasons. The bill re-
quires the greatest degree of cooperation
in planning.
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It cannot be expected that a bus com-~
pany will undertake coordination of
transportation and the comprehensive
planning of urban development. So the
money would be made available to a gov-
ernmental authority, a public body.
However, under the bill the public body
not only can, but must, consider how it
can bring private carriers into the co-
ordinated transportation plan. This re-
quirement is spelled out in many ways in
the bill. We insist that wherever
feasible, the public body weave the pri-
vate carriers within its transportation
system. So ultimately the money could
be used for the acquisition of equipment
for a private carrier, for improving the
right-of-way of a private ecarrier, or for
improving other facilities of a private
carrier.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Through govern-
mental support, coordination would take
place back home?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Ex-
actly. A carrier would have to adapt
its program of rehabilitation or revitali-
zation or rebuilding to the public body’s
comprehensive transportation plan.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am not a member
of the subcommittee which considered
the bill. How many transportation sys-
tems are there throughout the country?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The
Senator’s earlier estimate is fairly close.

Mr. LAUSCHE. About 1,300. How
many are government operated?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Ac-
cording to my best recollection, 60 or so.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Five hundred million
dollars has been provided for 3 years.
What does the Senator from New Jersey
estimate the ultimate cost of the program
will be if the Government is to subsidize
it?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. By the
year 2000?

Mr. LAUSCHE. To put the systems
into the shape in which he thinks they
ought to be.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I can-
not answer what the total cost, includ-
ing Federal contributions and local con-
tributions, would be to keep us the
strongest nation in the worid, and to
eliminate the confusion, wastefulness,
and delays resulting from traffic jams.
I have heard various estimates. If
there is to be commuter transportation
efficiency, the present estimates are that
the total cost of providing better sys-
tems would be $10 billion. We know
that the Federal contribution is not a
pittance. It is more than a pittance.
But it is a small part of what will be
needed for urban commuter transporta-
tion in the next decade.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The bill provides a
subsidy of three-quarters or two-thirds
of the cost of the equipment, does it not?

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The
bill provides that the Government shall
pay two-thirds of that part of the proj-
ect which cannot be reasonably financed
out of the fare box.

Mr. LAUSCHE. In the final analysis,
then, there would be a potential pos-
sible expenditure by the Federal Gov-
ernment of two-thirds of $10 billion.

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. No.
The estimates I have heard are that if
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all the existing plans for improved com-
muter transportation were to be put into
effect in the next 10 years, the cost would
be about $10 billion. All these systems
operate through the fare box; this is not
to be public-free transportation. The
commuter pays a great deal of his way.
Today he has to pay the full cost, and
we know what is happening to the rapid-
transit bus commuter: He is a lonely
soul in a car in a traffic jam.

At any rate, only the part of new con-
struetion which cannot be reasonably
financed out of the fare box is included
here, and only two-thirds of that.

To give one simple, easily understood
example: The city of San Franecisco has,
in broad, rounded out figures, a pro-
gram for 10 years of $800 million which
will be used for a rapid transit system.
The representatives of San Francisco
spoke eloquently before our committee
of how they, themselves, are raising—
or it is hoped that they will—from their
community, through taxation, most of
the money for this program. Of course,
the fare box will have a great deal to
do with it, too. It is said that if the
Federal Government could help to the
extent of $20 million for 5 years, that
program would be possible.

So we can see the part of the cost
which would come from the Federal
program.

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1 still reafirm my
position that this is the beginning of the
transition of the transportation systems
into governmental ownership. It will be
inescapable that in the end there will
be a socialization not only of the local
systems, but also of the railroad systems
of the country.

It would be a simple thing for any
Senator or any Member of the House of
Representatives to return home and say
to the people who ride in the buses and
on the railroads, “I, as a Member of
Congress, am going to bring you a gift:
The Federal Government is going to give
you money with which to operate your
local transportation systems. They will
not cost you anything. Good old Wash-
ington will run your transporation sys-
tems and will finance them for you.”

Mr. President, that is the easy course
to follow. But I submit it is not the
course that is in the best interests of
the country. More and more we are
moving into governmental ownership.
More and more we hear representatives
of industries argue, before congressional
committees, that they cannot survive un-
less their industries are subsidized. The
inland water carriers, the airlines, and
the lead and zinc industry are already
subsidized. We already subsidize, in
great degree, metals. Each year more
are being subsidized or are requesting
subsidies. Today, the railroads are ask-
ing for subsidies. I should like to know
where this will end. There is only one
end in sight, and it is final centralization
of operations in the Government.

I will not stand for it, and I will not
support it, regardless of the impact my
stand may have on my political future.
I think it is wrong. It is not in accord
with the fight we are making throughout
the world against communism. We are
trying to preserve the free enterprise
system, But this bill does not do that.
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If this bill is enacted, it will destroy the
free enterprise system, first in local
transportation, and eventually in the
railroad systems.

I am going to urge people in Ohio to
remember with joy and pride the
achievements we have made in our
country. With about 6 percent of the
world’s population, we have produced
one-third of the goods and services of
the world. On the other hand, Russia,
with about 10 percent of the world's
population, produces about 12 percent
of the world's goods and services. All
that we have achieved has come through
our system of free enterprise; and T am
not going fo be one of the parade which
supposedly is going down the easy path
and the good path, but which is com-
pletely in confliet with what our system
of government means.

Eventually this bill should go to the
Commerce Committee, so that the Sec-
retary of Commerce can be called to
testify about it. I would wish to hear,
also, from the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, the former mayor
of Cleveland. He has testified against
subsidies. I would also wish to hear
the views of taxpayers in the Nation, to
learn what they have to say about this
subsidy program.

Mr. WILLTAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, at this point will the Senator
from Ohio yield for a question?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Does
the Senator from Ohio believe that, gen-
erally, when the chamber of commerce
comes t0 express its view, it expresses
the viewpoint of the taxpayers?

Mr. LAUSCHE. It does so indirectly.
But there are taxpayers who should like-
wise be heard. I should say that the
chamber of commerce and the AFL-
CIO have their views; but indirectly both
of them try to express the view of the
general publie, as they see it.

Mr. WILLTAMS of New Jersey. Does
the Senator from Ohio agree also that,
generally speaking, the chamber of com-
merce expresses itself in favor of econ-
omy and conservation of the tax dollar?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I assume that it tries
to do so. It is my understanding that
it has views on the tax question; but I
have grave doubts about the propriety
of its judgment in connection with the
ultimate impact on the country.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Does
the Senator from Ohio feel that there is
a high circumstantial probability that
when representatives of the chamber of
commerce speak for a program, they
believe the program is in the interest
of efficiency and economy?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I do not feel that I
should be appraising that issue generally.
There are some chambers of commerce
which look at the subject shortsightedly,
thinking only of the good which will
immediately come to their communities,
but not thinking of the ultimate impact
upon the Nation., I have seen that hap-
pen time and time again—that is to say,
whenever they are to get money for
nothing and whenever they believe it will
help their communities, they stop think-
ing about the tax burden and the na-
tional debt and the deficit operations.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I
regret that the Senator from Ohio feels
that he must in some degree criticize
the approach of the chamber of com-
merce.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am not. I welcome
its testimony, and I think it renders a
good service in giving information. But
if the Senator from New Jersey asks that
I approve everything the chambers of
commerce state, he is asking me to do
something which I cannot honestly do.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey.
Finally, I believe that when we heard
from many local chambers of commerce,
including the Greater Boston Chamber
of Commerce, not only were they think-
ing of meeting the immediate transporta-
tion problems in their particular urban
areas, but they were also mindful of the
fact that if they do not in some degree
have mass transportation facilities with-
in their areas, with the result that they
have to move people exclusively over the
highways—and we must remember that
people are going to move; they are not
going to stay home; they are going to
travel to work—in a decade they will
spent vastly more millions of dollars and,
indeed, billions of dollars more than they
will if they make it possible for a part
of their people to move by means of mass
transportation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am glad the Senator
from New Jersey raised the issue of Bos-
ton. Testimony was given on several
occasions before the Surface t'ransporta-
tion Subcommittee that one of the prin-
cipal railroads serving Boston wanted to
give to the city of Boston, for nothing, its
terminal, solely to be relieved of the
payment of taxes. The city of Boston
would not take it. I suggest that there
are remedies back home by which this
problem can be solved.

I do not think the Senator from New
Jersey will refute the statement I made.
I believe it was the Boston & Maine
that has been begging the city of Bos-
ton to take, for nothing, a $5 million
building.

In due time, I will make the motion
that the bill be referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1 yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Will
the Senator give the Senate some idea
of what “due time"” means?

Mr, LAUSCHE. Does the Senator ask
when I will make the motion?

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I cannot answer that
question at this time. I have consider-
ably more to say on this whole item.

The Senator from New Jersey knows
that the Surface Transportation Sub-
committee of the Commerce Committee
conducted hearings for 1 year on this
subject. It dealt with the plight of the
railroads. We heard about the local
mass transportation problem, and the
idle time in which the equipment and
personnel are not working. We heard
various suggestions for curing the prob-
lem. I shall want to have put into the
Record all of that testimony, before I
conclude, concerning whether the prob-
lem can be solved better than by sub-
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sidization. I cannot answer the ques-
tion of the Senator at this time.

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey., If
the Senator will yield for a moment, the
question of committee, and jurisdiction,
and reference has been decided on other
occasions. I am sure the Senator from
Ohio realizes that. Just last year the
chairman of the Committee on Com-
merce—I can still see him standing be-
fore this Senator’s desk saying this—
stated that the transportation bill be-
longs in the committee that deals with
urban problems,

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1 spoke to the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]
in our committee and asked him why the
bill went to the Housing Subcommittee.
He said it went there because it deals
with urban redevelopment, but it ought
to come back to our committee when the
Banking and Currency Committee is
through with it. I spoke to the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson] 10
days ago, and he agreed that it should
come to our committee. I now ask the
Senator from New Jersey, why should
it not go to the Commerce Committee?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I do
not believe the senior Senator from
Washington is in the Chamber. I would
rather not quote my conversations with
him when he is not present. However,
last year he said:

I understand the reason why this par-
ticular provision is in the (housing) bill.
It is logical that in any type of urban re-
newal or urban development there must be
coordination between the building of houses,
highways, and a transportation system.
Otherwise, urban development is not going
to work.

I think the purpose of the provision is
good. I think it will be money well spent.
I think we should make a move in the direc-
tion proposed. I am glad to see this provi-
sion as a part of the bill.

He said this when the provision was
in the housing bill. He has not indi-
cated this year that he would move, or
join the Senator from Ohio in the mo-
tion, to have the bill referred to the
Commerce Committee.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator still has
not answered my question. It view of
the rules of the Senate, what justifica-
tion is there for not sending this bill
to the Commerce Committee, when it
definitely deals with interstate traffic?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. In-
terstate travel could be a part of it.
The concentration of this bill is in
urban centers. It is not for interstate
railroads or interstate buses. It is a
bill for the metropolitan area, the ur-
ban area. All measures dealing with
urban problems go to the Banking and
Currency Committee, and this is the
subcommittee that deals with it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would the provisions
of the bill be available for urban trans-
portation between Newark and New
York?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. If
the governing body, if the public body,
in charge of transportation there de-
veloped a comprehensive program of
mass transportation, if it were coordi-
nated, if it were part of a general com-
prehensive plan for development of the
area, if it were sound, if it were found
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sound enough to save a great amount
of money, for example, and protect us
from another highway tube or more
highways in the area, if it met all of the
tight tests of this particular bill, the
funds in the bill could be approved for
such use.

Mr. LAUSCHE., There are bus and
transportation systems connecting New
York and Newark that would be covered
by the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. If all
of the tests were met, they could come
under the bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Then, the bill does
deal with interstate commerce. &

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. It
can deal with earrier systems that serve
an urban area that happens to be in
two States.

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1Is it not a fact that
the Senator from New Jersey is inter-
ested in this bill principally because of
the New York and Newark problems?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. If we
want to be philosophical, I approach this
as a national question. I have been a
sponsor of measures that have hurt me at
home. The Senator knows that the mi-
gratory labor bill is a part of the pro-
gram that I have sponsored. I do so
because I know there is a national need
for it. I know there is a national need
for the bill before us. The New Jersey
testimony is less than one-fiftieth of the
total testimony in this volume of hear-
ings. People from all over the country
testified. Those who spoke for transpor-
tation systems that might be in two
States are small, indeed, in number when
compared to those who testified about
transportation systems that were wholly
contained within one State. For ex-
ample—perhaps this name will ring a
bell—Mr. Donald C. Hyde, who is vice
president of the Institute for Rapid
Transit, testified. I believe the Senator
knows who I am talking about.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Certainly.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I
think he operates the Cleveland Transit
System.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I do
not believe the Cleveland Transit Sys-
tem goes into Pennsylvania or Indiana;
it is self-contained. It is urban Cleve-
land self-contained. I shall not take
the time of the Senate to read it, but I
refer Senators to page 273 of the hear-
ings, wherein he tells us very dramati-
cally why rapid transit is needed—be-
cause 2.85 miles of the Cleveland beltway
cost $70 million,

The bill would provide $100 million
for all the country for the first year.
This is in the nature of “seed money.”
The $100 million could stimulate four or
five times that amount of spending for
transportation within the year.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Frankly, never in my
State, from any city or community, did
I hear the words *“ask the Federal Gov-
ernment to subsidize our bus systems.”
It was only when word came out re-
garding the railroad system joining Bos-
ton and New York and Newark, which
has been in trouble, that I heard the
cry for a subsidy from the Federal Gov-
ernment. It was the New Haven Rail-
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road, with which Mr. George Alpert was
connected as president and chairman of
the board. He was the only one orig-
inally calling for subsidies.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. He
properly came to the Senator’s commit-
tee.
Mr. LAUSCHE. He did.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. That
did not involve urban transportation,
but involved interstate or intercity
transportation. It was not mass trans-
portation for commuters.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor, and I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that request, so that
I may be recognized to ask for action on
various House amendments to Senate
bills? Then I will suggest the absence
of a quorum, if that is satisfactory.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Yes. I withdraw my
suggestion,

REDUCTION OF WORKWEEK OF
FIRE DEPARTMENT OF DISTRICT
OF COLUMEIA

Mr. BIBLE., Mr, President, I ask that
the Presiding Officer lay before the Sen-
ate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill, S. 3086.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives
to the bill (5. 3086) to provide for a
reduction in the workweek of the Fire
Department of the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes, which were,
on page 2, line 7, strike out “fifty-two"
and insert “forty-eight”; on page 2,
lines 9 and 10, strike out *“: Provided,
That no workweek shall exceed seventy-
two hours”; page 2, line 11, strike out
“and (e)” and insert “(e), and ()"
on page 2, line 15, strike out “and (5),”
and insert “(5), and (6),”; on page 4,
line 4, strike out “Five and two-tenths”
and insert “Four and eight-tenths”; on
page 4, line 7, strike out “Eight” and
insert “Seven and five-tenths”; on page
4, line 10, strike out “Ten and four-
tenths” and insert “Nine and six-
tenths”; on page 4, line 15, strike out
“thirteen-fifteenths” and insert “four-
fifths”; on page 4, line 17, strike out
“thirteen-fifteenths” and insert “four-
fifths”, and on page 6, line 2, strike out
“twenty-six” and insert “twenty-four”.

Mr., BIBLE. Mr. President, the
amendments of the House are accept-
able to the Senate committee. I move
that the Senate concur in the House
amendments. This proposal has been
checked on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I do not
wish to interfere with the Senator’s
presentation, but at this time I should
like to suggest the absence of a guorum.

Mr. BIBLE. This proposal has been
checked with both sides of the aisle, but
I have no objection to a quorum call.

Mr. BOGGS. I should like to insist
on that, for a few minutes.

Mr. BIBLE, Certainly. I have no
objection.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered,.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I wish to
make it abundantly clear, insofar as the
House amendments to the Senate bills
are concerned, they have been cleared
not only with the other side of the aisle
but also with the entire membership
of the District of Columbia Committee.
I think everyone will find them in com-
plete order.

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
concur in the House amendments to S.
3086.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to.

EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN PROPERTY
OWNERS FROM CERTAIN ASSESS-
MENTS RELATING TO REPAIR OF
ALLEYS AND SIDEWALKS IN DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask that
the Presiding Officer lay before the Sen-
ate the amendment of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the bill S. 3315.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
Rpore laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to
the bill (S. 3315) to relieve owners of
abutting property from certain assess-
ments in connection with the repair of
alleys and sidewalks in the District of
Columbia, which was, on page 2, lines 9
and 10, strike out “which repairs were
completed or shall be completed” and
insert “the completion of which repairs
shall occur”.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the
amendment of the House is acceptable.
I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment.

This is merely a technical correction.
I am sure it poses no problem.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF PROVISIONS OF
LAW RELATING TO PERSONAL
PROPERTY COMING INTO THE
CUSTODY OF THE PROPERTY
CLERK, METROPOLITAN POLICE
DEPARTMENT

Mr, BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask that
the Presiding Officer lay before the Sen-
ate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill, S. 3317.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives
to the bill (S. 3317) to amend provisions
of law relating to personal property com-
ing into the custody of the property clerk,
Metropolitan Police Department, and for
other purposes, which were, on page 8,
line 19, strike out “fail” and insert
“fails”, and on page 9, line 23, strike out
“Department. When” and insert “De-
partment, when",
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Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, these
amendments are technical in nature.
The amendments of the House are ac-
ceptable. I move that the Senate con-
cur in the House amendments,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is one agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to.

REGULATION OF CERTAIN INSUR-
ANCE IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask that
the Presiding Officer lay before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill S. 2357,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to
the bill (S. 2357) to provide for the regu-
lation of credit life insurance and credit
accident and health insurance in the
District of Columbia, which were, on
page 4, line 5, strike out all after “be”
down through and including “amount”
in line 6, and insert “repayable: Pro-
vided, however, That nothing contained
herein shall be deemed to supersede or
repeal the limitation on the amount of
group insurance”, and on page 5, line 20,
strike out “charged” and insert “dis-
charged”.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, these
amendments likewise are technical in
nature and are acceptable. I move that
the Senate concur in the House amend-
ments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF LIFE INSURANCE
ACT AND THE FIRE AND CASUAL-
TY ACT OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask that
the Presiding Officer lay before the Sen-
ate a message from the House of Repre-
sentatives pertaining to 8. 2356, to
amend the act known as the Life Insur-
ance Act of the District of Columbia,
approved June 19, 1934, and the act
known as the Fire and Casualty Act of
the District of Columbia, approved Oc-
tober 3, 1940.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to
the bill (S. 2356) to amend the act
known as the Life Insurance Act of the
District of Columbia, approved June 11,
1934, and the act known as the Fire and
Casualty Act of the District of Columbia,
approved October 3, 1940, which was, to
strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

That sections 26 and 20 of chapter II of
the Life Inmsurance Act approved June 19,
1934, as amended (48 Stat. 1139, 1141; sec.
35-425 and sec. 35-428, D.C. Code, 1951 ed.),
are hereby amended by adding after the sec-
ond sentence of each such section the fol-
lowing: “Any such applicant who willfully
files with or otherwise submits to the Super-
intendent, orally or in writing, any material
statement, knowing such statement to be
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false, shall be punished by imprisonment for
not more than two years.”

Sec. 2. The second sentence of section 32
of chapter II of the Fire and Casualty Act
approved October 9, 1940, as amended (54
Stat. 1078; sec. 35-1336, D.C. Code, 1951 ed.),
is amended to read: “The person to whom
the license may be issued shall file sworn
answers to such interrogatories as the Super-
intendent may require, and any such per-
son who willfully files with or otherwise sub-
mits to the Superintendent, orally or in
writing, any answers to such interrogatories,
knowing such answers to be false, shall be
punished by imprisonment for not more
than two years."”

Sec. 3. Section 35 of chapter II of sald
Fire and Casualty Act, as amended (54 Stat.
1079; sec. 85-1339, D.C. Code, 1951 ed.), is
amended by adding: “Any applicant who, in
connection with such application for re-
newal of an expiring license, willfully files
with or otherwise submits to the Superin-
tendent, orally or in writing, any material
statement under oath, knowing such state-
ment to be false, shall be punished by im-
prisonment for not more than two years.”

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the House
amendment and request a conference
with the House of Representatives
thereon; and that the Chair appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BEALL,
Mr. SmitH of Massachusetts, and Mr.
MiLer conferees on the part of the
Senate.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, JOR-
paN in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ACT OF 1962

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (5. 3615) to authorize
the Housing and Home Finance Admin-
istrator to provide additional assist-
ance for the development of comprehen-
sive and coordinated mass transportation
systems, both public and private, in met-
ropolitan and other urban areas, and for
other purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
during the consideration of the urban
mass transportation bill, all staff mem-
bers of the Committee on Banking and
Currency may be permitted access to the

floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. My,
President, this is the third year that
proposed legislation has come before the
Senate to help alleviate the ghastly
strangulation of traffic congestion in our
cities and to help deal with the increas-
ingly serious financial difficulties of our
commuter bus, rail, and transit car-
riers throughout the country, both in
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large cities and in smaller communities.
The details of the proposed legislation
have changed, but the basic purpose has
remained the same.

In 1960 the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency held hearings.
The Senate passed a bill having exactly
the same scope and purposes of the bill
now before the Senate. Only the form
and amounts of assistance were different
then. The House held hearings but did
not act on the bill because, as Senators
will recall, in 1960 there was a short-
ened session.

Last year the committee held exten-
sive hearings on a somewhat broader
bill. The hearings filled almost 500
pages of testimony. Witnesses came
from all over the country. Modified
provisions of that bill were incorporated
in the general housing bill, and subse-
quently that formula was enacted into
law.

Since then the subject has received in-
tensive study by independent consult-
ants in the executive branch of the
Government, culminating in a- special
message to the Congress and a joint
report on the subject by the Secretary of
Commerce and the Administrator of the
Housing and Home Finance Agency.
The bill bears the imprint of that study
as well as the knowledge and experience
gained through the administration of
the temporary program enacted last
year. I, together with 21 other Senators,
had the honor of introducing the bill.
The 21 other sponsors of the bill in-
cluded Senators on both sides of the
aisle.

I am happy to say that the legisla-
tion has received bipartisan support
throughout its entire course.

More than 50 witnesses testified for
the bill this year, with only 2 or 3 ex-
pressing any opposition to it. A repre-
sentative of the American Farm Bureau
Federation and, I believe, a spokesman
for the National Chamber of Commerce,
expressed opposition to it, although I
believe that the American Farm Bureau
Federation did not express opposition to
all Federal transportation programs. I
believe the 50-50 farm-to-market high-
way program met with its approval.

Among the organizations supporting
the legislation are the American Munic-
ipal Association, the National Association
of County Officials, the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors, the National Associ-
ation of Homebuilders, the National
Association of Housing and Redevelop-
ment Officials, the National Housing
Conference, the American Institute of
Planners, the AFL-CIO, the Association
of American Railroads, the Railroad La-
bor Executives Association, the American
Transit Association, the National Asso-
ciation of Mutual Savings Banks, and a
number of State and local chambers of
commerce around the country.

Briefly the basic purpose of the bill
is to provide assistance to State and
local public bodies to help preserve and
improve essential mass transportation
service in our urban areas. The aim is
to help all kinds of commuter service:
rail, bus, and transit, whether that serv-
ice is publicly or privately owned and
operated. The aim is to help those cities
that have a genuine mass transportation
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problem and a legitimate need for public
transportation service, whether it in-
volves the giant metropolitan areas of
the Nation or the rapidly growing smaller
towns of 25,000 or 30,000 population.
The aim is not to subsidize unprofitable
or inefficient service, but to help finance
the capital improvements that will end
the causes of the deficit. The assistance
could be used to acquire, construct, or
rehabilitate such capital facilities and
equipment as land, rights-of-way, sta-
tions, terminals, buses, rail rolling stock,
maintenance facilities, signal equipment,
and parking facilities, as long as they
are necessary to the development of co-
ordinated and improved public transpor-
tation service in the urban area.

Above all, everything is contingent on
the development of detailed comprehen-
sive plans for a coordinated urban trans-
portation system that is itself a part of
the comprehensively planned develop-
ment of the urban area. What this
means is that there must be plans for
the urban area as a whole, not just a
small part of it, which spell out the pro-
posed transportation system for the
areas, including both highways and
transit. On top of that, the transpor-
tation plans must be consistent and co-
ordinated with general comprehensive
plans for the urban area which have
been prepared in sufficient detail to pro-
vide a satisfactory basis for determining
the transportation plans.

This is a key provision of the bill, and
if I may say so, this provision together
with several others, make this one of
the most tightly drawn pieces of legisla-
tion to come before the Senate.

In fact, I have some fear that the legis-
lation is so tightly drawn that the pro-
gram may have considerable difficulty
getting off the ground once it is enacted.
I only hope the administration will
exercise discretion and good judgment in
drawing the regulations, if this program
is enacted, to make sure that the worthy
planning ends are not thwarted by the
lack of any beginnings.

The committee made several changes
which I think have materially strength-
ened and improved the bill. For one
thing, it added language to require that
local bodies make their contributions to
the project cost in cash. It also added
language to protect the rights of private
transit carriers and to insure their par-
ticipation under the program to the max-
imum extent feasible. The committee
incorporated, either in the bill or in the
committee report, about 15 or so changes
recommended by the General Account-
ing Office to improve the auditing and
administration of the program. And the
committee also made sure that no assist-
ance will be used to aid any such osten-
sible mass transportation system as the
monorail at Disneyland, the horse-drawn
carriages at Williamsburg, Va., or the
cog railway on Mount Washington.

In addition, the basic legislation con-
tains safeguards against more serious
matters such as the disappearance of the
assistance down a dark hole. It re-
quires that there be satisfactory con-
tinuing control over the use of the
equipment and facilities to insure that
it is used for the purposes intended.
For example, if new buses are acquired
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to augment service in a certain area of
the city to reduce rush-hour traffic con-
gestion, the provision would insure that
the buses are not sold off a few months
later or used for sightseeing service in
conflict with the agreed-upon plan or
arrangement.

In essence, the bill provides for a pro-
gram of matching grants over a 3-year
period, not to exceed two-thirds of the
net project cost, and not to exceed one-
half the cost if the planning is under-
way but not yet completed and there is
an urgent need for the facilities or equip-
ment,

The bill provides $100 million for the
first year, and if I may put this figure
in some perspective, this amount to help
all the cities throughout the country is
just about enough to build 5 to 10 miles
of highway in most of our cities today.
In Manhattan this amount would build
1 or 2 miles of highway across town.

I had an interesting discussion with
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LaUuscHE]
earlier in this debate, and we recalled
that the beltway in Cleveland, consist-
ing of 2.85 miles, cost $70 million. So,
in perspective, the $100 million for the
whole country, when compared with
highways, is modest. In a moment I
shall explain how this modest amount
of money could trigger a great deal more
spending throughout the country.

This program would put to work in
the Federal Government to solve the
mass transportation problems of the
country just about as many people as
there are policemen engaged in a special
program to lessen traffic congestion in
lower Manhattan.

The bill provides $200 million for each
of the next 2 years. So you can see that
this is a modest program indeed.

Nevertheless I think the amounts in
this bill would go a long way and would
be of enormous benefit to a great many
cities and towns, both large and small.

The reason is simply that the legisla-
tion is designed to use the Federal funds
as “seed money,” as a stimulator to
much larger amounts of local and private
investment.

The key here is the fact that the Fed-
eral funds would be used to share up to
two-thirds of the net project cost—that
is, that portion of the project cost that
cannot be privately financed and sup-
ported by revenues from the fransit
system.

As we know, every transit system de-
rives revenue from the fare box. That
revenue, to the extent possible, would be
used to float a conventional bond in the
private market. Any gap that remained
between the cost of the project and the
amount that could be privately financed
would be met by matching contributions
from the Federal and local governments.
This calls for a great deal of local effort
for the transit program.

To give an actual, and I believe typical
example, the Delaware River Port Au-
thority recently received approval to be-
gin construction of a 12-mile rapid-
transit line between Philadelphia and
the Camden suburbs. This project will
cost about $50 million. One-half the
cost, or $25 million, will be covered by
the issuance of bonds in the private
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market and supported by the estimated
surplus revenue of the system. The
port authority will cover the remainder
of the cost out of its surplus funds.

If the port authority did not have
those surplus funds available, and re-
quired Federal assistance, the gap or net
project cost would be $25 million, not $50
million.

Thus a Federal grant of $16.5 million
and a State or local grant of $8.5 mil-
lion would trigger a $50 million project.

Furthermore the Federal grant could
be spread over the construction period
of several years, thus lessening still fur-
ther the impact on the Federal budget.

I have used the Delaware Port Au-
thority and Pennsylvania-New Jersey
rapid transit program as an example to
show how a net project cost is deter-
mined; but I emphasize that this pro-
gram is to be financed locally, out of the
local farebox and out of Delaware Port
Authority’s surplus funds. I take it that
that system would not be an applicant
under this program.

Another example of how relatively
modest amounts of Federal assistance
can go a long way can be seen in Los
Angeles. Representatives from that city
testified eloguently this year on the need
for a modern rapid transit system to
cope with the burgeoning of the metro-
politan area. They outlined a pro-
posal to construct a 22-mile back-
bone route along the most heavily
populated corridor of the city, which
would incorporate the latest features
in technological development and
streamlined style. They made a very im-
pressive case, and I for one earnestly
hope the city's efforts will succeed.
Those who have studied the proposal
estimate that a Federal grant of ap-
proximately $20 million a year for 5 years
and a State or local grant of $10 million
a year for the same period would be suffi-
cient to make possible fhe construction
of this $270 million project. When one
thinks of the hundreds of millions of
dollars from the Federal Government
that have gone into highway construc-
tion in Los Angeles, $20 million a year for
rapid transit seems very small indeed.
A rapid transit system is essential to
the future if Los Angeles is not to lose
itself in traffic strangulation.

But there are far more benefits from
a modest amount of Federal investment
than the multiplier effect I have just
described. The San Francisco story is
a truly remarkable and dramatic illus-
tration of what I mean.

This November the voters of the San
Francisco area will be asked to give their
approval to a $790 million bond issue to
finance the most ambitious rapid transit
plans in the Nation.

The officials of that city testified that
a Federal grant of $20 million a year
over a 10-year period—in effect sharing
about 25 percent of the cost of the entire
project—would produce measurable sav-
ings of over $600 million to the taxpay-
ers of that area.

First, the Federal grant would reduce
the principal and interest on the bond
issue by $383 million. Another $120 mil-
lion would be saved in travel time, acci-
dent costs, traffic control costs, and the
like, It would put the system in opera-
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tion 4 years earlier than would other-
wise be possible, and that would increase
the possibility of saving another $100
million by meeting the time schedule of
the highway department and incorpo-
rating the rapid transit in the highway
median strip.

Thus I am confident that a liftle
money will go a long way. But that
little money is absolutely essential. We
have had plenty of plans and studies.
The missing ingredient is and always
has been money.

I know there are some Senators who
think this is just another spending pro-
gram, and that the taxpayers money
will be saved if this program is defeated.
The only thing they forget is that peo-
ple must move, and unless we are will-
ing to undertake a real social and eco-
nomic upheaval, we must recognize the
fact that there are certain periods when
great numbers of people must travel at
the same time. There are the rush
hours, 2 hours in the morning and 2
hours at night, when people must get to
and from work. Either they will use
public transportation or they will use
their automobiles and the highways.

Essential as urban highways are—and
they are essential for mass fransporta-
tion as well as for the automobile user—
we have simply not faced up to the
enormous social and economic costs of
trying to rely exclusively on the high-
way and the automobile to meef the
rush-hour demand.

As I stated earlier, urban highways in
built-up areas are extremely expensive,
ranging between $5 and $20 million a
mile. Then once the highway has been
built, it will be necessary to improve and
widen the local street system to handle
the cars pouring off the limited access
artery. This usually means the loss of
a good many trees, which are one of
the most important amenities of any
city. Then there is the problem of fam-
ily dislocation, which is very severe
under the urban renewal program; the
loss of tax ratable property; increased
maintenance; and traffic control costs.
When all is said and done, there is still
the gigantic problem of finding places
to park all the cars.

‘While much of this confusion may be
unavoidable, it seems fairly obvious that
where mass transportation can provide
a feasible alternative—and it is not
necessarily a feasible alternative in every
instance—it would be considerably less
expensive to preserve or provide the
necessary public transportation service
than to incur the costs of trying to meet
the rush-hour travel demand by high-
ways and automobiles alone.

To give just one example, at the pres-
ent time about 75,000 New Jersey resi-
dents commute by rail into New York
City each day. This is not a very large
number of people in terms of the total
population of New Jersey. But can Sen-
ators imagine what it would be like try-
ing to squeeze 75,000, or even only 35,000,
more cars through the Lincoln and Hol-
land Tunnels during the rush hours?
Unquestionably this additional traffic
would create tremendous pressures to
widen the approaches on both sides of
the tunnels—perhaps even to build an-
other tunnel. And again there would be
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the maintenance, traffic control, and
parking costs. I hesitate to think how
many millions upon millions of dollars
this expansion would cost in comparison
with the relatively minor amounts which
would be needed to preserve the existing
commuter service.

So while the bill involves additional
spending, there is no question in my mind
that we will end by spending much more
if this program is not enacted.

But there is an even more important
factor than the minimizing of our over-
all urban transportation costs. That is
the relationship between transit and the
revitalization of our cities and suburbs.
Witness after witness testified that it is
an important key to the realization of
other urban development goals. It is
easy to see why.

We are at present engaged in a vast
urban renewal program which depends
on private investment for its success.
Clearly, traffic congestion discourages
private investment in central cities, and
thereby makes the task of urban renewal
that mueh more difficult and costly. In
the suburbs, transit can be a vital tool
to help curb the vast waste and ineffici-
ency of suburban sprawl and help to
strueture better patterns of suburban de-
velopment.

With the growing capacity of residen-
tial, commercial, and industrial develop-
ers to lay out whole new communities
and cities in one fell swoop, the oppor-
tunities are unparalleled to coordinate
transit and highway systems with these
land-use developments to create new
environments with a vastly higher level
of diversity, efficiency, and attractive-
ness than we have ever before been able
to achieve.

So far, I have been talking mostly
about the economic factors involved in
the bill, but we cannot measure the
worth of everything with a dollar sign.

One of the elements that are difficult
to measure is the effect of declining
transit service on people who are more
or less dependent on publiec transporta-
tion to move around.

We like to think of ourselves as a
mobile nation. Yet the fact is that per-
haps upward of 40 percent of our urban
population cannot drive because they
are too poor, too young, too old, or too
infirm. There are low-income workers
to whom a 5-cent or a 10-cent increase
in fare each day represents a very serious
financial burden.

There are elderly families, I know, who
are turned into virtual hermits because
the bus or trolley no longer serves their
neighborhood.

And I am sure there are numerous
suburban wives who wish their husbands
would leave the car at home for them
once in a while. Also, there are plenty
of average-income suburban families who
are forced to assume the unwanted fi-
nancial burden of a second car, because
there is no transportation service in
their area and there is no other way to
mﬁet the needs of both the husband and
wife.

There is also the long-suffering com-
muter, who deserves better transporta-
tion vehicles than the vintage relics of
another century. And that is not much
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of an exaggeration, because I know that
on one of the most vital rail links between
New Jersey and New York, the Hudson
& Manhattan Railroad, some of the
cars are more than 50 years old.

And there is the equally long suffering
automobile commuter who simply wishes
some of the other people would get off
the road and leave him a little more
room.

Some people suspect that everyone
takes this view of mass transportation;
but we know that enough people will get
off the road if provided with a reason-
able alternative.

The New York subway system, which
is undertaking an extensive moderniza-
tion program, had an increase of 20 mil-
lion riders last year over the number the
year before.

Several years ago, the Boston & Al-
bany Railroad was down to about 3,000
riders a day on its highland branch, and
was petitioning strenuously for authori-
zation to eliminate all its service. I
think the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE] in previous colloguy described
some of the haste of the Boston & Al-
bany Railroad to end its commuter serv-
ice. The Boston MTA took over the
11-mile line, linked it up with the sub-
way system, provided some fringe-area
parking, and the line is now pushing the
figure of 30,000 riders a day.

On Chicago's Congress Street Express-
way, a rapid transit line in the median
strip, which is operating at only 25 per-
cent of capacity, is already carrying
more rush-hour traffic than the highway
itself, which, needless to say, is jammed
to capacity morning and evening.

In 1959, Philadelphia, one of the real
pioneer cities in the field of mass trans-
portation, entered into a contract with
the Pennsylvania Railroad to provide
more frequent service at lower fares out
to Chestnut Hill. This Operation
Northwest, so-called, proved so success-
ful that similar operations have been
initiated on other lines coming into
town. All told, the experimental oper-
ations are now carrying 6.2 million rid-
ers a year—an increase of 44 percent
over ridership in the year before the
experiments began.

THE PROBLEM

Thus, Mr. President, I am confident
that people will ride transit if it is suf-
ficiently quick, convenient, and reason-
ably priced. The problem, however, is
the declining ability of our rail and bus
carriers to maintain existing levels of
service, much less make the capital im-
provements that are so necessary.

Almost all of them are caught in the
squeeze of rising capital and operating
costs, and declining patronage and reve-
nue during the offpeak hours, even
though peak-hour use has remained
relatively stable, and is increasing in
many areas. As a result, the carriers
have been forced into a self-defeating
circle of raising fares. Trimming serv-
ice, and deferring maintenance-—which
simply drives away more and more
riders.

PROBLEM OF THE SMALL TOWNS

This problem is particularly acute in
the smaller towns, where just as many
people, proportionately, are dependent

CVIII—1217

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on public transportation, and where
transit is especially important to the
economic growth of the community.
For example, the mayor of Laurel, Miss.,
a town of about 30,000, testified before
the House committee that the establish-
ment of a public transportation system
was essential to the attraction of a new
industry which was considering locating
there. So he was appearing before the
House committee to express very force-
fully his opinion and his support of this
proposed legislation,

The problem can be illustrated by re-
ferring to an editorial, to which I came
across not long ago, from the Fairmont,
W. Va., Times. The editorial, comment-
ing on a fare increase, noted that—

More than 100 bus companies have been
forced out of business in West Virginia with-
in a little more than 10 years.

What has happened in West Virginia
has been happening throughout the
country.

The American Transit Association,
which represents about 80 percent of all
the bus and transit service other than
commuter rail in the country, compiled
statistics showing that 145 transit com-
panies have completely abandoned serv-
ice since 1954; and, in addition, another
150 companies have been sold in the
same period—for a total of about 350
companies sold or abandoned since 1954.
In some of the cities, service has been re-
stored, but almost invariably at a greatly
reduced level, accompanied by higher
fares and reduced wages. In 83 cases
no replacement at all has been made.

In addition, the American Transit As-
sociation estimates that about 60 cities of
25,000 population or more have no pub-
lic transportation at all.

The only solution to the downward
spiral I have been describing is the in-
jection of public funds to bridge the
financial gap between the abilities of
the private carriers and the needs of the
community.

But a very serious problem arises when
a State or local government begins
searching for an answer to a particular
transportation problem. It isfaced with
the overwhelmingly powerful economic
fact that in many cases it needs to put
up only 10 percent of the cost of a high-
way solution, whereas it must contem-
plate bearing 100 percent of the cost of
a transit solution, whether it involves
improving a rail line, buying a new fleet
of buses for a local operator, providing
fringe area parking adjacent to a rail or
bus station, or whatever.

This situation is obviously not con-
ducive to the establishment of a balanced
urban transportation system, using
transit where it is logically needed, using
highways where they are logically
needed, and combining both to achieve
an optimum fransportation mix.

This legislation is essential if we are
to overcome the problem I have men-
tioned, and if we hope to bring order out
of the traffic chaos plaguing so many of
our cities today, and that will plague
many more of them tomorrow and for
vears to come. I earnestly believe this
program will be both economically pru-
dent and tremendously beneficial to the
cities and towns of this Nation.

19337

I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment by the President on this subject
and a joint report on urban transporta-
tion by the Secretary of Commerce and
the Housing and Home Finance Admin-
istrator be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and the report were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

REPRINT FrOM PRESIDENT KENNEDY'S TRANS-
PORTATION MESSAGE OF THE PORTION DEALING
WiIiTH URBAN TRANSPORTATION

PART II. URBAN TRANSPORTATION

I have previously emphasized to the Con-
gress the need for action on the transporta-
tion problems resulting from burgeoning ur-
ban growth and the changing urban scene.

Higher incomes coupled with the increas-
ing availability of the automobile have en-
abled more and more American families,
particularly younger ones with children, to
seek their own homes in suburban areas.
Simultaneously, changes and improvements
in freight transportation, made possible by
the development of modern highways and
the trucking industry, have reduced the de-
pendence of manufacturers on central loca-
tions near port facilities or railroad termi-
nals. The development of improved pro-
duction techniques that require spacious,
one-story plant layouts have impelled many
industries to move to the periphery of urban
areas. At the same time the importance of
the central city is increasing for trade, finan-
clal, governmental, and cultural activities.

One result of these changes in location
patterns has been a change in the patterns
of urban travel. Formerly people traveled
mainly along high-density corridors radiat-
ing to and from downtown. Today traflic
patterns are increasingly diverse. Added to
traditional suburb-to-city movements are
large crosstown flows which existing mass
transportation systems are often not geared
to handle. Also, the increasing use of auto-
mobiles to meet urban transportation needs
has resulted in increasing highway conges-
tion, and this has greatly impeded mass
transportation service using those highways.

This drastic revision of travel patterns in
many urban areas has seriously impaired the
effectiveness and economic viability of public
mass transportation, which is geared to the
older patterns. A steady decline in patron-
age and a concomitant rise of unprofitability
and financial problems have occurred, This
has been particularly true of rail commuter
and streetcar services limited to particular
routes by fixed roadbeds.

To conserve and enhance values in existing
urban areas is essential. But at least as
important are steps to promote economic
efficlency and livability in areas of future
development. In less than 20 years we can
expect well over half of our expanded popu-
lation to be living in 40 great urban com-
plexes. Many smaller places will also expe-
rience phenomenal growth. The ways that
people and goods can be moved in these
areas will have a major influence on their
structure, on the efficlency of their econ-
omy, and on the avallability for soclal and
cultural opportunities they can offer their
citizens. Our national welfare therefore re-
quires the provision of good urban trans-
portation, with the properly balanced use of
private vehicles and modern mass transport
to help shape as well as serve urban growth.

At my request, the problems of urban
transportation have been studied in detail
by the Housing and Home Finance Admin-
istrator and the Secretary of Commerce,
Their field investigations have included some
40 metropolitan and other communities,
large and small. Thelr findings support the
need for substantial expansion and Impor-
tant changes In the urban mass transporta-
tion program authorized in the Housing Act
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of 1961 as well as revisions in Federal high-
way legislation, They give dramatic em-
phasis, moreover, to the need for greater local
initiative and to the responsibility of the
States and municipalities to provide finan-
¢lal support and effective governmental aus-
pices for strengthening and improving urban
transportation.

On the basis of this report, I recommend
that long-range Federal financial aid and
technical assistance be provided to help plan
and develop the comprehensive and balanced
urban transportation that is so vitally
needed, not only to benefit local communi-
ties, but to assure more effective use of Fed-
eral funds available for other urban develop-
ment and renewal programs. I recommend
that such Federal assistance for mass trans-
portation be limited to those applications
(1) where an organization, or officially co-
ordinated organizations, are carrying on a
continuing program of comprehensive plan-
ning on an areawide basis, and (2) where
the assisted project will be administered
through a public agency as part of a unified
or officially coordinated areawide transpor-
tation system.

(4) Long-range program

Specifically, I recommend that the Con-
gress authorize the first installment of a
long-range program of Federal aid to our
urban reglons for the revitalization and
needed expansion of public mass transporta-
tion, to be administered by the Housing and
Home Finance Agency. I recommend a capi-
tal grant authorization of $500 million to be
made available over a 3-year period, with
$100 million to be made available in fiscal
1863. Only a program that offers substantial
support and continuity of Federal partici-
pation can induce our urban regions to or-
ganize appropriate administrative arrange-
ments and to meet their share of the costs
of fully balanced transportation systems.

This Federal assistance should be made
avallable to qualified public agencies in
the form of direct grants to be matched by
local, non-Federal contributions. For
rights-of-way, fixed facilities, including
maintenance and terminal facilities, and roll-
ing stock required for urban mass transpor-
tation systems, grants should be provided
for up to two-thirds of the project cost
which cannot reasonably be financed from
expected revenue. The remaining one-third
of the net project cost would be paid by
the locality or State from other sources,
without Federal aid. The extension and re-
habilitation of existing systems as well as
the creation of new systems should be eli-
gible. In no event should Federal funds
be used to pay operating expenses. Nor
should parking facilities, except those di-
rectly supporting public mass transporta-
tion, be eligible for Federal grants.

While it is expected that the new grant
program will be the major Federal support
for urban mass transportation, it is impor-
tant to have Federal loans available where
private financing cannot be obtained on rea-
sonable terms. I therefore recommend re-
moval of the time limit on the $50 million
loan authorization provided in the Housing
Act of 1961. Federal loans would not he
available to finance the State or local one-
third contribution to net project cost.

Although grants and loans would be avail-
able only to public agencies, those agencies
could lease facllities and equipment or make
other arrangements for private operation of
assisted mass transportation The
program is not intended to foster puhllc as
distinguished from private mass transit op-
erations. Each community should develop
the method or methods of operation best
suited to its particular requirements.

A community should be eligible for a mass
transportation grant or loan only after the
Housing Administrator determines that the
facilities and equipment for which the as-
sistance is sought are necessary for carry-
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ing out a program for a unifled or officially
coordinated urban transportation system as
a part of the comprehensively planned de-
velopment of the urban area.

The program I have proposed is aimed at
the widely varying transit problems of our
Natlon's cities, ranging from the clogged
arteries of our most populous metropolitan
areas to those smaller cities which have
only recently known the frustrations of
congested streets. There may, however, be
some highly specialized situations in which
alternative programs, for example, loan
guarantees under stringent conditions,
would be better suited to particular needs
and the Congress may, therefore, wish to
consider such alternatives.

(B) Emergency aid

Time will be required by most metropolitan
areas to organize effectively for the major
planning efforts required. Even more time
may be needed to create public agencies
with adequate powers to develop, finance,
and administer new or improved public
transportation systems. Meanwhile, the
crisis conditions that have already emerged
in some areas threaten to become wide-
spread. Mass transportation continues to
deteriorate and even to disappear. Impor-
tant segments of our population are thus
deprived of transportation; highway con-
gestion and attendant air pollution become
worse; and the destructive effects upon cen-
tral business districts and older residential
areas are accelerated.

In recognition of this serious situation, I
also recommend that the Congress, for a
period of 8 years only, authorize the Hous-
ing Administrator to make emergency grants,
(a) where there is an urgent need for im-
mediate aid to an existing mass tran
tation facility or service that might other-
wise cease to be available for transportation
purposes, (b) where an official long-range
program for a coordinated system is being
actively prepared, and (c¢) where the facil-
itles or equipment acquired under the
emergency grant can reasonably be expected
to be required for the new long-range sys-
tem. This emergency aid should not exceed
one-half of the net project cost. Upon com-
pletion of an acceptable areawide transpor-
tation program within 3 years, these emer-
gency projects, if a part of the ultimate
system, should qualify for the balance of
the regular Federal assistance available un-
der the long-range program.

(C) Role of highways

Highways are an instrumental part of any
coordinated urban transportation program,
and must be an integral part of any com-
prehensive community development plan.
Accordingly, I have requested the Secretary
of Commerce to make his approval of the
use of highway planning funds in metropoli-
tan planning studies contingent upon the
establishment of a continuing and compre-
hensive planning process. This process
should, to the maximum extent feasible, in-
clude all of the interdependent parts of the
metropolitan or other urban area, all agen-
cles and jurisdictions involved, and all forms
of transportation, and should be closely co-
ordinated with policymaking and program
administration.

Progress has already been made in coor-
dinated transportation planning for metro-
politan areas through the use of funds made
available under both Federal highway and
housing legislation. To increase the effec-
tiveness of this effort, I recommend that the
Federal-aid highway law be amended to in-
crease the percentage of Federal funds avail-
able to the States for research and planning.
Legislation will be submitted to effectuate
this change and to provide that (a) these
funds should be available for planning and
research purposes only; (b) the funds be
matched by the States in accordance with
statutory matching requirements; and (c)
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any funds not used for planning and re-
search lapse.

In additlon I recommend that the Fed-
eral-aid highway law be amended to provide
that, effective not later than July 1, 1965,
the Secretary of Commerce shall, before ap-
proving a program for highway projects in
any metropolitan area, make a finding that
such projects are consistent with compre-
hensive development plans for the metro-
politan area and that the Federal-aid system
so developed will be an integral part of a
soundly based, balanced transportation sys-
tem for the area involved.

Highway planning should be broadened to
include adequate traffic control systems,
parking facilities, and circulation systems on
city streets commensurate with the traffic
forecasts used to justify freeways and major
arterial roadways. Provision for transit and
highway facilities in the same roadway, per-
missible under present law and already tested
in several cases, should be encouraged
whenever more effective transportation will
result. Moreover, I have requested the Sec-
retary of Commerce to consider favorably
the reservation of special highway lanes for
buses during peak traffic hours whenever
comprehensive transportation plans indicate
that this is desirable.

To permit the State highway departments
greater flexibility in the use of Federal-aid
highway funds to meet urban transportation
needs, I further recommend that the Federal-
ald highway law be amended to permit more
extensive use of Federal-aid secondary funds
for extensions of the secondary system in
urban areas.

I have asked the Secretary of Commerce
and the Housing and Home Finance Admin-
istrator to consult regularly regarding ad-
ministration of the highway and urban mass
transportation programs, and to report to me
annually on the progress of their respective
programs, on the needs for further coordina-
tion, and on possibilities for improvement.

(D) Relocation assistance

Last year in a message to the Congress on
the Federal-aid highway program, I called
attention to the problems of families dis-
placed by new highway construction and
proposed that the Federal highway law be
amended to require assistance to such fam-
ilies in finding decent housing at reason-
able cost. The need for such assistance to
alleviate unnecessary hardship is still urgent.
The Secretary of Commerce has estimated
that, under the interstate highway pro-
gram alone, 15,000 families and 1,500 busi-
nesses are being displaced each year, and the
proposed urban mass transportation program
will further increase the number of persons
affected.

To move toward equity among the various
federally assisted programs causing displace-
ment, I recommend that assistance and re-
quirements similar to those now applicable
to the urban renewal program be author-
ized for the Federal-aid highway program
and the urban mass transportation program.
Legislation is being submitted to authorize
payments of not to exceed $200 in the case
of individuals and families and $3,000 (or
if greater, the total certified actual moving
expenses) in the case of business concerns
or nonprofit organizations displaced as a
result of land acquisitions under these pro-
grams.

(E) Mass transit research and demonsira-
tions

Further, I believe that progress will be
most rapld and long lasting if the Federal
Government contributes to economic and
technological research in the fleld of urban
mass transportation. These research activ-
ities should be an integral part of the re-
search program described later in this mes-
sage. Important parts of this program
should be carried out by the Housing Ad-
ministrator directly, through contract with
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other Federal agencles, private research or-
ganizations, universities and other competent
bodies, or through the allocation of funds
to local public agencies for approved pro-
grams.

To facilitate this approach, I recommend
that the $25 million authorized last year for
demonstration grants be made available for
broad research and development undertak-
ings, as well as demonstration projects,
which have general applicability throughout
the Nation. That amount, plus an addi-
tional $10 million from the proposed capital
grants funds for each of the years 1063, 1964,
and 1965 should suffice for these purposes.
These funds, together with research funds
available under the Federal-aid highway pro-
gram, can contribute to substantial advances
in urban transportation.

(F) Interstate compacts

Finally, since transportation In many
urban areas is an interstate problem, I rec-
ommend that legislation be enacted to give
congressional approval In advance for inter-
state compacts for the establishment of agen-
cles to carry out transportation and other
regional functions In urban areas extending
across State lines.

URBAN TRANSPORTATION—JOINT REPORT TO THE
PRESIDENT BY THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
AND THE Housing aAND HomE FINANCE AD-
MINISTRATOR

Letter of transmittal to the President from
the Secretary of Commerce and the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator.

I, Conclusions.

II. Recommendations.

III. Ssupporting information:

(a) Urban growth trends.

(b) Urban transportation planning: (1)
Urban planning assistance programs (sec.
701), (2) highway planning and research
program (1l;-percent funds), (3) joint ef-
forts.

(c) Federal-aid highway program.

(d) Present mass transportation programs.

(e) Capital requirements and financing for
urban mass transportation.

(f) Assistance for displaced familles and
businesses.

(g8) Research:
transportation.

HousiNg AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY,

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., March 28, 1962,
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: We have the honor
to transmit herewith a report on urban
transportation prepared jointly by the De-
partment of Commerce and the Housing and
Home Finance Agency. This report was pre-
pared pursuant to your instruction to under-
take a study of urban transportation prob-
lems and the proper role of the Federal Gov-
ernment in their solution. In carrying out
this survey we have drawn heavily upon the
excellent reports earlier prepared by com-
mittees of the Congress, and staff research
conducted over the years by the Bureau of
Public Roads and the Housing and Home
Finance Agency. In addition, we commis~
sioned the Institute of Public Administra-
tion to do a special study involving field
investigations in some 40 representative ur-
ban communities in varlous parts of the
country.

Transportation is one of the key factors
in shaping our cities. As our urban com-
munities increasingly undertake deliberate
measures to guide their development and re-
newal, we must be sure that transportation
planning and construction are integral parts
of general development planning and pro-
graming. One of our main recommenda-
tions is that Federal ald for urban trans-
portation facilities should be made available
only when urban communities have prepared

(1) Highway, (2) mass
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or are actively preparing up-to-date general
plans for the entire urban area which re-
late transportation plans to land-use and
development plans.

The major objectives of urban rta-
tion policy are the achievement of sound
land-use patterns, the assurance of trans-
portation facilities for all segments of the
population, the improvement in overall traffic
flow, and the meeting of total urban trans-
portation needs at minimum cost. Only a
balanced transportation system can attain
these goals—and in many urban areas this
means an extensive mass transportation
network fully integrated with the highway
and street system. But mass transporta-
tion has in recent years experienced capital
consumption rather than expansion. A cycle
of fare increases and service cuts to offset loss
of ridership followed by further declines in
use points clearly to the need for a sub-
stantial contribution of public funds to
support needed mass transportation im-
provements. We therefore recommend a new
program of grants and loans for urban mass
transportation.

Even as we undertake this new program
for mass transportation, we must press for-
ward with our Federal-aid highway program.
Effective mass transportation systems can
significantly reduce the need for additional
close-in highways, especially at peak hours.
But even with extensive reliance on mass
transportation and corresponding reduction
of highway construction in the central city,
total urban highway requirements in the
next two decades will be considerably greater
than the capacity that will become available
if current levels of Federal outlays are sus-
tained.

As you stated last year in your special mes-
sage to the Congress on highways, we must
not allow the progress we make in urban
transportation to come at the expense of un-
necessary personal hardship to American
families. Those displaced by new highway
and mass transportation construction should
be given relocation assistance comparable to
that required under the Federal urban re-
newal law. Such help becomes all the more
imperative as the tempo of needed public
construction is stepped up.

We are convinced that the program pro-
posed herewith will contribute significantly
to the welfare of our people and the sound
growth of our economy.

Respectfully yours,
LurHER H. HODGES,
Secretary of Commerce.
RoBERT C. WEAVER,
Administrator, Housing and Home
Finance Agency.

I. CONCLUSIONS

1. Urban transportation is a major deter-
minant of how people live and work in an
urban setting. The type and quality of
transportation bears heavily upon gquestions
of concentration versus dispersion of urban
populations, growth or decline of central
business districts and core cities, the suc-
cess or failure of urban renewal, housing
and public improvement programs, recrea-
tional and cultural opportunities, and the
relationships of suburbs and smaller outly-
ing cities to the central city and to each
other,

2. The different means of urban trans-
portation are closely Interrelated. Action
on any one mode will affect the others. For
example, decisions respecting suburban rail-
roads serving large cities affect the level of
automobile use, which in turn affect the
efficiency of surface transit. Despite spectac-
ular in highway facilities, in no
metropolitan area has a freeway system yet
been completed. There is need for improve-
ment in coordination and increasing
efficiency of transportation in urban areas.

3. Our highways play a vital role in urban
transportation and will continue to do so.
They provide for the movement of both peo-

19339

ple and goods by private vehicle; and the
roadbed for a substantial portion of public
mass transportation.

The Bureau of Public Roads will in the
future (a) permit the reservation of high-
way lanes for the exclusive use of specific
types of motor vehicles when comprehensive
transportation plans indicate this to be
desirable, and (b) encourage the develop-
ment of rail transit and highway facilities
in the same right-of-way whenever more
effective transportation will result,

4. Increased emphasis on mass transporta-
tion is needed because only a balanced sys-
tem can provide for: (a) The achievement
of land use patterns which contribute to the
economic, physical, and social well-being of
urban areas; (b) the independent mobility
of individuals in those substantial segments
of the urban population unable to command
direct use of automobiles; (c) the improve-
ment in overall traffic flow and time of travel
within the urban areas; and (d) desirable
standards of transportation at least total
cost.

5. Comprehensive planning is the first
step in achieving good wurban transporta-
tion. Planning should be a continuing proc-
ess and should include all of the interde-
pendent parts of the urban community and
all agencies and jurisdictions involved, and
should be coordinated with policymaking
and administration. Transportation plan-
ning should be a part of systematic land
use and development planning. It should
be for the system as a whole rather than for
its individual components—private vehicles,
buses, or rail transit.

The Bureau of Public Roads will, in the
future, emphasize that highway planning
must include the planning of adequate
tvaffic control systems, parking facilities, and
circulation systems on city streets commen-
surate with the volumes and composition of
traffic anticipated on freeways and major
arterial streets.

6. To make transportation plans effective
will require coordinated direction of con-
struction and operations for all parts of the
tiansportation system. The form of direc-
tion or coordination will vary from one area
to another because of the diversity of politi-
cal jurisdictions and operating responsibili-
ties for transportation.

7. Mass transportation must be viewed as
a public service and often cannot be a profit-
making enterprise. While mass transporta-
tion is provided on a more or less limited
scale in hundreds of localities, it is generally
not possible to support a large-scale Invest-
ment program from the fare box. But the
price to the community and the Nation of
inadequate mass transportation can be un-
economic uses of land and higher than
necessary costs of public facilities, excessive
travel, and increasingly aggravated conges-
tion at peak hours.

The most compelling need for mass trans-
portation is during peak periods of move-
ment to and from work. In many areas, it
can meet this need better than other forms
of transportation. But the offpeak slack
means insufficient revenues to cover total
operating expenses and needed capital in-
vestment. Efforts to cover total costs by
increasing fares and decreasing service have
proved self-defeating: those who can af-
ford to pay are increasingly impelled to
use autos; and the aged, low-income people
and others heavily reliant upon public trans-
portation are unduly penalized.

8. In view of the importance of mass
transportation for urban development and
the impossibility of financing a large capi-
tal improvement program f{rom the fare
box, a public contribution is clearly needed.
Because of the fragmentation of local gov-
ernment in urban areas and their limited
means for raising tax funds, substantial
Federal financial participation is called for,
Without Federal help the most that can be
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expected are plecemeal efforts which can-
not be effective. Federal assistance on a
substantial scale for mass transportation
along with continuation of the needed high-
way program would encourage rational local
investment decisions leading to better bal-
anced urban transportation systems. Fed-
eral aild for capital improvements would
also facilitate levels of services and fares
which will attract sufficlent users so that
mass transportation can make its potential
contribution to urban growth and renewal.

9. Every urban community that seeks
Federal aid must want good transportation
enough to make a substantial contribution
of its own. This will give the local people
a stake in a sound capital Investment pro-
gram and a pocketbook concern with sound
management and efficient operations.

10. Construction of highways and mass
transportation facilities frequently cause
great hardship to families and businesses
which are displaced. Location decisions
should take full account of effects on estab-
lished neighborhoods, and when people and
businesses must be displaced, their moving
expenses should be paid from public funds
and families should be assured of relocation
in suitable housing.

11. Long-range progress in urban trans-
portation, as in other flelds, must be en-
couraged by a large and sustained research
effort. Through extensive technological and
economic research we can look forward to
the creation of improved transportation sys-
tems which will serve the needs of future
urban growth and renewal at minimum total
cost.

II. RECOMMENDATIONS

General

1. To improve competence in the urban
planning process, both the Bureau of Public
Roads and the Housing and Home Finance
Agency should be enabled to offer to the
States and local governments more guidance,
increased technical service, and training for
personnel in the technical aspects of plan-

ning.

2, Suitable relocation housing should be
assured to families displaced by federally as-
sisted construction of highways and transit
facilities. Also the moving expenses of
families and business should be met from
Federal funds. Legislative provisions for
such assistance should parallel the provisions
for the urban renewal program.

Recommendations for urban mass
transportation

1. Mass transporitation projects which are
parts of comprehensively planned urban
transportation systems should be eligible for
Federal grants covering two-thirds of project
cost which cannot reasonably be financed
from e: net revenues. Local or State
contributions would have to cover the other
one-third of net project cost.

2. For an emergency 3-year period, Fed-
eral grants of one-half net project cost
should be made available where there is an
urgent need to preserve an existing facility
or service that otherwise probably would
cease to be available for transportation pur-
poses; where an official program for a co-
ordinated transportation system is being
actively prepared; and where the assisted
project can reasonably be expected to be re-
quired for such a system.

8. An authorization for grant contracts of
$500 million should be made available over a
3-year period, with $100 million authorized
in fiscal 1963.

4. Federal loans should continue to bhe
available where private funds cannot be ob-
tained on reasonable terms for financing
mass transportation projects. Where a Fed-
eral grant is involved, the loan could cover
the portion of capital outlay financed from
revenues where financing is not otherwise
available on reasonable terms.

5. Long-term Federal assistance should be
made avallable only (a) where an organiza-
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tlon exists empowered to plan for substan-
tially all of the urban area to be served, (b)
where transportation planning as a part of
comprehensive areawide development plan-
ning is being conducted as a continuing
process, and (c) where the assisted project
will be administered through a public agency
as a part of a unified or officially coordinated
transportation system for all or substantially
all of the urban area.

6. Federal grants and loans should be
made only to qualified local public agencies.
Such agencies, however, could lease facilities
and equipment or make other arrangements
for private operation of assisted mass trans-
portation systems.

7. In order to encourage and help finance
needed economic and technological research
in mass transportation, the $25 million au-
thorized for the demonstration grant pro-
gram should be made avallable for these pur-
poses and an additional $10 million a year
should be authorized for the next 3 fiscal

ears,

¥ 8. Legislative provisions should be made
in advance for interstate compacts for the
establishment of agencies to carry out trans-
portation and other regional functions in
urban areas extending across State lines.

Recommendations for urban highway

programs

1. Federal-aid secondary funds should be
made available for expenditure on exten-
sions of that system in urban areas.

2. Use of Federal-aid highway funds
should be permitted for the construction of
highway facilities for the exclusive use of
specific types of motor vehicles whenever
comprehensive transportation plans indi-
cate this to be desirable.

3. Funds for highway research should be
augmented by providing that an additional
one-half of 1 percent of the funds appor-
tioned to the States for the Federal-aid pri-
mary system, the Federal-aid secondary sys-
tem, and extensions of these systems in
urban areas be available for this purpose.

4, The use of Federal-aid highway funds
made available for planning and research
purposes should be required rather than per-
missive; the matehing of such funds by the
States should be required in accordance with
statutory matching requirements; and the
funds not used for planning and research
should lapse.

5. Beginning not later than July 1, 19865,
approval of Federal-aid highiway programs
for projects in any metropolitan area should
be made contingent upon a finding by the
Secretary of Commerce that such projects
are consistent with adequate, comprehen-
sive development plans for the metropolitan
area or are based on results of a continuing
process carried on cooperatively by the States
and local communities and that the Federal-
aid system so developed will be an integral
part of a soundly based, balanced trans-
portation system for the area involved.

III, SUPPORTING INFORMATION
A. Urban growth trends

The rate of the urbanization process in the
United States in recent decades has been
spectacular: 70 percent of the Nation’s pop-
ulation now lives in urban areas. For these
urban areas, transportation problems have
been complicated not only by the tremendous
population increase but by the changing pat-
tern of urban growth. In the last decade
(1950-60), metropolitan area growth con-
stituted 85 percent of the total national
population increase, but more than three-
fourths of this growth in the metropolitan
areas took place outside of the central cities.

Economic prosperity, coupled with im-
proved mobility, have enabled an increasing
number of American families to live in sub-
urban areas. This residential cutflow from
the central cities has been accompanied by
extensive commercial and industrial decen-
tralization and, as a result, urban travel pat-
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terns have changed materlally from those of
former years. There has been a relative de-
crease and sometimes an absolute decrease,
in the numbers of trips to the central busi-
ness district, while the numbers of crosstown
trips have risen rapidly.

These changes, in turn, have greatly af-
fected modes of travel. Since World War
II, automobile usage has been inereasing
while transit patronage has been declining
steadily. From 1956 to 1960, the number
of revenue passengers carried by buses and
streetcars declined by about 22 percent,
while the number carried by grade-separated
transit declined by only 4 percent. Today,
in most urban areas, over 85 percent of the
total daily travel is by automobile. On the
other hand, at peak hours 40 to 90 percent
of the travel to the central business dis-
trict in our larger cities continues to be
made by public mass transportation.

By 1980 the total population of the United
States is expected to reach 250 million, and
it Is anticipated that 3 out of every 4 per-
sons will be living within urban areas. Oc-
cupying only about 2 percent of the Nation's
land area, the urban areas will contain not
only a great concentration of the total pop-
ulation but of commerce and industry as
well. Over half of the total population in
1980—some 140 million people—are expected
to be living in 40 great urban complexes,
each with a population exceeding 1 million.

By the year 2000, less than 40 years hence,
the Nation’s total population may well reach
350 million. If present trends continue, 85
percent of these people will live in urban
areas; more than 50 urban complexes will
have attained the million population mark.

These estimated increases and concentra-
tions of population clearly indicate the tre-
mendous demand for transportation facil-
ities for which we now need to plan.

B. Urban transportation planning

1. Urban planning assistance program
(see. 701): The purpose of the urban plan-
ning assistance program (sec. 701 of the
Housing Act of 1954, as amended) is to as-
sist State and local governments in dealing
with planning problems in metropolitan and
other urban areas; to facilitate comprehen-
sive planning for urban development on a
continuing basis; and to encourage these
governments to establish and improve plan-
ning stafls.

Planning grants may be made to State
planning agencies for planning assistance
to smaller cities and communities either
singly or in groups with a population of less
than 50,000. Agencies empowered to per-
form metropolitan or urban regional plan-
ning may receive grants directly or through
State agencies. Special provisions are made
for officially designated redevelopment areas,
disaster areas, and federally impacted areas.
Finally, grants are available for State and
interstate comprehensive urban planning and
for related research and coordination.

Emphasis is given to encouraging pls»-
ning for entire urban areas. Needed te: -
nical assistance for planning and organizi.g
to carry out plans on a unified metropolit.n
or regional basis may be provided by tic
Housing Administrator.

Under the law, comprehensive planning
which may be assisted “includes the follow-
ing, to the extent directly related to urban
needs: (1) preparation, as a guide for long-
range development, of general physical plans
with respect to the pattern and intensity of
land use and the provision of public facili-
ties, including transportation facilities, to-
gether with long-range fiscal plans for such
development; (2) programing of capital im-
provements based on a determination of rela-
tive urgency, together with definitive fi-
nancing plans for the improvements to be
constructed in the earlier years of the pro-
gram; (3) coordination of all related plans
of the departments or subdivisions of the
government concerned; (4) intergovernmen-
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tal coordination of all related planned activi-
ties among the State and local governmental
agencies concerned; and (5) preparation of
regulatory and administrative measures in
support of the foregoing.”

The Housing Act of 1961 made two major
additions in the basic authority. The first
was to explicitly encourage the planning of
“eoordinated transportation systems” as a
part of comprehensive planning. Such plan-
ning includes comprehensive urban trans=-
portation surveys, studies, and plans to aid
in solving problems of traffic congestion, to
facilitate the circulation of people and goods
in the metropolitan and other urban areas,
and to reduce transportation needs. Second,
the authorization for appropriations was in-
creased from $20 million to $75 million, and
the amount of the grant permitted was In-
creased from $20 to #7656 million, and
funds may be used jointly with funds avail-
able for planning surveys and investigations
under other federally aided programs such
as the 1l;-percent funds of the highway
program.

As of December 31, 1961, section 701 grants
had assisted comprehensive planning for
1,922 small communities, 123 metropolitan
or reglonal areas, and 16 States. Grants
totaling $22,285,000 had been approved to
that date.

2. Highway planning and research pro-
gram (114 -percent funds). The annual au-
thorizations made by the Congress for
Federal aid for highways are apportioned
among the States by methods prescribed
by law. Under the Federal-aid legislation,
11, percent of the funds so apportioned
annually to each State are earmarked for
highway planning and research.

This provision, as initiated in legislation
of 1934, applied to planning only; research
was added by legislation of 1844. As now
codified in section 307(c) of "Title 23—
Highways,” United States Code, the legis-
lation provides that—

“Not to exceed 114 percent of the sums ap-
portioned for any years to any State * * #
shall be available for expenditure upon re-
quest of the State highway department,
with the approval of the Secretary (of Com-
merce), with or without State funds, for
engineering and economic surveys and in-
vestigations, for the planning of future
highway programs and the financing thereof,
for studies of the economy, safety, and con-
venience of highway usage and the desirable
regulation and equitable taxation thereof,
and for research necessary in connection
with the planning, design, construction,
and maintenance of highways and highway
systems, and the regulation and taxation of
their use.”

While no specific proportion of the 115-
percent funds is designated for urban plan-
ning, it will be noted that both planning and
research in planning are included in the
descriptive list of work for which the funds
may be used. The States are responsible
for initiation of programs of planning and
research projects to be undertaken with the
114 -percent funds, and the overall needs in
each field in each individual State are the
basic criteria used by Public Roads in re-
viewing the programs for approval.

In recent years the 114 -percent funds have
been used to great advantage in many States
in conducting a varlety of studies related to
urban highway planning. Many of the
studies have ultimately produced actual
capital improvement programs which are now
under construction.

While the Federal-aid legislation does not
require each State to use all of the 1};-per-
cent funds allotted to it for planning and
research, nor is statutory matching required
(10-percent State matching for interstate
funds; 60-percent State matching for A-B-C
funds), it has been Public Roads’ policy in
the past to urge them to do so.

As with the Federal-ald funds for high-
way conrstruction, the 11;-percent funds are
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not advanced to the States prior to use. The
Federal-aid share of the cost of projects is
claimed by the States on a reimbursement
basis, subject to Public Roads’ audit.

3. Joint efforts. The Department of Com-
merce and the Housing and Home Finance
Agency have agreed to the use of highway
and urban planning funds jointly in an urban
area where local and State bodies are pre-
pared to establish coordinated planning.
Both agencies are pledged to stimulate and
cooperate in a continuing process of plan-
ning and development coordination which
will—

(1) Give consideration to all forces, public
and private, shaping the physical develop-
ment of the total community.

(2) Cover land uses and controls as well
as plans for physical development and com-
bine all elements of urban development and
redevelopment into a clear-cut, comprehen-
sive plan of what the citizens want their
community to become.

(3) Cover the entire urban area within
which the forces of development are inter-
related.

(4) Involve in the planning process the
political jurisdictions and agencles which
make decisions affecting development of the
metropolitan area,

(5) Link the process of planning to action
Programs.

The objective of this joint effort is not
merely a planning process but the develop-
ment of effective cooperation and coordina-
tion both among the local governments with-
in a metropolitan area, and between these
governments and the State and Federal agen-
cies involved in area development activities.
In this way it can be assured that transpor-
tation will play its proper part in serving
and helping to shape the community in the
form its citizens desire.

Interagency committees have been set up
at the national and regional level to pro-
mote better understanding of the coopera-
tive approach and to aild in working out nec-
essary arrangements. Although these ar-
rangements have been in force for only a
short time, excellent joint planning pro-
grams have been initiated in key areas and
an increasing number are in the negotiation
stage. Joint planning programs are under-
way in 16 areas, and consideration is being
given to the initiation of programs in 22
additional areas,

C. The Federal-aid highway program

The Federal-aid highway program is con-
tributing substantially to the solution of
the urban transportation problem. Con-
struction of the 41,000-mile Interstate Sys-
tem is well underway. Financing of the 90-
percent Federal share of its total $41 billion
cost has been assured by Federal legislation
which has provided sufficient revenue to
the highway trust fund for both the inter-
state and the regular Federal-ald highway
programs. Over 5,000 miles, or 13 percent, of
the Interstate System are in urban areas, and
they will account for 45 percent of the
total expenditure—the latter figure closely
paralleling the proportion of total system
travel generated in the urban areas.

On the Federal-aid primary and second-
ary systems the urban portions total 33,000
miles of city streets and expressways. Fed-
eral-aid funds for the improvement of these
systems (commonly called the A-B-C pro-
gram) are traditionally authorized bien-
nially by the Congress, the latest provision
being $925 million for each of the fiscal years
1962 and 1963. These funds are matched
50-50 by the States. Under the Federal leg-
islation, 45 percent of the A-B-C Federal aid
is for work on the primary system (either
rural or urban portions), 30 percent for the
secondary system, and 25 percent specifically
for the urban portions of the two systems.
Projects costing $1.5 billion were completed
in fiscal year 1961 under the A-B C program,
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and 29 percent of this was spent in urban
areas.

The construction of new highways and the
improvement of existing streets and high-
ways is an essential part of the urban trans-
portation program. New and improved
facilitles are needed to provide for the move-
ment of goods as well as for personal travel
by automobile. In addition, freeways, with
improved feeder routes, make possible the
development of freeway bus systems to serve
public mass transit needs.

It is essentlal that the Federal-aid high-
way programs, including the provisions for
urban highway construction, continue un-
diminished. No increases in authorizations
are recommended at the present time. How-
ever, greater flexibility in the use of Federal-
aid highway funds to meet urban transpor-
tation needs can be provided by amending
the Federal-aid highway legislation to per-
mit the State highway departments to use
Federal-aid secondary funds on extensions
of that system in urban areas. Federal par-
ticipation in projects on such extensions is
now generally limited to urban funds. This
will be particularly helpful in certain States
containing many individual and grouped
urban areas that are finding it increasingly
difficult to improve the extensions of Fed-
eral-aid secondary routes into urban areas
because the improvement of arterial streets
in larger cities has a greater priority for the
use of available urban funds.

Studies have indicated that under certain
conditions the reservation of highway lanes
for the exclusive use of specific types of mo-
tor vehicles will assist in solving wurban
transportation problems.

Also, in some instances, more effective ur-
ban transportation will result from the de-
velopment of rail transit and highway fa-
cilities in the same right-of-way. However,
the additional cost occasioned by the rail
facilities could not be borne by highway
funds; moreover, many rail rights-of-way
needed for a balanced system will require
corridors separate from freeways.

D. Present mass transportation programs

As recommended by the President in his
special message on our Nation’s housing,
national concern with the Importance of
mass transportation for urban development
was first recognized in Federal law by the
enactment of the Housing Act of 1961. That
act provided for two new assistance programs
for urban mass transportation to be ad-
ministered by the Housing and Home Fi-
nance Administrator. These were in addi-
tion to strengthening the urban planning
assistance program, as discussed in an earlier
section.

First is a program of loans for financing
the acquisition, construction, reconstruction,
and improvement of mass transportation
facilities and equipment. Loans may be
made to State and local public agencies
where such financing is not otherwise avail-
able on reasonable terms. Where economi-
cally warranted, loans may have maturities
as long as 40 years, and they must be of
such sound value or so secured as reason-
ably to assure repayment. The facilities and
equipment acquired with such loan may be
operated by the borrowing agency or by pri-
vate firms or other public agencies under a
lease or other approved arrangement.

In order to assure that proposed improve-
ments are in conformance with sound plan-
ning, the law requires that there is being
actively developed (or has been developed)
for the whole area served by the applicant,
a program for the development of a com-
prehensive and coordinated mass transporta-
tion system and that the proposed facilitles
or equipment will be required for such a sys-
tem. There is a further administrative re-
quirement that the mass transportation pro-
gram shall be a part of a comprehensively
planned transportation system, Including
highways, to serve the urban growth and
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renewal needs of the area. These require-
ments may be walved where there is an im-
mediately urgent need for the provision of
facilities or equipment to be commenced
prior to the time that the planning pro-
gram could reasonably be expected to be
completed.

Loans up to a total of $50 million are
authorized. Loan commitments under the
present program cannot be made after De-
cember 31, 1962.

The second new program provides contract
authority of $25 million in Federal grants
for mass transportation demonstration proj-
ects. The Federal grant may cover two-
thirds of the cost of projects which will
assist in carrying out urban transportation
plans and research. They may include the
development of data and information of gen-
eral applicability on the reduction of urban
transportation needs, the improvement of
mass transportation service, and the contri-
bution of such service toward meeting total
urban transportation needs at minimum
cost. Federal grants may not be used for
major long-term capital improvements.

The purpose of the program is to stimulate
fresh thinking and experimental undertak-
ings which will bring about improved service
and greater efficlency in the mass transporta-
tion fleld. Small as well as large cities all
over the country are interested in experi-
menting with changes in levels of service
and fare structures, technological improve-
ments, and improvements of the relations of
mass transportation to other parts of the
urban transportation complex. They have
difficulty in raising their one-third contribu-
tion to the cost, however, since the demon-
strations are expected to have general ap-
plicability to similar localities. The exclu-
sion of major long-term capital improve-
ments from eligibility for Federal assistance
also makes many worthwhile projects
ineligible.

A combined appropriation of $42.56 million
is avallable in the fiscal year 1962 for both
the new mass tion demonstration
grant program and the loan program.

E. Capital requirements and financing for
urban mass transportation

Total capital requirements for mass trans-
portation in the next decade are estimated
at $0.8 billion by the Institute of Public
Administration in its report to the Secretary
of Commerce and the Housing Administra-
tor. The estimates are rough approxima-
tions and probably on the conservative side,
but they are based on intensive study of
published information and on-the-spot in-
wvestigations in 26 urban regions.

In the smaller citles, a recent survey by
the American Transit Association revealed
that 69 percent of their membership re-
sponding to & questionnaire indicated that
replacement of buses was their most pressing
problem, and 42 percent indicated that an
outright subsidy was the only form of assist-
ance which could be effective because of their
condition.

The major purposes to be served by the
estimated $9.8 billion total investment re-
quirements are presently planned new sys-
tems, $2.8 billion; extensions of existing sys-
tems, $1.7 billion; rehabilitation and replace-
ment, $4.3 billion; new projects now being
considered for initiation in the next decade,
$1 billion. For all these purposes, rights-of-
way and structures are estimated at $6.4 bil-
lion and rolling stock at $3.4 billion.

It is not possible at this time to estimate
precisely the amount of Federal grant and
loan assistance that will be needed in the
next decade to enable urban areas to make
the Investments that will be required if mass
transportation is to make its proper contri-
bution to sound urban development and re-
newal. As the first stage In a long-range
program, we recommend that $500 million
in Federal grants be made available over the
next 3 years, that the present $50 million
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loan authority be made permanent, and that
adequate funds be provided from grant au-
thorizations for undertaking and stimulating
badly needed economic and techniecal re-
search and development in urban transpor-
tation. The progress that cities and urban
regions can make in the next 3 years in
planning and g their comprehen-
sive transportation systems and the experi-
ence gained in analyzing applications for
Federal assistance will give a greatly im-
proved basis for estimating long-term needs.

The recommended program of Federal
grants would cover two-thirds of the net
cost of capital outlays for mass transporta-
tion projects. Any net revenues which can
reasonably be expected from transit opera-
tions would be used to support as much as
possible of total project cost. The amount
that fare collections can reasonably be ex-
pected to exceed operating costs depends on
detailed analysis of each situation.

Many bus systems can meet most of their
equipment costs from revenues if they can
obtain loan funds on reasonable terms. To
make their proper contribution to urban
transportation, however, service of many
systems must be Improved and offered at
reasonable fares. Such service improvements
may cost more than the fare box will carry.
There may also be requirements for sub-
stantial investment in fixed facllitles such
as separate rights-of-way and boarding fa-
cllities which cannot be fully amortized from
revenues.

Net receipts also may cover a large part of
the cost of rolling stock for urban rail sys-
tems, depending on the total position of the
system. But experience indicates that in
most circumstances the heavy investments
now required for rights-of-way, rail installa-
tion, and subway construction cannot be
covered from the fare box.

Except in truly emergency situations, the
investment of Federal, State, or local public
funds in mass tation is justified
only where the facilities are part of a com-
prehensive transportation system which is
designed to serve the prospective growth
and renewal needs of the whole urban area
and is administered on a fully coordinated
basis. This kind of planning, programing,
and organization takes time to develop.
Many areas have undertaken the process, but
only a few are well advanced in making it
truly comprehensive.

Federal planning assistance through the
section 701 urban planning assistance pro-
gram and the use of 1l5-percent highway
research and planning funds is stimulating a
great increase in State and local urban
planning efforts. Mass transportation will
not receive proper attention in planning and
action programs, however, unless local offi-
cials see the realistic possibility of installing
and effectively operating the systems which
would be ealled for in planning. Such
a possibility usually is doubtful if the urban
areas must look forward to covering the total
public cost of good mass transportation from
their own limited tax resources. This is the
baslc reason for recommending a Federal
program to cover two-thirds of such cost.

The demand for Federal grants probably
will be moderate in the early years of the
program because of essential planning and
administrative requirements, but if these
requirements for sound urban development
are to be met, local communities must have
reasonable assurance that Federal support
will be available when needed for invest-
ments in mass transportation.

F. Assistance for displaced families and
businesses

Thousands of families and businesses are
caused great hardship by the comnstruction
of highways, mass transportation routes,
and other public improvements. The Bureau
of Public Roads estlmates that about 15,000
families and 1,600 businesses will be dis-
placed each year in the next 6 to 8 years
by the completion of the Interstate Highway
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System. Family displacements by federally
assisted urban renewal activities are running
about 30,000 a year and are expected to
average more than 35,000 a year over the
next decade. Around 4,000 businesses are
being displaced annually by urban renewal.
Another 30,000 to 35,000 families a year are
estimated to be displaced by other public
actions in urban areas. This means that
some 85,000 urban familles have to move
each year because of public action, much of
it assisted with Federal funds.

Under the federally assisted wurban re-
newal program, families must be assured the
availability of decent, safe, and sanitary
housing when they are displaced by demoli-
tions, code enforcement, and other urban re-
newal activities. Also the moving expenses
of families and businesses are paid from Fed-
eral urban renewal program funds. For fam-
ilies needing such assistance, the average
payment is about $65. The average payment
to businesses is about $1,150.

In order to alleviate hardship caused by
public action and to provide equity in treat-
ment, provisions similar to those for urban
renewal should be made in the Federal-aid
highway program and also in other federally
assisted programs causing displacements.

G. Urban transportation research

Extensive research must be undertaken to
improve the technology of urban transpor-
tation and to furnish public officials and
industry dependable information on the re-
lations among different forms of transporta-
tion and the rest of the urban economy.
As summarized by the Institute of Publie
Administration:

“Toples on which work is needed include
improvement of vehicles, roadbeds, power
systems, traffic control systems, and other
technology; methods of projecting demand
for urban transportation; influence of dif-
ferent modes of transportation on wurban
development and land use; determinants of
individual transportation behavior; costs and
pricing of different transportation modes;
and administering and financing urban
transportation systems.”

1. Highway research.—The Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads, since its very in 1803,
has had an important influence in highway
research, both through the efforts of its own
staff and through its leadership and guid-
ance to others. With the authority for
use by the States of the 1l;-percent funds
for research, since 1944, the Bureau's in-
fluence has been broader than ever.

In addition to studies related to the phys-
ical problems of roadbuilding and mainte-
nance, a great deal of Public Roads research
in more recent years has been directed
toward the problems of planning, desig:,
and operation of highways. Mathematician-,
geographers, city planners, and psychologists
are now included in the Public Roads staff.
Work accomplished or underway, either
directly or by sponsorship, varies broadly.
As examples may be cited studies of human
behavior as related to driving; evaluation of
economic and social effects of highways;
methods of forecasting highway usage, tax
revenues, and needs; correlation of travel
with such factors as land use and employ-
ment; and evaluation of electronic controls
for driver and vehicle guidance. Much of
this research 1is orlented directly toward
urban transportation problems.

Since 1944 the Bureau of Public Roads has
participated with the State highway depart-
ments in conducting travel habit studies
designed to provide factual data needed for
urban transportation planning. The early
studies were pioneering efforts and their
analyses left much to be desired, especially
in projecting future travel desires. However,
these studies continue to be a basic. p‘.lslmlng
tool, and analyses of the data collected and
tabulated in one city after another have led
to the establishment of quantitative meas-
ures of the basic relations between travel
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desires and land use and other social and
economic factors of the metropolitan area.
The establishment of these quantitative
measures has made possible the integration
of transportation and general land use
planning, which is now deemed essential for
realistic planning. It is now possible to
study the Interaction that exists between
transportation and economic development
and land use,

It is essential that research be continued
and expanded to provide more precise plan-
ning study techniques; to search more deeply
into the factors affecting urban development;
to quantify more accurately the relationships
between land use and travel; and to learn
more about the attitudes and desires, with
regard to all aspects of urban living, of the
individual citizen.

Research is also essential in transportation
technology—both of the vehicle and of the
roadbed—if planning is truly to prepare for
the future.

It is believed that the Federal Govern-
ment has a responsibility to stimulate ad-
ditional highway research activities in the
Federal-State cooperative area. To accom-
plish this, an additional one-half of 1 per-
cent should be made avallable from funds
apportioned to the States for the Federal-
ald primary system, the Federal-aid second-
ary system, and extensions of these systems
in urban areas (the A-B-C program) for
highway research purposes. This additional
one-half of 1 percent, together with State
matching funds, would amount to almost
$10 million annually. This sum would be in
addition to the present 14 percent which
is currently being used for highway planning
and highway research.

2. Research in mass transportation.—Work
is needed to improve transportation facili-
ties and equipment including model and
prototype construction, with emphasis on
transit vehicles and power systems, traffic
signaling, automatic controls, and methods
of construction. It isessential to stimulate
and support experimentation with new
equipment and systems to test their practi-
cality and demonstrate their effectiveness in
improving and reducing the total cost of
urban transportation.

Outstanding among the many studies
which need to be made of the economics of
urban transportation are questions of why
groups of people choose different means of
urban travel under various conditions and
how their choices would be affected by
changes In the quality and cost of different
kinds of private and public transportation
that might be made available. Planning and
investment decisions for highways and mass
transportation are profoundly affected by
what people belleve about the answers to
these questions. But there is little system-
atic knowledge on which to base these be-
liefs. The administration, therefore, has
requested the Congress to appropriate funds
for a substantial study of these problems by
the Housing and Home Finance Agency.
This study would start with analysis of in-
formation which has been developed in the
course of urban transportation planning and
would be coordinated with related studies
supported by the Bureau of Public Roads.

The Housing Administrator should be
given broad authority to conduct urban
transportation research and development
projects. Depending on what is most ap-
propriate for the particular project, the
studies and research should be carried on by
Agency staffl or be made under agreement or
contract with other Government agencies,
universities, the National Academy of Sci-
ences, nongovernmental research agencies,
State and loeal governments, or individuals.
It is recommended that the funds authorized
last year for mass transportation demon-
stration grants be made available for those
purposes by modifications of present legis-
lation. An additional $10 million a year for
the next 3 years also should be provided from
the capital grant funds proposed for the new
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mass transportation assistance program.
Such broad authority and substantial financ-
ing are required to make a good start toward
basic improvements in urban mass trans-
portation technology and economics.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, President, it
is a source of great satisfaction and
pride to me to be chairman of a great
committee of the Senate, the Banking
and Currency Committee. It was orga-
nized to consider the Federal Reserve
Act, which was sponsored by my prede-
cessor, Carter Glass. It has brought to
the Senate some very fine biils for the
improvement of our banking and other
financial institutions, housing, transpor-
tation, and many other matters.

It is always a source of regret to me
when I find myself in disagreement with
a majority of the members of that com-
mittee. Unfortunately, this is a bill with
respect to which that occurs. I could
not support the bill as finally agreed
upon in the committee. Therefore, I
filed minority views, indicating my ob-
jections to the bill and, unless the bill
be materially changed, I intend to vote
against it on final passage.

Since it is not contemplated that we
shall complete action on the bill—in
fact, I understand that very shortly it
wiil be set aside to take up several other
less controversial measures—I send to
to the desk three amendments and ask
that they be printed and lie on the table.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
three amendments be printed at this
point in the REcorp, accompanied by
brief explanations of each amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Pearson in the chair). The amend-
ments will be received, printed, and lie
on the table; and, without objection, the
amendments and explanations will be
printed in the RECORD.

The amendments and explanations
ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp are
as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by
Mr. RoserTsON to the bill (S. 3616) to au-
thorize the Housing and Home Finance Ad-
ministrator to provide additional assistance
for the development of comprehensive and
coordinated mass transportation systems,
both public and private, in metropolitan
and other urban areas, and for other pur-

poses:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

In section 202(d) of title II of the Hous-
ing Amendments of 1965, strike out in the
proviso “1962" and insert in lieu thereof
*“1963."

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERTSON

I submit an amendment to the mass trans-
portation bill, 8. 3615, which would be in
the nature of a substitute. My amendment
would strike out all after the enacting
clause, and in lieu thereof would extend the
present experimental mass transportation
program for 1 additional year, until Decem-
ber 31, 1963.

Under present law, the experimental pro-
gram provides for demonstration grants and
for loans. No time limit is placed upon
demonstration grants, but on loans the act
provides “that no such loan shall be made,
except under a prior commitment, after De-
cember 31, 1962 My amendment would
change the year to 1963.

While my amendment would extend the
time limit of the loan program for another
year, it would provide no additional grant
or ioan funds. None are needed beyond pro-
visions in existing law. The Housing Act of
1961, which established the temporary ex-
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perimental program, authorized as much as
$26 million in grants to local public agen-
cies for demonstration projects from grant
funds authorized for wurban renewal.
Through SBeptember 11 of this year, only two
applications, totaling $234,400, had been ap-
proved for demonstration grants.

Active pending applications totaled 87,
275,000, according to preliminary estimates
made by applicants to the Office of Trans-
portation of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency. In other words, more than two-
thirds of the original grant authorizations
would remain unobligated even if all active
pending applications were approved.

For loans under the experimental mass
transportation program, the Housing Act of
1961 authorized $50 million. Through Sep-
tember 11, two loans, totaling $10,734,400,
had been approved. An active loan appli-
cation for $300,000 was on hand. Nearly
$#40 million, in other words, remained avail-
able.

I submit for the Recorp at this point a
table, prepared by the HHFA Office of Trans-
portation, showing the application status for
grants and loans under the mass transpor-
tation program as of September 11, 1962.

For both grants and loans, therefore, un-
used authority substantially exceeds the
amount of approvals and active pending ap-
plications. Unused authority well exceeds
the amount of approvals likely to be made
within the coming year.

Adoption of my amendment would permit
the present demonstration grant program to
continue unchanged. It would permit the
present loan program to be extended for an
additional year to the end of 1963. Mean-
while, we can analyze further the many con-
troversial features of the proposed perma-
nent mass transportation spending program
before coming to a final decision.

Housing and Home Finance Agency—Office
of Transportation—Application status as
of Sept. 11, 1962

APPLICATIONS AFPROVED

Demonstration grant program:;

City of Detroit, Mich_._____ $224, 400
University of Washington

(Seattle monorail study) __ 10, 000

Loan program:

Passenger Service Improve-

ment Corp., Philadelphia,

B el o e e 3, 000, 000
Chicago Transit Authority.. 7, 500, 000

Total o - 10,734, 400

APPLICATIONS PENDING
Demonstration grant program:
Massachusetts Transporta-
tion Commission, Com-
monwealth of Massachu-

setts - 3,600,000
National Capital Compact
Negotiating Commission__ 30, 000
Southeastern Pennsylvania
transportation compact___ 3, 000, 000
Tri-State Transportation
Committee (New York-
New  Jersey-Connecti-
cut) :
New Brunswick project.... 175, 000
Long Island project....... 180, 000
Memphis Transit Authority. 180, 000
*Greater Orlando Port Au-
L S e S R AT (12, 600, 000)
Port Authority of Allegheny
OOl e e e e 100, 000
*City of Minneapolis—..—-._ (1, 200, 000)
*City of Ithaca, N.¥ e (100, 000)
Loan program:
City of Fresno, Calif ... 300, 000
*Bi-State Development
Agency (St. Louis metro-
politan area) -———-—-———-- (15, 000, 000)
Total 1, 576, 000

Nores.—1. Federal loan or grant figures
shown under “Applications pending” are ap-
proximate and are based on preliminary esti-
mates by applicants.
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2. Applications marked with an asterisk
(*) have been awaiting further information
from the applicants for some time and ap-
pear to be inactive. Amounts shown are
not included in totals.

Amendment intended to be proposed by
Mr. RoeeErTSON to the bill (8. 8615) to au-
thorize the Housing and Home Finance Ad-
ministrator to provide additional assistance
for the development of comprehensive and
coordinated mass transportation systems,
both public and private, in metropolitan and
other urban areas, and for other purposes:

On page 5, line 24, strike out “two-thirds”
and insert in lieu thereof “one-half”.

On page 7, line 15, strike out “one-half"
and insert in lleu thereof “one-third”.

On page 7, line 17, strike out “one-half”
and insert in lieu thereof “‘one-third”.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERTSON

1 submit an amendment that would
place Federal grants for mass transportation
on a 50-50 basls, under section 4 of S. 3615.
The bill now calls for two-thirds Federal and
one-third local grants. A 50-50 formula
would be in line with the grant ratio pre-
vailing in & number of programs in the
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, and
Health, Education, and Welfare.

Mr. amendment would place the emer-
gency program, under section 5 of the bill,
upon a one-third Federal and two-thirds
local grant basis. The bill now provides for
one-half Federal and one-half local grant.
Under my amendment, localities would be
encouraged to complete their planning
programs as soon as feasible in order to
move away from the one-third Federal grant
formula in the emergency program to the
regular long-range program with one-half
Federal grants.

Under S. 3615, a total of $500 million would
be made available for Federal grants over
a period of 3 years. My amendment, per-
mitting grants under the long-range program
to be made on a 50-50 basis, could spread
this $600 million In aid over mass fransit
projects with a net cost of as much
as 81 billion. The present provision of
8. 3615, requiring two-thirds Federal grants
under the long-range program, would limit
the $500 million in Federal grant aid to
projects costing $750 million.

If deficits in the Federal budget occur in
the future as often as in the past, this new
mass transit spending program would, in
eflect, be underwritten by deficit financing
through Treasury borrowing and increased
public debt. To assure that such aid would
go as far as possible, I believe that grants
under the long-range features of this pro-
posed program should be made not on a
two-thirds basis but under a 50-50 ratio.

The two-thirds Federal and one-third loeal
grant formula now in this mass transporta-
tion bill is the same ratio that is applicable
to most projects in the urban renewal pro-
gram. But no detalled calculations were pre-
sented to the committee to justify why a
Federal grant formula for mass transit should
be equivalent to the two-thirds Federal
grant formula for most wurban renewal
projects.

Evidence from other permanent Federal
transportation programs, on the other
hand, indicates that a 50-50 grant ratio for
mass transportation would represent a con-
sistent policy. Such a ratio now exists, for
example, in the Federal grant program for
local airport development. A 50-50 grant
formula is also applicable to Federal pro-
grams for primary, secondary, and urban
highway construction.

This mass transportation bill would
establish a permanent Federal spending pro-
gram. Aceording to the proponents of the
bill, we know that $500 million will rep-
resent only the beginning. In fact, the bill
would provide that after the first year, the
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annual rate of grant authorizations would
be as much as $200 million a year. The
HHFA Administrator himself, in testifying
before the Senate Housing Subcommittee at
page 84 of the hearings, indicated that:

“The proposed authorization of $500 mil-
lion in Federal grants for a 3-year perlod
represents the first stage in a long-range
program.”

Under the circumstances, I believe that
a 50-50 grant-aid ratio would help to assure
that available Federal funds for this per-
manent program would be used more widely
than under the ratio now in the bill. By
requiring a substantial local financial stake
in a proposed project, a 50-50 grant-aid ratio
would help to encourage the development of
economical—rather than extravagant—Ilocal
mass transportation plans.

For all these reasons, I offer my amend-
ment to place the long-range program on
a sound 50-50 basis.

Amendment intended to be proposed by
Mr. RoBerTsonN to the bill (S. 3615) to
authorize the Housing and Home Finance
Administrator to provide additional assist-
ance for the development of comprehensive
and coordinated mass transportation sys-
tems, both public and private, in metro-
politan and other urban areas, and for other
purposes;

On page 6, beginning with line 5, strike out
all through line 17, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“(b) To finance grants under this Act
there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated at any time after enactment of this
Act not to exceed $100,000,000 for fiscal year
1963, $200,000,000 for fiscal year 1964, and
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 1965: Provided,
That any amount authorized but not appro-
priated for any fiscal year may be appro-
priated for any succeeding fiscal year. Not-
withstanding the provisions of section 3648
of the Revised Statutes, as amended, the
Administrator may make advance or prog-
ress payments on account of any grant made
pursuant to this Act.”

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERTSON

I offer an amendment to restore the lan-
guage of the original bill (S. 3126) calling
for mass transit grants to be made through
the mnormal appropriations process rather
than through contract authority as 8. 3615
provides.

My amendment would reinstate the orig-
inal appropriations authority in the bill. It
would be the same financing provision that
the HHFA Administrator supported in tes-
tifying before the Senate Housing Subcom-
mittee.

In requiring annual appropriations rather
than contract authority, my amendment
would not change the maximum amount of
funds that would be authorized for the fiscal
years 1963, 1964, and 1965. My amendment
would, however, permit the Congress to re-
view the mass transportation program each
year before it appropriates whatever money
it believes to be needed.

Under the present bill, on the other hand,
the HHFA Administrator would be author-
ized to enter into contracts to spend up to
the limits set by the bill before any money
was actually provided. Then the Congress
would have to appropriate whatever funds
were required to honor the contracts.

My amendment, calling for prior appro-
priations before contracts could be entered
into, would tend to encourage the conserva-
tion of Federal funds. It would help to as-
sure that avallable Federal ald was used with
maximum effectiveness and timeliness. The
contract authority now in the bill would tend
to encourage spending in the absence of an-
nual congressional appropriations control
over the program.

As the Comptroller General of the United
States pointed out in a letter, dated May
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16, which appears in the printed hearings
beginning at page 45:

“# = * the need to appropriate funds sup-
plies the best incentives and the most effec-
tive techniques for congressional control of
agency activities.”

The recent differences of opinion between
the House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees indicate, in my opinion, the impor-
tance the Congress attaches to the appropria-
tions process.

I understand that some proponents of S.
3615 favor contract authority, rather than
appropriations authority, as a means of as-
suring continuity in the mass transportation
program in order to encourage the develop-
ment of long-range local plans. Nothing in
my own amendment would hinder the
formulation of such plans. In supporting
the original mass transit bill, the HHFA
Administrator himself called for appropria-
tions authority. He said in his testimony
before the Senate Housing Subcommittee (at
p. 84 of the printed hearings) that:

“We antlcipate that grants (under prior
appropriations) would be made rather slowly
in the initial period of the program. The
knowledge that such grants are availlable,
however, would give local officlals the as-
surance that it would be possible to finance
the investments in mass transportation
which would be called for in good planning.
The authorization would therefore provide
an incentive and underpinning for proper
attention to mass transportation in planning
and action programs.”

In presenting the original bill (8. 3126)
calling for appropriations, the administra-
tion apparently felt that $100 million in
appropriations authority for the first year
and $200 million for each of the following
2 years would be adequate to provide con-
tinuity of aid for whatever long-range local
plans might be under development. Once
appropriated, these funds would, of course,
remain available until expended. In this
connection, section 107d) of the present bill
reads in part as follows:

“All funds appropriated under this Act
for other than administrative expenses shall
remain available until expended.”

Substantially the same language was in
the original bill (S. 3126).

Actually, the contract authority provided
in the present bill would assure no greater
continuity of Federal aid than would be pro-
vided under the annual appropriations au-
thority in my amendment. Under contract
authority as well as appropriations author-
ity, no aid could be extended in excess of
the limits set by the bill. In this sense.
contract authority would merely assure that
congressional control over this new perma-
nent Federal spending program would be
minimized. That is no way, In my opinion,
to protect the public interest.

Even without this mass transit bill, we are
confronted today by back-door and side-door
permanent Federal spending programs of ex-
cessive dimensions. Unfunded contract au-
thorizations exceeded $11.7 billion at the end
of June 1962, according to the Treasury De-
partment. Unused authorizations outstand-
ing to expend from debt receipts exceeded $27
billion. These authorizations, in effect, rep-
resent blank checks on the Treasury that
could be tendered without prior notice, re-
gardless of other needs for funds.

My amendment should help to assure that
the mass transit spending program will pro-
ceed in a more orderly manner. It should
help to assure that this new program will re-
ceive adequate annual congressional scrutiny.
It will also restore to the bill the original
financing provision that has been supported
by the administration.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, one
of the amendments is a brief substitute
for the whole bill. It strikes out every-
thing in the bill and merely provides
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that the present law on this subject be
continued for 1 year. This gives us more
time to consider more fully the step that
we are taking, which will ultimately cost
billions of dollars in the future.

In case that amendment is not
adopted, in an effort to bring the bill
inore in line with my thinking on the
subject, another amendment would pro-
vide that the Fecderal contribution to-
ward the net project costs of mass transit
projects shall be no more than 50 per-
cent. Most cities are now in better
financial condition than is the Federal
Government. We closed this past fiscal
year with a budget deficit of $6 billion-
plus. We can now see a $4% billion defi-
cit for the current fiscal year. If the
President spends all of the emergency
funds, including the $900 million public
works expenditure which Congress re-
cently authorized, and if, in addition,
there is a tax cut in the neighborhood of
$10 billion, we could easily have a $16
billion deficit in the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1963.

If the pending bill passes, it will be an
additional unbudgeted item. Therefore
I have proposed an amendment that the
contributions by the Federal Govern-
ment be cut to no more than 50 percent.

The third amendment would provide
that only appropriated funds may be
spent. That is in accordance with the
language of the House bill. The bill as
reported by the Senate committee au-
thorizes what is called contract author-
ity, but we know from experience in
highway and road matters and in other
Federal programs that when contracts
are entered into with the approval of the
Federal Government, an obligation is es-
tablished which must be honored. We
cannot contract and then repudiate the
contract,

So I have submitted these amend-
ments, which I intend to offer, and have
asked that they be printed in the Recorp,
along with brief explanations—one a
substitute for the whole; one for a 50-50
sharing of net costs; and one for the ex-
penditure of no money except pursuant
to appropriations hill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. I
take this opportunity to express a per-
sonal observation. For 4 years I have
felt that one of the greatest privileges
I have enjoyed has been the opportu-
nity to serve on the commititee of which
the junior Senator from Virginia is the
distinguished chairman. I have thanked
him for his aid and assistance before,
and would like to do so again. I wason
the Housing Subcommittee when this
transportation bill came to it. In every
way the junior Senator from Virginia
has expedited the work of that subcom-
mittee, and also the work of the full
committee, notwithstanding some reser-
vations about certain minor parts of the
bill. He has been gracious enough, to
designate one of the junior members of
the committee to report the bill and be in
charge of it on the floor.

I wish to make & final observation,
which is not germane to the amend-
ments which have been sent to the desk
by the Senator from Virginia. The peo-
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ple of my State of New Jersey have a
great affection for the junior Senator
from Virginia. It is with a great deal
of pleasure that I talk about my chair-
man in New Jersey. It was my priv-
ilege and pleasure to propose that the
junior Senator from Virginia be a part
of the New Jersey Tercentenary Com-
mission, which he is; and in that con-
nection we have battled side by side to
get a little money for our commission.
I hope we shall be successful.

These are purely personal observa-
tions, but I feel them very deeply.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
am deeply touched by the tribute my
friend and colleague has paid me. It
has been a great pleasure to serve with
him on the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee. It has been a pleasure to work
with him both for bills that I personally
have approved and for bills he has ad-
vocated, whether I have approved of
them or not.

In our committee we are tending some-
what toward the British system in the
House of Commons, a man is assigned to
the chairmanship of a committee for
each bill that goes before it, and he is
merely the presiding officer. He is not
supposed to be either for or against the
bill, or to try to tell the committee what
it has to do. While under our system it
is the privilege of the chairman, espe-
cially if he is senior to other members
of the committee, to give some indica-
tion of his personal views, his primary
purpose as chairman is to preside and
to let the committee vote what the ma-
jority thinks the committee should do.

It was in that spirit that I felt that,
while personally I thought this bill went
too far, the proponents were entitled to
be heard. The majority wanted the bill;
the majority got it reported; the ma-
jority will have an opportunity to ask
the support of the entire Senate body
within the near future on final pas-
sage.

In the meantime, it is with personal
reluctance, because of my great friend-
ship and high regard for my colleague
from New Jersey, who is so interested in
this subject and has performed such an
excellent service over a period of months
in preparing this measure, that I inter-
pose any objection.

I will not belabor the point. I have
submitted three amendments. I have
indicated what they are. I have sent to
the desk three brief statements. I am
not going through the statements at
length. I have asked that they be print-
ed in the Recorp, so that any Senator
who wishes to do so may read them.
When the amendments are called up,
they will be explained briefly and the
Senate can then work its will.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, WiL-
r1aMs of New Jersey in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The
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THE UNITED STATES IN THE
SPACE RACE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
speaking at Rice University on Septem-
ber 13, President Eennedy announced
the determination of this administration
to compete in the space race with all our
might and vigor. He rightly poinfed out
that space is there and that it is going
to be penetrated and conquered by man.
The United States cannot sit back and
let others win control of space merely
because it is a new element with respect
to which the practical advantages of
space exploration and manned space
flight may not be immediately apparent.
The fact is, as the President emphasized,
space will be used for harmful purposes
if it is not preempted by the United
States for peaceful and scientific pur-
poses. We have the skill and resources
to be first in this race. We cannot afford
to be second.

I ask unanimous consent to make the
transcript of President Kennedy's re-
markable address a matter of full public
record.

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 13, 1962]

TRANSCRIPT OF KENNEDY REMARKS ON SPACE
CHALLENGE

Following is President EKennedy's speech
at Rice University in Houston yesterday,
furnished by station KPRC, Houston, and re-
corded by the New York Times:

President K. 8. Pitzer (of Rice), Mr. Vice
President, Governor, Congressman (Albert)
Thomas, Senator (Alexander) Wiley, and
Congressman (George P.) Miller, Mr.
(James E.) Webb, Bell scientists, distin-
guished guests and ladies and gentlemen.

I appreciate your president having made
me an honorary visiting professor and I will
assure you that my first lecture will be very
brief.

I am delighted to be here and I'm particu-
larly delighted to be here on this occasion.
We meet at a college noted for knowledge, in
a city noted for progress, in a State noted
for strength. And we stand in need of all
three.

For we meet in an hour of change and
challenge; in a decade of hope and fear; in
an age of both knowledge and ignorance,
The greater our knowledge Increases the
greater our ignorance unfolds.

Despite the striking fact that most of the
scientists that the world has ever known are
alive and working today, despite the fact
that this Nation’s own scientific manpower
is doubling every 12 years in a rate of growth
more than three times that of our popula-
tion as a whole, despite that, the vast
stretches of the unknown and the un-
answered and the unfinished still far out-
strip our collective comprehension.

No man can fully grasp how far and how
fast we have come, but condense, if you will,
the 50,000 years of man's recorded history
in a timespan of but half a century. Stated
in these terms we know very little about the
first 40 years, except at the end of them ad-
vanced man had learned to use the skins of
animals to cover him.

PACE CALLED BREATHTAKING

Then about 10 years ago under this stand-
ard man emerged from his cave to construct
other kinds of shelter. Only 5 years ago man
learned to write and use a cart with wheels.

Christlanity began less than 2 years ago,
The printing press came this year and then
less than 2 months ago, during this whole
50-year span of human history, the steam



19346

engine provided a new source of power.
Newton explored the meaning of gravity.

Last month, electric lights and telephones
and automobiles and airplanes became avail-
able. Only last week did we develop penicil-
lin and television and nuclear power.

And now if America’s new spacecraft suc-
ceeds in reaching Venus, we will have lit-
erally reached the stars hbefore midnight
tonight. This is a breathtaking pace and
such a pace cannot help but create new ills
as it dispels old, new ignorance, new prob-
lems, new dangers.

Surely the opening vistas of space promise
high costs and hardships as well as high
reward. So it is not surprising that some
would have us stay where we are a little
longer, to rest, to walt. But this city of
Houston, this State of Texas, this country of
the United States was not built by those who
waited and rested and wished to look be-
hind them.,

This country was conquered by those who
move forward and so will space. Willlam
Bradford, speaking in 1630 of the founding
of the Plymouth Bay Colony, said that all
great and honorable actions are accompanied
with great difficulties and both must be
enterprised and overcome with answerable
courage. If this capsule history of our prog-
ress teaches us anything, it is that man in
his quest for knowledge and progress Is
determined and cannot be deterred.

SEES GREAT ADVENTURE

The exploration of space will go ahead
whether we Join in it or not, and it is one of
the great adventures of all time, and no na-
tion which expects to be the leader of other
nations can expect to stay behind in this
race for space.

Those who came before us made certain
that this country rode the first waves of the
industrial revolution, the first waves of mod-
ern invention, and the first wave of nuclear
power. And this generation does not intend
to founder in the backwash of the coming
age of space. We mean to be a part of it—
we mean to lead it.

For the eyes of the world now look into
space—to the moon and to the planets be-
yond—and we have vowed that we shall not
see it governed by a hostile flag of conquest.
but by a banner of freedom and peace.

We have vowed that we shall not see space
filled with weapons of mass destruction, but
with instruments of knowledge and under-
standing. Yet the vows of this Nation can
only be fulfilled If we in this Nation are first,
and therefore we intend to be first.

In short, our leadership in science and
industry, our hopes for peace and security,
our obligations to ourselves as well as others
all require us to make this effort to solve
these mysteries, to solve them for the good
of all men and to become the world's leading
spacefaring nation.

We set sail on this new sea because there
is new knowledge to be gained and new
rights to be won and they must be won and
used for the progress of all people.

For space sclence like nuclear science and
all technology has no conscience of its own.
Whether it will become a force for good or ill
depends on man, and only if the United
States occupies a position of preeminence
can we help decide whether this new ocean
will be a sea of peace or a new terrifying the-
ater of war.

I do not say that we should or will go un-
protected against the hostile misuse of space
any more than we go unprotected against
the hostile use of land or sea. But I do say
that space can be explored and mastered
without feeding the fires of war, without re-
peating the mistakes that man has made in
extending his writ around this globe of ours.

There is no strife, no prejudice, no national
conflict in outer space as yet. Its hazards are
hostile to us all. Its conquest deserves the
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best of all mankind and its opportunity for
peaceful cooperation may never come again,

But why, some say, the moon? Why
choose this as our goal? And they may well
ask why climb the highest mountain? Why
35 years ago fly the Atlantic? Why does Rice
play Texas?

We choose to go to the moon.
to go to the moon.

GIVES REASONS FOR CHOICE

We choose to go to the moon in this dec-
ade, and do the other things—mnot because
they are easy; but because they are hard;
because that goal will serve to organize and
measure the best of our energies and skills;
because that challenge is one that we're will-
ing to accept; one we are unwilling to post-
pone, and one we intend to win—and the
others, too.

It is for these reasons that I regard the
decision last year to shift our efforts in
space from low to high gear as among the
most important decisions that will be made
during my incumbency in the office of the
Presidency.

In the last 24 hours, we have seen facilities
now being created for the greatest and most
complex exploration in man’'s history. We
have felt the ground shake and the air shat-
tered by the testing of a SBaturn C-1 booster
rocket many times as powerful as the Atlas
which launched John Glenn, generating
power equivalence to 10,000 automobiles
with their accelerator on the floor.

‘We have seen the site where five F-1 rocket
engines, each one as powerful as all eight
engines of the Saturn combined, will be
clustered together to make the advanced
Saturn missile assembled in a new building
to be bullt at Cape Canaveral as tall as a
4B8-story structure, as wide as a city block
and as long as 2 lengths of this field.

Within these last 19 months, at least 45
satellites have circled the earth. Some 40
of them were made in the United States of
America, and they were far more sophisti-
cated and supplied far more knowledge to
the people of the world than those of the
Soviet Union.

LAUDS MARINER CRAFT

The Mariner spacecraft now on its way to
Venus is the most intricate instrument in
the history of space sclence. The accuracy
of that shot is comparable to firing a missile
from Cape Canaveral and dropping it in this
stadium between the 40-yard lines.

Transit satellites are helping our ships at
sea to steer a safer course. Tyros satellites
have given us unprecedented warnings of
hurricanes and storms and will do the same
for forest fires and icebergs.

We have had our fallures, but so have
others, even if they do not admit them and
they may be less public.

To be sure—to be sure, we are behind
and will be behind for some time in manned
flights but we do not intend to stay behind
and in this decade we shall make up and
move ahead.

The growth of our science and education
will be enriched by new knowledge of our
universe and environment, by new tech-
niques of learning and mapping and obser-
vation, by new tools and computers for in-
dustry, medicine, and the home as well as the
school, technical institutions such as Rice
will reap the harvest of these gains.

And finally the space effort itself, while
still in its infancy, has already created a
great number of new companies and tens of
thousands of new jobs.

NEW FRONTIER DISCERNED

Space and related industries are generating
new demands in investment and skilled per-
sonnel. And this city and this State and
this region will share greatly in this growth.

What was once the farthest outpost on the
old frontier of the West will be the farthest

We choose
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outpost on the New Frontier of science and
space.

Your city of Houston, with its manned
spacecraft center, will become the heart of
a large scientific and engineering commu-
nity.

During the next 5 years, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration expects
to double the number of scientists and en-
gineers in this area; to increase its outlays
for salaries and expenses to $60 million a
year; to invest some $200 million in plants
and laboratory facilities and to direct or
contract for new space efforts over $1 billion
from this center in this city.

To be sure, all this cost us all a good deal
of money.

This year's space budget is three times
what it was in January, 1961, and it is greater
than the space budget of the previous 8
years combined. That budget now stands
at 854 billlon a year—a staggering sum
though somewhat less than we pay for ciga-
rettes and cigars every year.

EXPENDITURES TO RISE

Space expenditures-—space expenditures
will still rise some more from 40 cents per
person per week to more than 50 cents a
week for every man, woman and child in the
United States.

For we have given this program a high
national priority, even though I realize that
this is in some measure an act of faith and
vision, for we do not now know what bene-
fits await us.

But if I were to say, my fellow citizens,
that we shall send to the moon 240,000 miles
away from the control station in Houston
a glant rocket more than 300 feet tall—the
length of this football fleld—made of new
metal alloys some of which have not yet
been invented, capable of standing heat and
stresses several times more than have ever
been experienced, fitted together with a
precision better than the finest watch, car-
rying all the equipment needed for propul-
sion, guidance, control, communications;
food, and survival, on an untried mission, to
an unknown celestial body and then return
it safely to earth reentering the atmosphere
at speeds of over 25,000 miles per hour, caus-
ing heat about half that of the tempera-
ture of the sun—almost as hot as it is here
today—and do all this—and do all this and
do it right and do it first before this decade
is out—then we must be bold.

I'm the one who's doing all the work, so
we just want you to stay cool for a minute,

JOB FOR THE DECADE

However, I think we’re going to do 1, t1:d
I think that we must pay what needs to
be paid. I don't think we ought to waste
any money, but I think we ought to do the
job—and this will be done in the decade
of the sixties.

It may be done while some of you are
still here at school at this college and univer-
sity.

It will be done during the terms of office
of some of the people who sit here on this
platform.

But it will be done, and it will be done
before the end of this decade, and I am de-
lighted that this university is playing a part
in putting a man on the moon as part of a
great national effort of the United States of
America.

Many years ago the great British explorer,
George Mallory, who was to die on Mount
Everest, was asked why dld he want to climb
it. He said:

“Because it is there.”

Well, space is there, and we're going to
climb it. And the moon and the planets
are there, and new hope for knowledge and
peace are there. And therefore, as we set
sail, we ask God’'s blessing on the most
hazardous and dangerous and greatest ad-
venture on which man has ever embarked.
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COOPERATION OF THE AMERICAN
BANKERS'’ ASSOCIATION AND THE
SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRA-
TION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
success of the American form of Gov-
ernment rests, in large part, on mutual
trust, understanding, and cooperation
between private business and Govern-
ment.

This is why I rise now to take note of
an outstanding example of such trust,
understanding, and cooperation that has
been developed between the American
Bankers Association and the Small Busi-
ness Administration.

The American Bankers Association
and the Small Business Administration
have cooperatively worked out a new
program of financial assistance to the
Nation’s small businesses, which, as I
see it, has two major and most desirable
objectives:

First, it will increase the volume of
term financing available to small busi-
ness concerns, and

Second, it should shift a large part of
this financing from the Government to
the commercial banks of this country,
where it rightly belongs.

Under this program it is expected that
the commercial banks will greatly in-
crease their participation with SBA in
loans to small firms. The banks are ex-
pected to take at least a 50-percent share
of these loans, and they will handle vir-
tually all of the details of processing and
servicing the loans, thus reducing costs
to the Nation’s taxpayers.

The Government, through the Small
Business Administration, will continue
to play a vital role in providing term
financing for small firms by underwrit-
ing a large part of the transaction. But
the Government will defer repayments
on its share of the loans until after the
banks have been paid in full.

The American Bankers Association be-
lieves that under this arrangement a
large number of the commercial banks
of our country will find it to their ad-
vantage to participate with the Small
Business Administration in term loans
to small firms.

Thus the resources of the Nation’s
commercial banks will be made available
to finance small businesses in close co-
operation with the Government.

John E. Horne, SBA Administrator,
and Sam M. Fleming, president of the
American Bankers Association, deserve
the highest praise for developing and
putting into operation this new loan
plan which offers so much promise to our
more than 4!%2 million small business
concerns.

I ask unanimous consent that a release
of September 6 by the SBA explaining
this new program be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

A new program to provide term loans for
small businesses was announced today by
John E. Horne, Administrator of the Small
Business Administration, and Sam M. Flem-

ing, president of the American Bankers Asso-
clation.
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“I wish to commend the American Bankers
Association for its efforts in helping us to de-
velop this new bank participation program,”
Mr. Horne said, "This cooperative effort on
the part of Government and the banking in-
dustry to help meet the credit needs of small
businesses is most gratifying.

“Under this new program it should be
easler for small businessmen to obtain se-
cured term loans—up to 10 years—from their
banker, with the Government underwriting
large part of the transaction.

“The essence of the program is this: The
banks will make and service the loans for
the Small Business Administration, and will
provide a large share of the loan funds. The
bank’s share will be repaid before the SBA
starts collecting a cent on its share of the
loan prineipal.”

Here is the way the program works: If a
emall businessman needs $100,000 for quali-
fied business purposes—and he can repay the
loan in 10 years—the SBA will advance up
to $50,000 of the money, with the bank taking
a corresponding share.

For servicing the loan, the bank may de-
duct from the interest collected for the ac-
count of SBA one-half of 1 percent a year on
the unpaid balance of the SBA portion of the
loan—plus its regular interest on its share.
All repayments on the prineipal of the entire
loan will go to the bank for the first 5 years,
The SBA will defer collection on its share
until after the bank’s share has been retired.

The new loan program was developed by
C. R. Lanman, Deputy SBA Administrator for
Financial Assistance, and Arthur Maxwell,
chairman of the Small Business Credit Com-
milttee of the ABA.

Mr. Lanman said, “One of the greatest
needs of small businessmen is long-term
loans to help them expand and create more
jobs. We are aware that banks have ample
resources to finance small business, but many
banks are understandably reluctant to enter
the term financing field, particularly as to
the longer maturities. Yet longer maturities
often are esserjtial to properly finance some
needs of the business concern.

“We believe we have developed a loan plan
which meets our dual objectives of providing
small business financing, while at the same
time utilizing the resources of the private
banking system,” he said. “SBA will, in
most Instances, rely substantially on the
bank's credit judgment, but, since the plan
is still selective from SBA's standpoint, suffi-
clent safeguards are provided to protect the
Government's interests.

“The American Bankers Association not
only has assisted us in working out this new
loan program,” Mr. Lanman sald, “it also
is cooperating with us in explaining the
program to the Nation's 15,000 commercial
banks."”

Mr. Fleming said, “I am pleased that the
American Bankers Association and the Small
Business Administration, working together,
have entered into this cooperative venture
which should make it possible to greatly in-
crease the amount of credit extended to the
small business concerns of this country by
commercial banks.

“Ultimately, we hope that the program
will produce the desirable result of de-
creasing Government lending in the small
business area, with commercial banks and
other private lenders increasing loans in
keeping with their traditional role.

“I hope,” Mr. Fleming said, “that ABA
member banks will participate in the new
program to the fullest extent possible so
that we may give more help to small busi-
ness and also reemphasize the principle of
providing private rather than Federal Gov-
ernment credit for this important segment
of the Nation's economy.”

Here are the essential detalls of SBA's new
simplified bank participation loan program
with the early maturity feature:
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All loans under this program will be of the
immediate participation type only, ie., SBA
stands ready to advance its share of the loan
as soon as the bank is ready for disburse-
ment. The loans will be serviced by the
banks. As a service fee the banks will be
permitted to deduct from the interest col-
lected for the account of SBA one-half of 1
percent a year on the unpaid principal bal-
ance of SBA's share of the loan.

The bank's participation will be the greater
of (a) 50 percent of the total amount of the
loan, or (b) an amount equal to the bank's
loan or loans to be repaid with a part of the
new loan.

The loans shall be amortized on a level
principal payment basis, plus interest.

The period of time during which the
bank's share will be repaid will be based on
the same proportion of loan maturity that
the bank’s participation bears to the total
amount of the loan. For example, the bank
would be repaid over a period of 3 years if
it participates 50 percent in a 6-year loan;
the bank would be repaid over a period of 6
years if it participates 60 percent in a 10-
year loan, etc.

Since SBA will not recelve any repayment
of principal for at least the first half of the
term of the loan, it will be necessary that
these loans be adequately secured zenerally
by fixed assets, and that the reasonable de-
preciated value of the fixed assets will at all
times be in excess of the outstanding loan
balance.

No preference shall be established in favor
of the lending Institution in any collateral
security for the loan.

Applications for such loans will be made
by the bank on SBA's simplified one-page
form No. 527. Because of statutory require-
ments, a one-page certification is required
from the bank's borrower. With the excep-
tion of the note, the bank may use its own
forms of mortgages, agreements, etc., and
need not submit copies of the loan docu-
ments to SBA until after the bank has re-
ceived the funds from SBA and effected dis-
bursement.

It is contemplated that the banks will sub-
mit only the stronger credits for loans under
this program—not the weaker or marginal
ones,

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARING ON
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 20, ON
“PLANS FOR IMPROVED COORDI-
NATION OF INFORMATION"

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
should like to announce that there will
be a public hearing of the Senate Gov-
ernment Operations Subcommittee on
Reorganization and International Or-
ganizations on Thursday, September 20,
1962.

The hearing will be devoted to the fu-
ture plans of the U.S. Government to im-
prove the management of information,
particularly scientific and engineering
information.

I emphasize “future plans,” because
the subcommittee is well familiar with
the record of the past and the activities
and problems of the present.

FOUR YEARS OF SUBCOMMITTEE STUDY

For 4 long years, this subcommittee
has compiled testimony, issued reports
and statements as to what has been done,
what has not been done and what should
be done.

‘We propose now, very frankly, to ask
the agencies exactly what they propose
to do in the future—starting with next
year’'s budget.
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They must do a great deal. The fact
is that my associates and I are deeply
dissatisfied with the relatively modest
progress which has been made to date
in response to our and others’ repeated
suggestions.

INFORMATION CHAOS INTOLERABLE

The full committee and the subcom-
mittee have been patient. We have been
understanding. We are interested now
as to who proposes to do exactly what,
when, and how, so as to end situations
which, in many instances, amount to in-
formation chaos,

This is not a talk-oriented hearing; it
is an action-oriented hearing.

We are frankly tired of endless discus-
sions which go round and round and lead
nowhere—to no action, no results, noth-
ing but limited management improve-
ment.

The agencies are now being called to
account. They are expected to come up
with action plans—not alibis for inac-
tion,

THE DISTURBING STATUS QUO

A recent private report sponsored by
the National Science Foundation states:

No centralized Government information
distribution system now exists.

There is no coordinated, Government-wide

policy for dissemination of scientific infor-
mation.

Without this kind of coordination the
vast amounts of moneys which are ex-
pended by this Government for scien-
tific research are in many instances
wasted or at least temporarily lost be-
cause of the unavailability and lack of
access to the information as to that
scientific research.

As many as 55,000 reports were gen-
erated by three agencies alone in the
1961 fiscal year—Defense, Space, and
Atomic Energy Agencies.

However, the main Defense Depart-
ment information system is “‘out in left
field” so far as tens of thousands of miss-
ing reports are concerned. It receives
less than 1 out of 5 of all prime con-
tractor reports and no reports whatso-
ever from 300,000 sub-tier and lower tier
contractors.

This Nation can no longer afford to
be so haphazard in its information poli-
cies. We can no longer be “prodigal
sons,” wasting the investment of our
scarce scientists and engineers.

TWELVE BILLION DOLLARS FOR SCIENCE—PERHAFPS
$1.2 BILLION WASTE

In the 1963 fiscal year, the U.S. Gov-
ernment will be spending some $12 bil-
lion for research, development, testing,
and evaluation. Some estimates have
been made, including by Federal officials,
to the effect that 10 percent or more of
this vast expenditure consists of need-
less, unintentional, wasteful duplication.
That would amount to $1.2 billion,

Meanwhile, in our civilian economy,
we are losing some momentum., We are
not converting research findings into
new technology—new and improved
products—so as to increase gross na-
tional product and improve our peace-
time standards of living.

Yet, with each passing day, U.S. in-
dustry and agriculture are getting into
a tighter and tighter competitive race
with other Western nations, particularly
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those now in the Common Market or re-
questing admission to it.

My comments above are made solely
as regards coordination of scientific and
engineering information.

OTHER INTERAGENCY INFORMATION BEYOND

SCIENTIFIC

Buf, as our committee has shown,
there are serious shortcomings in the co-
ordination of other types of information
among the agencies. I refer to foreign
policy information, regulatory-type in-
formation, law enforcement information,
as well as many other types, which lend
themselves to rapid electronic data proc-
essing.

As chairman of the subcommittee and
as a loyal supporter of the administra-
tion, I expect the agencies to come for-
ward with an effective program. The
purpose of the hearing will be to call to
account every Cabinet officer and every
agency head as to why these programs
are not being properly budgeted, and
what every governmental agency is
doing, particularly in the field of
science and technology.

TWO LEADOFF WITNESSES

As regards witnesses and format, I
have invited two distinguished officials
to testify as regards the plans of the
executive branch, as a whole: There will
be the Honorable David Bell, Director,
Bureau of the Budget, who will speak on
the theme of “Budgeting for Informa-
tion in the Executive Branch.” I say
most respectfully to my friend Mr. Bell,
for whom I have the highest regard,
that we do not need a philosophical dis-
sertation. We need action plans. As
this Recorp may be read by the respec-
tive agencies of Government, I hope
they will come prepared to tell the com-
mittee what they are budgeting next
year for purposes of information im-
provement, for the retrieval of informa-
tion, for the coordination of information,
and for centralized information control,
for example, in the National Institutes
of Health, in the Department of Defense,
in the Federal Drug Administration, in
the Space Administration, and in the
Atomic Energy Commission.

With few exceptions these agencies are
25 years behind any other information
system. Perhaps one of the reasons why
the Soviet Union makes such phenomenal
progress in the field of science and tech-
nology is that its research is put to work.
The Government knows what has been
done. In the Soviet Union there is a
centralized information system on sci-
ence and technology. There is none in
this country. We have been asking for
it for years. Each time hearings are
held on the subject, an officer of the Gov-
ernment says, “We are working on it.”

They can work on it, and also do some-
thing about it.

‘When I visited the World’s Fair at
Seattle I saw the retrieval system which
was established by the American Library
Association. It proves what can he
done. No such information system is
available in the Library of Congress.
None is available in the medical library.
None is available in our Government,
except for the good system in the Stra-
tegic Air Command. It proves that it
can be done.
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If people are worried about miracle
drugs—and some of them are not so
miraculous such as thalidomide—and
about the proper testing of drugs, we
should have centralized information in
this field, put together in one place, so
that the agencies of Government and in-
dividual citizens can find it.

Another witness will be Dr. Jerome
Wiesner, Director, Office of Science and
Technology, Executive Office of the
President, who will speak on “Improving
Systems of Scientific and Engineering
Information in the Executive Branch.”
Dr. Wiesner is one of the most competent
public officials, who has earned my
wholehearted respect and admiration
and support. However, there has been
a tendency to downgrade the information
program.

I serve notice again, as a representa-
tive of the Committee on Government
Operations, with the support of the
chairman of the committee and the
membership of the committee, that we
have waited a long time, and we expect
some results, particularly in the field of
medical research, drug research, scien-
tific research, research in defense and
in space, and in the Atomic Energy
Commission.

Thereafter, there will be a roundtable
type diseussion in which representatives
of a half-dozen agencies will be asked
to answer specific questions and make
comments on others’ answers.

Since I anticipate a heavy schedule
in the Senate that day, the hearing will
start at 9 am. It will be held in room
3302, New Senate Office Building.

BACKGROUND MEMORANDUM ON HEARING

I ask unanimous consent that there
be printed at this point in the REecorbp,
a background memorandum which I
have prepared on this hearing.

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

PLANS FOR IMPROVED COORDINATION OF
INFORMATION

(By Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY )

This memorandum describes the back-
ground, nature, and purpose of the subcom-
mittee’s forthcoming hearing.

1. Place and time: Room 3302, New Sen-
ate Office Building; 9 a.m. (prior to' the
opening hour of the Senate).

2. Topic: The hearing is designed to con-
sider what actions may or should be taken
by the U.S. Government, so as to improve
the management and coordination of infor-
mation in the interest of efficiency, economy,
national security, and progress.

As the title of the hearing indicates, it
is orlented to the future; i.e., to needs, oppor-
tunities, and challenges in the days ahead.

3. Reasons for emphasis on future plans:
The reasons for the stress on the future
(rather than mere reporting on past achieve-
ments or present activities) are several:

(a) The parent Committee on Government
Operations and this subcommittee have been
studying the overall information problem
since as far back as 1957. We do not wish
to needlessly repeat past reviews.

(b) Much progress has occurred within
and outside the executive branch in improv-
ing information systems.

(c) The committee and the subcommit-
tee have kept themselves constantly in-
formed as to what has and has not been
done to improve systems. (The hearing
record, for example, will contain many ex-
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hibits, describing past achievements, present
activities, and current problems.)

(d) In a series of printed and processed
analyses, the committee and the subcom-
mittee have, we believe, proved that serious
deficiencies do exist in the status quo.

(e) The committee and the subcommittee
wish, therefore, to determine exactly what
Federal officials propose to do to improve the
status quo—when and how.

Time will necessarily be limited at the
hearing to cover so vast a subject. It is,
however, hoped that at least the highlights
of future activity can be announced and
discussed, if only briefly.

4. Format of meeting: The plans for the
hearing includes two parts:

(a) Two brief, 10-minute prepared state-
ments on policies of the executive branch
as a whole.

(b) Questions, answers, and comments in
roundtable fashion on individual agency in-
terests.

5. Two foci—sclentific and nonscientific:
The principal focus of the hearings is on
scientific and engineering information, per
se. The Speclal Assistant to the President
and representatives of individual agencies
will speak only on this type of information.

However, the initial comments by the
Bureau of the Budget will also concern co-
ordination and systems Improvement of
other types of Information which are cru-
cial to interagency interest. Examples are—

Foreign-policy-type information (involving
such agencies as the State Department,
Commerce Department, Department of De-
fense, Central Intelligence Agency, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, etc.)

Law-enforcement-type information (in-
volving many units in the Departments of
Justice, Treasury, etc.)

Regulatory-agency-type information (in-
volving the independent Commissions—
FCC, FTC, SEC, ICC, FPC—i.e., caseload-
type information).

6. Participants invited:

(a) Opening prepared statements: David
Bell, Director, U.S. Bureau of the Budget,
as regards “Budgeting for Information in
the Executive Branch"”; Jerome Wiesner,
Director, Office of Science and Technology,
as regards “Improving Systems of Scientific
and Engineering Information in the Ex-
ecutive Branch.”

(b) Roundtable (partial list of policy and
operating officials).

Library of Congress: Laurence Mumford,
Librarian.

Department of Agriculture: Foster Mohr-
ardt, Director, National Agricultural Li-
brary.

Department of Defense: Roswell Gilpatric,
Deputy Secretary; Col. James Vann, Direc-
tor, Armed Services Technical Information
Agency.

National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration: Melvin Day, Director, Office of
Technical Information.

National Science Foundation: Burton W.
Adkinson, Head, Office of Science Informa-
tion Service.

Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare; Dr. Luther Terry, Surgeon General,
U.S. Public Health Service; Dr. James A.
Shannon, Director, National Institutes of
Health.

Department of Commerce: Herbert Hollo~
man, Assistant Secretary for Research and
Development; John Green, Director, Office
of Technical Services.

AUTHORITY FOR THE PRESIDENT
TO ORDER UNITS AND MEMBERS
IN THE READY RESERVE TO AC-
TIVE DUTY
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the pend-

ing business be temporarily laid aside
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and that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 1984, Senate
Joint Resolution 224.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be stated by title for the
information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 224) to authorize the
President to order units and members in
the Ready Reserve to active duty for not
more than 12 months, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion, which had been reported from the
Committee on Armed Services with
amendments, on page 1, at the beginning
of line 4, to strike out “January 31" and
insert “February 28"; in line 5, after the
word “unit”, to strike out “and any mem-
ber not assigned to a unit organized to
serve as a unit, in" and insert “or any
member’'; on page 2, line 4, after the
word “until”, to strike out “January 31"
and insert “February 28”; in line 17,
after the word “duty”, to insert “or
whose period of active duty was ex-
tended” ; and after line 20, to strike out:

Sec. 4. This Act becomes effective on the
day after the Eighty-seventh Congress ad-
journs sine die.

So as to make the joint resolution
read:

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatlives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
until February 28, 1963, the President may,
without the consent of the persons con-
cerned, order any unit, or any member, of
the Ready Reserve of an armed force to ac-
tive duty for not more than twelve con-
secutive months. However, not more than
one hundred and fifty thousand members
of the Ready Reserve may be on active duty
(other than for training), without their
consent, under this section at any one time.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, until February 28, 1963, the
President may authorize the Secretary of
Defense to extend enlistments, appoint-
ments, periods of active duty, periods of ac-
tive duty for training, periods of obligated
service or other military status, In any com-
ponent of an armed force or in the National
Guard that expire before February 28, 1963,
for not more than twelve months. How-
ever, if the enlistment of a member of the
Ready Reserve who is ordered to active duty
under the first section of this Act would
expire after February 28, 1083, but before
he has served the entire period for which
he was so ordered to active duty, his en-
listment may be extended until the last day
of that period.

Sec. 3. No member of the Ready Reserve
who was involuntarily ordered to active duty
or whose perlod of active duty was extended
under the Act of August 1, 1961, Public Law
87-117 (75 Stat. 242), may be involuntarily
ordered to active duty under this Act.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, Senate
Joint Resolution 224 would provide
standby authority until February 28,
1963, for the President to, first, recall
not more than 150,000 members of the
Ready Reserve to active duty for not
more than 12 months, and, second,
extend enlistments, appointments, pe-
riods of active duty, or other obligated
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periods of training, service, or status for
not more than 12 months.

The President of the United States
requested this authority in a letter to
the Congress dated September 7, 1962.

The Secrefary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
testified before the Committee on Armed
Services on September 10 about the need
for the authority and the circumstances
in which it might be used.

The Congress and the Nation will
recognize the authority as being similar
in many ways to that contained in Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 120 of the 87th
Congress, which became Public Law
87-117. Like the 1961 resolution, the
resolution now before the Senate would
grant permissive authority for the in-
voluntary recall of the Ready Reserve
and the involuntary extension of enlist-
ments, appointments, and other periods
of service. The chief differences in the
resolutions are that the authority in
Senate Joint Resolution 224 would
exist over a period of not more than 6
months, as compared with the earlier
authority that extended over approxi-
mately 11 months, and the number of
reservists that may be recalled under
this resolution is a maximum of 150,000,
as compared with 250,000 under last
year's resolution.

While the form of the resolution is
similar to that of last year, the circum-
stances on which the authority is
sought are somewhat different. The
resolution of 1961 was primarily direct-
ed toward the Berlin crisis. At the time
that resolution was approved, we knew
that the executive branch intended to
use the authority granted as a part of
a program to improve the effectiveness
of our active duty forces.

In contrast, the pending resolution is
not designed to counter a problem in
one location. Instead, the authority is
sought as a response to the situation
throughout the world, or the “total con-
frontation,” to use the words of the Sec-
retary of Defense.

Another important difference this year
is that there is no present and definite
intention to use the authority contained
in this resolution. The committee was
informed that there are no specific
plans to use it and the committee shares
the hope that world conditions will not
further deteriorate to require imple-
mentation of the authority.

In summary, the resolution may be
deseribed as an interim measure to pro-
vide standby authority while the Con-
gress is out of session and during a
reasonable period overlapping the con-
vening of a new Congress.

To use a colloguialism from my part
of the country, this is a shotgun behind
the door.

If the President’s judgment in this pe-
riod is that security requirements dic-
tate additions to our active duty forces,
he would have the necessary authority
without proclaiming a national emer-
gency or calling the Congress into spe-
cial session.

Under the Reserve laws now in effect,
the President has authority to order as
many as 1 million members of the Ready
Reserve to active duty involuntarily for
as long as 24 months, in the event of a
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national emergency declared by the Con-
gress or proclaimed by the President. In
view of this authority, it is reasonable
to ask why the executive branch has
sought congressional approval of this
more limited authorization to use the
Ready Reserve. The Secretary of De-
fense informed the committee that there
are at least two reasons for this ap-
proach. First, approval of the resolu-
tion by the Congress would demonstrate
a unity between the executive and legis-
lative branches reflecting the unity of
our people in our determination to make
an adequate response if one of several
trouble spots in the world deteriorates
sufficiently to require decisive action.
The second reason suggested is that a
proclamation or declaration or national
emergency would confer powers not
needed now, and that such action might
create a climate of greater tension and
alarm than is justified merely to secure
authority for making relatively small
additions of manpower to the active duty
forces. Approval of the resolution would
permit a response to trouble that is less
serious than a condition requiring the
invocation of national emergency powers.

The President hardly should be criti-
cized for requesting authority much
more limited than he could assume if he
proclaimed a national emergency. The
authority contained in this resolution is
less extensive than the President’s au-
thority to use the Reserves in a national
emergency in three respects: First, the
number of Reserves affected is a maxi-
mum of 150,000 under this resolution,
while it could be as high as 1 million in
a Presidentially proclaimed emergency;
second, the authority to order members
of the Reserve to active duty under this
resolution would expire on February 28,
1963, while this authority would con-
tinue throughout the duration of a pro-
claimed emergency; third, the members
of the Reserve who may be called under
this resolution would be liable for serv-
ice of only 12 months, instead of 24
months if they were called in a Presi-
dential emergency.

When the Congress was asked to ap-
prove the resolution to meet the Berlin
crisis, we were informed that the utiliza-
tion of Reserves on active duty and the
extension of enlistments were only a part
of plans to improve the effectiveness of
our Armed Forces. The Armed Forces
have, in fact, been substantially im-
proved sinee last summer, both in man-
power and in weapons. Both our con-
ventional and nuclear forces are stronger
now. For example, the Army now has 16
combat divisions, instead of 11 slightly
more than a year ago. Our capability
to respond to attack with interconti-
nental and intermediate range missiles is
greater. The active duty strength of the
Marine Corps has been increased and
improvements are being made in the tac-
tical forces of the Navy and the Air
Force.

Despite the very considerable progress
in all these fields, we might face a situ-
ation during the fall in which specialized
skills and trained units in the Ready
Reserve would be needed quickly to aug-
ment the standing forces.

Members of the Senate have not for-
gotten the vehemence of protests from
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some of the reservists ordered to active
duty last fall and some of the persons
on active duty who had their service ex-
tended. There were errors and defects
in the procedures employed last year and
there were some very real hardships ex-
perienced. Considering the callup as a
whole, however, I think it was accom-
plished in a relatively satisfactory man-
ner. The experience of that callup has
resulted in actions intended to avoid a
repetition of some of the problems en-
countered.

Before commenting further on this
subject, let me say quickly that, although
the complaints last year seemed quite
strong at times, the overwhelming ma-
jority of those called upon to serve did
so cheerfully and effectively. The Re-
serve components are entitled to a great
deal of praise for their significant con-
tributions on active duty during the last
Year.

Many of the problems of last year's
callup occurred because many of the
units that were called to duty had not
been manned at levels near their au-
thorized strengths. When these units
were called, the vacancies in them were
filled from the replacement pool of the
Reserve. Many of the reservists in this
placement pool were persons who al-
ready had served 2 or more years on ac-
tive duty and who were not participating
actively in the Reserve, although they
had a vulnerability under law for serv-
ice as members of the Ready Reserve.
It was not unnatural that these fillers
should complain about being required to
perform additional duty when they ob-
served that persons receiving 48 days of
military pay annually for Reserve par-
ticipation and persons whose only active
duty was in the form of only 6 months’
active duty for training were not being
called. I am not suggesting that the
drill pay reservists and the 6-month
trainees were shirking their duty; they
were not.

In most instances, these persons were
not called because they were members of
units not needed on active duty. Still, it
is understandable if persons with long
periods of active duty who were not being
compensated for their Reserve member-~
ship would feel that they should not be
in a priority status of vulnerability.

The Secretary of Defense informed the
committee that two remedies have been
undertaken to avoid a repetition of some
of the inequities of last fall. The first
of these is that the personnel strength
of priority inactive duty units has been
raised, thus lowering the number of fill-
ers that must be added when these units
are ordered to active duty. The second
remedy is that the military departments
have established a pool of some 45,000
6-month trainees who have been identi-
fled by occupational specialty and this
pool would be relied on for fillers before
non-drill-pay personnel who have served
longer than 6 months would be called.

For the information of the Senate, I
should like to furnish a summary of the
personnel actions last year: 328,000 per-
sons were added to the active-duty
forces, through a series of actions:
70,000 of these persons voluntarily en-
listed or reenlisted; 47,000 of the total
were procured through the draft: 63,000
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persons had their enlistments or periods
of active duty involuntarily extended;
and 148,000 reservists were ordered to
active duty. Of the 148,000 reservists
ordered to active duty, 66,000 were 6-
month trainees, of whom about 50,000
were also in a drill-pay status; 54,000
were other reservists in a drill-pay sta-
tus; and 28,000 were unpaid reservists
who previously had served longer than
6 months. Many of the complaints of
inequities came from the 28,000.

Mr. President, I earnestly hope that
the two remedies undertaken by the De-
partment of Defense to which I referred
earlier will alleviate disproportionate
service if it is necessary to use the au-
thority of this joint resolution.

One of the committee amendments
should also contribute toward a fairer
sharing of the responsibilities of military
service. The effect of this amendment
is to permit the departments to reach
into units that are not called to active
duty in order to select individual reserv-
ists who either are 6-month trainees or
are receiving drill pay and who possess
the military skills needed by the Active
Forces. There was some question
whether such action was possible under
the language of the joint resolution ap-
proved last year which empowered the
President to order “any unit and any
member not assigned to a unit organized
to serve as a unit.”

There may be cries of alarm that the
committee action destroys the unit-in-
tegrity concept. The committee intent
is not that units be disbanded, but that
a few persons might be selected from
several units as fillers for active duty
forces. I am confident, Mr. President,
this can be accomplished without de-
stroying any existing units. Unit in-
tegrity is desirable, but it is not more
desirable than an equitable sharing of
the responsibilities of military service.
There are approximately 1 million re-
servists on a drill-pay status. When it
is remembered that the authority of this
joint resolution applies to not more than
150,000 members of the Ready Reserve,
it is difficult to believe that the relatively
small part of the 150,000 who might be
fillers could not be procured from a
drill-pay force numbering about 1 mil-
lion without causing the dismantling of
units.

Now a word about those who may have
had their enlistments or periods of ac-
tive duty extended under last year’s
resolution. In the form in which it was
referred to the committee, the resolu-
tion prohibited the recall of a member of
the Ready Reserve who was involuntar-
ily ordered to active duty under last
year’s resolution. The committee amend-
ed the resolution, so as to prohibit the
recall of a member of the Ready Resere
who had his period of active duty ex-
tended under the resolution of last year.
There probably are a few members of
the Armed Forces who had their periods
of active duty extended last year and
who are still on active duty instead of
being in the Ready Reserve. The com-
mittee report indicates the intent that
the authority of this resolution is not
to be used to add another extension of
active duty to one accomplished under
last year’s resolution. This is not a limi-
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tation, however, on the authority of the
resolution as it would apply to a person
who was subjected only to an extension
of 1 year in his membership in the Re-
serve as distinguished from active duty.

I think it is unnecessary for me to
dwell on the variety or the intensity of
the dangers which our country faces.
The Senate knows them, and the people
we represent are informed about them.
Unhappily, solutions for this multiplieity
of trouble are not nearly as easy as the
identification of them.

In times of international stress it is
absolutely vital that we support the lead-
ership of the Commander in Chief of our
Armed Forces, the President of the
United States. In times such as these,
we must disregard whatever differences
we may have had or may now have over
the approach to domestic affairs and in-
ternal problems. Fortunately, Mr. Pres-
ident, we have a proud tradition of sub-
ordinating political differences when our
security as a free people is threatened.

I am confident that congressional re-
action to this resolution will be another
reminder to those hostile to us that we
are united, and are determined to pro-
tect our interests, and that the President
will be fully supported in the actions
he takes as our leader.

Mr. President, I urge that the joint
resolution be unanimously passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield to me, in
order that I may submit a Senate reso-
lution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMmire in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Georgia yield to the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
submit, and send to the desk, a Senate
resolution, which I ask to have referred
to the appropriate committee.

However, first I wish to express the
hope that no amendments will be at-
tached to the pending joint resolution.
I think the addition of amendments
would minimize the effect of the joint
resolution. I believe it would create a
picture which would not be true in its
entirety.

I anticipate that we wish to follow
the normal procedure, and that amend-
ments or resolutions which may be of-
fered in connection with the pending
joint resolution will be referred to the
appropriate committee, and that the
pending joint resolution will be con-
sidered on its merits, and only on its
merits.

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate resolution I have submitted be read
and then be referred to the appropriate
committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution submitted by the Senator from
Montana will be read.

The resolution (S. Res. 388) was read
and referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, as follows:

S. Res, 388

Whereas President James Monroe, an-
nouncing the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, de-
clared to the Congress that we should con-
sider any attempt on the part of European
powers “to extend their system to any por-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our
peace and safety.”

Whereas In the Rio Treaty of 1947 the
parties agreed that “an armed attack by
any State against an American State shall be
considered as an attack against all the
American States, and, consequently, each
one of the said contracting parties under-
takes to assist in meeting the attack in the
exercise of the inherent right of individual
or collective self-defense recognized by Arti-
cle 51 of the Charter of the United Nations.”

Whereas the Foreign Ministers of the Orga-
nization of American States at Punta del
Este in January 1962 unanimously declared—

“The present Government of Cuba has
identified itself with the principles of
Marxist-Leninist ideology, has established
a political, economic, and social system based
on that doctrine, and accepts military as-
sistance from extracontinental Communist
powers, including even the threat of military
intervention in America on the part of the
Soviet Union”;

Whereas since 1858 the international
Communist movement has increasingly ex-
tended into Cuba its political, economic, and
military sphere of influence: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that the President of the United States
is supported in his determination and pos-
sesses all necessary authority (a) to prevent
by whatever means may be necessary, in-
cluding the use of arms, the Castro regime
from exporting its aggressive purposes to any
part of this hemisphere by force or the
threat of force; (b) to prevent in Cuba the
creation or use of an externally supported
offensive military base capable of endanger-
ing the United States Naval Base at Guan-
tanamo, free passage to the Panama Canal,
United States missile and space prepara-
tions or the security of this Nation and its
citizens; and (c) to work with other free
citizens of this hemisphere and with free-
dom-loving Cuban refugees to support the
legitimate aspirations of the people of Cuba
for a return to self-determination.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi-
dent-——

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished senior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavtonstaLnl, the
ranking minority member of the Armed
Services Committee.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wish to make
a brief statement.

Mr. RUSSELL. Then, Mr, President,
I yield the floor, in order that the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts may be recog-
nized.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. Presi-
dent——
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senafor from Massachusetts is recog-
nized.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wish to make
a brief statement in support of the ac-
tion of the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

First, I desire particularly to commend
the Senator from Georgia, chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, on one
of the closing paragraphs of his state-
ment.

It is as follows:

In times of international stress it is ab-
solutely vital that w§ support the leadership
of the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces, the President of the United States.
In times such as these, we must disregard
whatever differences we may have had or
may now have over the approach to domestic
affairs and internal problems. Fortunately,
Mr. President, we have a proud tradition of
subordinating political differences when our
security as a free people is threatened.
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I commend the Senator from Georgia,
the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, for the thoughtfulness
and care with which he has drafted and
amended his joint resolution, which was
presented to us only last week.

Mr. President, as ranking minority
member of the Committee on Armed
Services, I fully support Senate Joint
Resolution 224 and urge that the Senate
approve the measure. This resolution
was reported unanimously by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

NATURE OF AUTHORITY

Mr. President, this resolution is simi-
lar to the one approved last year au-
thorizing the President to recall up to
250,000 men from the Reserves. There
are, however, several important differ-
ences. First, the pending measure is in
the nature of standby authority for the
purpose of meeting any emergency situa-
tion which may arise between the time
Congress adjourns and February 28,
1963. A second difference is the fact
that there are no present plans for using
this authority. Last year, as the Senate
may recall, authority was requested in
order to recall personnel to meet the
Berlin crisis. We all hope, of course,
that the need will not arise for the
President to use the authority contained
in the resolution. The third important
difference is the fact that the number
which may be affected under the terms
of this resolution is limited to 150,000 as
compared to 250,000 in last year's reso-
lution.

NEED FOR SPECIFIC AUTHORITY OF THE
RESOLUTION

Mr. President, as the chairman of the
committee has observed, President Ken-
nedy under existing law could declare a
Presidential emergency and recall up to
1 million of the Ready Reserves. The
question could therefore be raised as to
the need for the authority contained in
this joint resolution. This special au-
thority is needed for two reasons: First,
if the President were to declare an emer-
gency for the purpose of recalling Re-
serves, additional emergency Presiden-
tial powers would be brought into play
which might not be required; second,
congressional approval for the pending
measure demonstrates a national soli-
darity which shows the world our re-
solve to meet any crisis which may oc-
cur. It affirms a unity on this matter
between the Congress and the executive
branch and between both parties.

DISCUSSION OF TOTAL RESERVE FORCES

Mr. President, I think it would be
helpful to indicate certain aspects of the
total Reserve Forces we now have in this
country. At the conclusion of my state-
ment I would like to have inserted a
certain chart which indicates the ap-
proximate total number of men in our
Reserves.

Mr. President, in all of the Reserve
components we have about 3,700,000 men
of which 2,425,000 are in the Ready Re-
serves with the remainder in either the
Standby or Retired Reserves categories.

Of those in the Ready Reserves, about
1,425,000 are in the Army Reserve and
Army National Guard.
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Mr. President, it is also significant that
we now have in a drill-pay status for all
of the Reserves approximately 1 million
men. All of these persons are in the
Ready Reserves and most are in units.
I emphasize these figures in order to
show that the authority of this resolu-
tion would permit only a small portion
of the Reserves to be recalled even if
the maximum figure of 150,000 were
utilized.

INCREASE IN STRENGTH OF ACTIVE FORCES

Mr. President, it is also significant to
note that the Active Army has been in-
creased from 11 to 16 divisions since the
beginning of the Berlin crisis last year.
Secretary McNamara has indicated that
this increase was a part of the 328,000
persons which were added to the active
duty forces of the Department of De-
fense as a result of the action taken last
year. In summary, I think it is fair to
say that the country is much stronger
in the terms of Active Forces and Re-
serve Forces and is much better pre-
pared to meet any emergency that might
arise.

EQUITY OF SERVICE

Mr. President, one aspect of this bill
that should be emphasized is the desire
of the committee to make certain that
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there is an equitable distribution of mil-
itary service among all the Reserves in-
sofar as possible. The committee added
language which makes it clear that the
Secretary of Defense, if recall should be
necessary, should order men to duty who
have seen the least prior active service.
The committee added language which
would specifically authorize the Secre-
tary to recall men from a unit even
though the unit was not recalled. This
language was added in order to make it
possible to recall a 6-month trainee in
a unit which was not recalled, and at
the same time avoid calling some 2-year
veteran in the same specialty who would
otherwise be ordered to active duty.

Mr. President, this is a vitally needed
measure and I urge the Senate to unani-
mously vote its approval.

At this time, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a table of the
Reserve strength of the Armed Forces.

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

TABLE OF RESERVE STRENGTH

This shows the Armed Forces Reserve
strength not on active duty, by component,
and bj' Reserve status, as of the end of fiscal
year 1961:

Reserve component

rine Co:
Air National Guard..._._____
Force Reserve. . —-oo---
Coast Guard Reserve. .

Armed Forces Reserve. oo ccocammmsmncsascamscns

Total Ready Standby Retired

Reserve Reserve Reserve Reserve
1 400, 455 1 400, 4556 0 0
1, 803, 747 1,028, 168 772,543 43, 036
48, 446 474, T61 123, 148 50, 537
242, 601 209, 26, 190 7,012
70, 895 70, 0 0
500,012 213, 871 265, 593 20, 548
33, 166 30,272 2,384 510
3, 789, 412 2,427,911 1, 1840, 858 171, 643

1 Includes 6,648 inactive National Guard,

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

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Iyield.

Mr. STENNIS. First, I commend the
Senator from Massachusetts and the
Senator from Georgia for drafting this
very important resolution and placing
in it some important amendments with
respect to individual reservists. The
Senator from Massachusetts gave some
figures with respect to the number of
paid reservists that are available. I
think that has some important bearing
on the question before us. Did the Sen-
ator say there were 1 million?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. One million
drill-pay reservists.

Mr. STENNIS. Who would be ready
for military service if needed?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And
2,400,000 in the Ready Reserves.

Mr. STENNIS. Those are in addition
to the 1 million?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. No; the 1 mil-
lion are a part of the total. y

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator have
the figures showing those who were called
up in the Berlin callup a year ago?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am informed
that there were 148,000.

Mr. STENNIS. Around 150,000?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. Even though our Na-
tion is grateful, I want to mention this,
because I do not believe we fully realize

some

even yet the importance of the service
of those men, the high degree of effec-
tiveness in which they were found when
they were called, the extraordinary way
in which they reached their posts of
duty, and the high efficiency they rap-
idly attained within a very few weeks
from the beginning of their active train-
ing. I think that fact ought to be em-
phasized at every opportunity.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator from Mississippi.

I now yield to the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, first I
would like to query the majority leader
with respect to the resolution which he
submitted a moment ago. As I under-
stand, it is an independent concurrent
-resolution that takes account of the sit-
uation developing in this hemisphere.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. It
is a simple resolution.

Mr. DIRKSEN. A simple Senate reso-
lution? :

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. DIRKESEN. Not a concurrent
resolution?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I assume it would be
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be my
belief, because I think that is the com-
mittee which should have prior con-
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sideration of resolutions of this charac-

e

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I invite atten-
tion to the fact that on January 24, 1955,
the resolution on the Formosa problem,
offered by Senators George, Wiley,
Green, Knowland, Russell, and myself,
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations and Armed Services, sit-
ting jointly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor-
rect, but I also call his attention to the
fact that when the so-called Middle
East resolution later was brought be-
fore the Senate for consideration it was
referred only to the Foreign Relations
Committee.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. First, I believe the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
has submitted an amendment directed to
virutally the same subject matter.

Mr. BUSH. The Senator is correct.
I have pending at the desk a proposal in
the form of an amendment to the pend-
ing joint resolution which deals simply
with the Cuban situation and directly
with it. I am very much interested in
ascertaining what disposition is intended
to be made of the resolution sent to the
desk by the majority leader. I am very
anxious that the Senate take action on
my amendment, which is offered, inci-
dentally, on behalf of the Senator from

‘New York [Mr. Keatincg] and myself. T

want the REcorp to show that, due to an
oversight when I submitted my amend-
ment, I neglected to make clear that the
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING]
was a joint author of the amendment.
I wish to make it very clear now.

I am desirous that the Senate take
action on this amendment, but I am very
glad to conform to the wishes of the
majority and minority leaders, if we can
establish a date certain on which the
majority leader’s measure and mine may
be reported from the Foreign Relations
Committee. I hope it may go both to
the Committee on Armed Services and to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Before I call up my amendment, I

'should like to know from the majority

leader whether we can expect a report
from those committees on a date certain,
so that we will surely be able to consider
this subject within a few days.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
some Senator will yield to me, I would
say that that is a reasonable request.
That is the normal procedure.

What I oppose is seeing something in
the form of a resolution attached to the
pending joint resolution seeking to bring
about a callup of 150,000 members of
the Reserve Forces. Those are two
entirely different matters. We are not
seeking to call up 150,000 reservists for
the purpose of looking after Cuba. This
is a worldwide proposal,

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL.
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I suggest that in ad-
dition to the amendment to be offered
by the Senator from Connecticut, there
is also an amendment to be offered by

I yield to the
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the Senator from Vermont [Mr. ProuTy]
and one to be offered by the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MiiLer]l, I am in-

formed that the Senator from New

York [Mr. Javirsl and the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr, Scorr] either will of-
fer amendments or will submit inde-
pendent resolutions bearing on this gen-
eral subject matter.

Under those circumstances, and in the
hope that those proposals can be disas-
sociated from the so-called callup res-
olution now before the Senate, in order
to be sure that all the resolutions receive
proper attention, I believe they could
very properly be referred to a joint com-
mittee to be made up of the Committees
on Armed Services and Foreign Rela-
tions for consideration, and that a res-
olution could be reported to the Senate,
let us say, by Thursday of next week at
noon, to be made the pending business
to remain before the Senate until dis-
posed of.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be
agreeable with me. That is something
the Senate itself will have to decide. It
would go through the normal procedure,
except that we are talking about includ-
ing two committees. That has been
done before, as the Senator from
Massachusetts has said,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It was done in
1955 on a resolution of the same char-
acter.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. I feel that this is a very
serious question. I am entirely in sym-
pathy with the suggestions made by the
minority leader, of which the majority
leader seems to approve.

Could there be a vote of the Senate
today, to show the reference to those two
committees of the proposal made by the
Senator from Montana and the pend-
ing amendments in connection with the
Cuban situation, with instructions to re-
port on a date certain, so that the Sen-
ate may have an opportunity to work
its will?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not think a
vote is necessary. I think the word of
the Senate is good enough—and cer-
tainly; in a subordinate way, the words
of the leadership of this body.

I would hope that the only vote to
be taken today—and that would be a yea-
and-nay vote—would be the vote on the
pending joint resolution and the pending
joint resolution only.

Mr, BUSH. Will the Senator ask for
unanimous consent now?

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

Mr, SALTONSTALL.
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mry. President, I wish
to make a unanimous-consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LauscHE in the chair). The Senator will
state it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the proposal submitted by the
majority leader, together with the
amendments of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Busal, the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. MiLrLEr], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr], the Senator
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from Vermont [Mr. ProuTY], and the one
which I understand will be submitted by
the Senator from New York [Mr. Javits],

and any other amendments which might
be pending or which might be proposed
in this general field, may be referred
jointly to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and the Committee on Armed
Services and that as of Thursday next at
12 o’clock noon a resolution be reported
to the Senate and be made the pending
business of the Senate. The theory
being, of course, that such joint commit-
tee, after due hearings and consideration,
would contrive a resolution in this gen-
eral field which could be reported to the
Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois contemplate hav-
ing the resolution referred to each of the
two committees, the committees to sit
jointly?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. RUSSELL., My, President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—I am very reluctant, consider-
ing the other duties we have, in that
limited period of time to undertake to
do justice to as vital and as delicate a
subject as is involved in these resolutions.

Mr. President, to me, there is some-
thing absolutely incongruous about
undertaking to amend the pending joint
resolution with amendments which relate
to the unfortunate and deplorable situa-
tion in the Caribbean. I think that it
would be highly unfortunate, very dis-
turbing to our relations in Europe, and
would affect the prestige of the United
States if it were necessary to call up
150,000 men to deal with Cuba when we
have 2,800,000 men under arms.

1 speak for the members of my commit-
tee, in whom I have implicit confidence.
I know they will all strive diligently to
do justice to this very important subject.
I am sure our colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations will do the
same. The distinguished majority leader
is one of the stalwarts of that committee.
I know that he and his colleagues on the
committee will undertake to consider this
subject thoroughly and expeditiously.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mry. President, I
believe I still have the floor.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Do I correctly
understand that the Presiding Officer is
about to put the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield to me, I have a
question in my own mind as to whether
that is sufficient time, but I am willing
to accede to the request. I wonder about
the wisdom of making the resolution the
pending business at a date and time
certain.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there
is a certain urgency about this question.
I had first contemplated requesting that
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the report be made as of noon on
Wednesday next.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Buf I think perhaps
an additional day ought to be allowed.
If it is set further in the week, there will
be some absenteeism, of course, because
of a situation and a condition which pre-
vails in a number of States of the Union.
I had hoped to set it at a time when there
would be a maximum attendance in the
Senate.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I shall
not object—I should like to ask if addi-
tional resolutions with respect to the
Cuban situation may be submitted, and
how late they could be submitted and
be printed so that they might be con-
sidered by the two committees? Would
there be a limitation on that?

‘Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there
would be no limitation. Anything of-
fered, submitted, or presented to the
committees meeting jointly prior to the
time of making the report at noon on
Thursday next certainly would be in
order.

Mr. BUSH, Mr. PROUTY, and Mr.
HRUSKA addressed the Chair.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield first to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Mr, President, first I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
intended to be offered by the Senator
from New York [Mr. Keatinc] and my-
self be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

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

Sec. 4. (a) It is hereby declared to be the
sense of the Congress that the domination
and control of the Republic of Cuba by the
international Communist movement jeop-

the peace and security of the West-
ern Hemisphere and violates the basic right
of the Cuban people to independence and
self-determination.

(b) It is further declared to be the sense
of the Congress that the United States, un-
der the principles of the Monroe Doctrine,
the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal As-
sistance, and article 51 of the Charter of
the United Nations, has the right and obli-
gation to take all necessary actlons, in co-
operation with other Western Hemisphere
nations if possible, and unilaterally if neces-
sary, to end such domination and confrol
and to restore the Republic of Cuba to a
government of the people, by the people, and
for the people.

Mr, BUSH. I reiterate once more, Mr.
President, that this is not any new idea
with us. I submitted a resolution deal-
ing with the Cuban problem in January
of 1960. My cosponsor on the resolu-
tion at that time was the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SparkMman], the second
ranking Democratic member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, That
resolution was identical in purpose with
this proposal.

I reoffered this proposal in January of
1961. It has been pending in the For-
eign Relations Committee ever since,
without any hearings or any attention
having been given to it:

I wish to make the point very clear
that this is not a new idea from our
side. It is not a new idea from the Sen-
ator from Connecticut. Many of us
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have felt for a long time that the Con-
gress of the United States—and espe-
cially the Senate—should take cogni-
zance of the Soviet buildup on the
island of Cuba.

Mr. President, I fully support the re-
marks of the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SaLToNsTALL], and the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis]. All
of us are members of the Committee on
Armed Services. I am happy to sup-
port the callup resolution. I am much
pleased to know that we have arranged
an accommodation for consideration of
the various important resolutions per-
taining to the critical situation on the
island of Cuba. I am grateful to the
majority leader and the minority lead-
er for arriving at that accommodation
in a spirit of patriotism and considera-
tion for all of us who are deeply inter-
ested in the issue.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am
very happy to be associated with the
senior Senator from Connecticut in the
resolution he has offered. The Presi-
dent has requested what amounts to a
5-month standby authority to call up
reservists in order to meet whatever
crises the Soviets may choose to create
anywhere in the world. We must sup-
port that.

These crises may be in Europe, over
Berlin, in Asia, over Laos or the offshore
islands, or they may be closer to home,
in Cuba. The purpose of our resolution,
which refers specifically to Cuba, is cer-
tainly not to foreclose the possibility of
determined U.S. action anywhere except
Cuba, as some critics may charge. In-
stead I would regard this resolution as
the answer of the Senate to the latest
rocket-rattling comments put forth by
the Soviet news agency Tass.

Mr. President, the people of the United
States may be long suffering and patient.
We may put up with a good deal of prov-
ocation from the Soviets that we might
better have resisted from the start. But
once aroused, the people of this country
are prepared to take all necessary steps
to defend this Nation and this hemi-
sphere from Soviet tyranny.

In his role as dictator of a totalitarian
state, Khrushchev has never faced the
determination of freemen who are pre-
pared to defend that freedom and have
the wherewithal to do so. It may be a
new and unpleasant experience for him.
Even now the Russian people are un-
happy and hesitant over Khrushchev's
threats. What is more, self-determina-
tion is not an ideal to which we render
mere lip service, as Communist propa-
gandists do. Americans have more
than once fought and died to preserve
this right for ourselves and others.
Khrushchev should know that we mean
business.

Mr. President, this resolution in my
judgment clearly expresses the convic-
tions of the Senate and of the people
of the United States with regard to So-
viet intervention in Cuba and the Mon-
roe Doctrine. No one can pretend any
longer that the people of Cuba are happy
with their new tyranny. No one can
pretend any longer that Castro’s govern-
ment represents the will of the Cuban
people or even considers the legitimate
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interests of those people. Only Red
troops and Red weapons keep Casfro in
power today.

Mr. President, this resolution should
make it clear that whatever strong ac-
tion the executive branch of the Govern-
ment may decide to take over Cuba, it
will have the backing of the Congress.

Anytime that the President goes ahead
in a decisive, forward-looking and deter-
mined manner he can count on the sup-
port of the whole country. In short, the
American people, in my judgment, will
unanimously back a strong policy.
What they will not back is a weak policy
or no policy at all. This resolution
should make that very clear to
Khrushchev.

Mr. President, my colleagues may be
interested in some of the language used
via Cuban propaganda broadcasts in re-
ferring to American actions and state-
ments. These broadcasts among other
things describe the President of the
United States as “lowbrowed and empty-
headed.”

Mr. President, I deeply resent that
statement. I would resent it if it were
said about any President.

Legislators are described as “a hys-
terical chorus of noisy candidates.” Mr.
President, I resent that, as I am sure
does everyone in this body.

Among the other points made by the
commentators is this: “I would like to
see the American who would dare to
stop a Soviet ship and search it on the
high seas.”

Mr. President, I think that excerpts
from these broadcasts from Havana
would be of interest to the Members of
Congress, and I therefore ask unanimous
consent that they may be included in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

WasHINGTON.—In the hysterical cam-
paign being carried on by governmental
circles of the United States for the pur-
pose of creating an atmosphere favorable
to direct U.S. military aggression against
Cuba, three U.S. Senators made outrageous
statements Sunday demanding intervention
which, if carried out, would seriously en-
danger world peace.

Senator GEORGE SMATHERS, Democrat, of
Florida, asked the United States to sponsor
an International military organization
among the nations of this hemisphere, simi-
lar to NATO, to "face up to the problem of
Cuba.” He said this military force should
also intervene in other Latin American
countries “to deal with communism.”
SmatHERS, Who had magnificent personal
and commercial relations with former Dic-
tator Fulgencio Batista and officials of the
Batista administration, suggested that the
United States “and other nations of the
hemisphere'—he did not specify which
ones—should help the fugitive Cuban
counterrevolutionaries set up "“a govern-
ment” and give them all necessary aid for
taking action against Cuba.

Almost at the same time as SMATHERS
was making his statement, another Sena-
tor from Kennedy's party, StrRom THUR-
moND of South Carolina, released a note
addressed to the people of his State call-
ing for direct U.S. military aggression
against Cuba on the groundless pretext that
“Soviet military forces have arrived" in the
island. TaHUrRMoND found it very easy to
defend his request for direct military in-
tervention in Cuba, pointing out that “if
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cirecumstances in 1960 and early 1961 justi-
fled the decision of two administrations
that a U.S.-sponsored invasion of Cuba was
essential, how can today's much worse cir-
cumstances require less?”

Finally, Senator EKennNeETH B. EKEATING,
Republican, of New York, joined the hysteri-
cal Yankee chorus against Cuba in a radio
and television speech in which he tried to
depict the little Caribbean nation—which
is building sociallsm and fighting for
peace—as a threat to the United States
and Latin America. EKeatince did not speak
concretely of direct military intervention,
but he suggested that the U.S. Government
should ask the self-styled OAS to send a
mission to Cuba "to investigate reports
about the establishment of Cuban guided-
missile bases.” He did not explain how this
proposed interventionist mission of the
OAS could get into Cuba, a sovereign, in-
dependent nation that on one occasion
has already flatly rejected such a maneuver.

On one September some years ago, the
maniac Adolf Hitler unleashed what was
later to be known as the Second World War,
when, in 1939, he invaded Poland. Today,
on the 23d anniversary of the outbreak of
that war, another belligerent maniac, the
son of a Hitler admirer, is bringing the flame
of provocation dangerously close to the
powder keg that may start another war.

John F. Eennedy yesterday issued a com-
munique and a cynical note protesting the
mendacious report that two small Cuban
boats had fired their machineguns at an
unarmed U.S. plane, which was on a train-
ing mission over the Caribbean waters. The
communique threatens that the U.S. planes
will fire back if the incident is repeated.
The insidious communique says that the at-
tacking boats are “believed to be Cuban,”
because if they were to say outright that
the boats are Cuban, this would prove that
their training missions are nothing else but
real spy missions. Moreover, the tone of the
communigue shows how stupid they are when
they threaten to fire back, should the inci-
dent be repeated. How are they going to
fire back, if, as they say, the plane was un-
armed?

However, the basic thing to keep in mind
is that both the communique and the note
of protest issued by the White House sli: 3
the danger of the moment and the unrcz-
sonable decision of that shallowbrained man
to unleash a war that may lead to nucle.r
war,

Fidel’s reply to the lie—which is trying to
conceal the provocation acts committed al-
most daily by Yankee planes, ships, and the
Guantanamo base and the repercussion of
the shelling of Havana—again warns the ob-
stinate warmonger Kennedy that Cuba “‘does
not provoke, has not provoked, and will
never provoke.” Yet, if there should be a
material aggression, as happened in Jamaica,
he will get—as he did there—an impressive
reply and impressive results.

Here, on the Malecon, without the need
of a telescope, one can look at the sea and
see the Ozxford spying at the entrance of
the Havana port and pinpointing positions
for an attack, like that of that criminal
Salvat. Yet, the Cuban people do not need
evidence to keep up their guard and they
are prepared, not only to resist but also—
and let the “worms” digest this—to reject
the enemy.

Before leaving for a weekend at Newport,
Eennedy released the above-mentioned com-
munique and the note protesting the menda-
cious report that our boats attacked a U.S.
plane. Kennedy also scored the NATO coun-
tries that are supplying merchant ships to
fransport goods to Cuba and warned them
that they may encounter difficulties in the
Caribbean. Kennedy also sent notes to all
the Latin American Foreign Ministries, warn-
ing them that trouble may start in the
Caribbean area, if Castro does not behave.
Yesterday afternoon at 2 p.m. Dr. Fidel
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Castro received James Donovan, the US.
lawyer, and also Alvarez Sanchez, Ernest O.
Kfreire (?), and Berta Barreto. During
the long interview, those present discussed
the problem of returning to the TUnited
States the mercenaries who are imprisoned
on Pines Island, After the long interview,
Donovan, the Yankee lawyer, released a com-
munique thanking the officials for the facili-
tles granted him in the fulfillment of his
mission and expressing the hope that the
negotiations will proceed well.

EKeaTinG, the Republican Senator, joining
the hysterical chorus of the noisy candidates
on the eve of election, has outdone the
Yankee tale about the 5,000 Soviet soldiers
who are in Cuba by saying that we have
rocket bases in Cuba in order to intercept
the launchings at Cape Canaveral, The aims
of this imbecile charge are to instill fear in
the candid U.S. people and to justify Von
Braun's continued failures at Cape Canaveral.
Moreover, it is another of the many lies in-
vented by the Yankee Senators during this
preelection period. It seems that Cuba is
even to blame for the failure of the rockets
at Cape Canaveral.

Coinciding with the uproar by the Yankees
in connection with the arms which are ar-
riving from the Soviet Union or which are
going to arrive from the Soviet Union in
Cuba, here is a cabled dispatch which says
that the U.S. Defense Department has sent
Yankee rockets and arms to bases in Japan.
They seem to be authorized to send arms
that far, to Japan, but they shout to high
heavens because we are also recelving arms
for our defense.

Yesterday, in an urgent meeting held with
congressional leaders and all the members
of his Cabinet, the lowbrowed and empty-
headed President Kennedy after admitting
that his information concerning Cuban arms
indicates that they are defensive, hurled a
dangerous threat when he asserted that the
United States is ready to take *“whatever
means may be necessary to prevent the Cas-
tro regime,” as he sald, “from exporting its
aggressive purposes against any part of the
Western Hemisphere,” He continued to say
that information within the last 4 days
establishes without doubt that the Soviets
have given the Cuban Government a certain
number of antiaircraft missiles with a
(slant) parabolic range of 40 kilometers,
similar to the Nike missiles, together with
extensive radar and other electronic equip-
ment required for the operation of these
missiles. He sald that “we can also confirm
the presence of several armed torpedo boats
carrying ship-to-ship guided missiles having
a range of 25 kllometers.”

He said that there are 3,500 Soviet techni-
clans now in Cuba or on the way—and the
quantity of personnel corresponds to the
number required to help install the equip-
ment and to train [Cubans] in the use of
such equipment.

Mr. Kennedy therefore admits that the
weapons we have, or which are going to ar-
rive—he 1is not sure are defensive.
However he has insiduously insinuated that
we are golng to attack another part of the
hemisphere and because of this he warns
that he will take whatever measures are
necessary.

The assertion or the insinuation is stupid
because we do not have any ships with
which to transport troops to attack anyone.
This is elementary. But this gentleman be-
comes stupld and says the most stupid
things in the world by announcing that we
are going to attack other parts of the hemi-
sphere.

Eennedy has also stated that there is no
evidence of the existence of organized
combat troops of any nation in the Boviet
bloe, nor of military bases supplied by
the Soviet Union, nor of the presence of
ground-to-ground missiles. Were it to be
otherwise, he continued saying, the gravest
issues would arise, The Cuban question,
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he sald in conclusion, is part of the world
challenge by socialist threats and has to be
faced as part of a larger question as well as
in the context of the special relations which
characterize the hemispheric system.

The United States does not want us to get
ready to deal them the blow which will per-
haps be the final one for imperialism. This
meeting yesterday was due, after all, to the
fact that congressional leaders, Senators, and
Representatives are glving demagogic out-
cries that Cuba must be Iinvaded, because
elections are coming up. Since he [Kennedy]
does not want to or at this time, as he said
before, he is not for it or is not ready for
this aggression, he trled to explain to them
why he did not do it.

However Senator KEATING keeps on shout-
ing, and even after Kennedy's latest state-
ments, he has asked that Soviet ships be
stopped and prevented from bringing arms
to Cuba. I would like to see the American
who will dare to stop a Soviet ship and search
it on the high seas. There is just a hairs-
breadth from this and nuclear war. This
request is of course ridlculous, but it is of
extreme gravity. It indicates that at this
time it is very serious because in the United
States everyone is pushing and everyone is
making very difficult situations.

The “worms” lawyer Donovan will sup-
posedly consult with Kennedy, through his
brother Bob, who has been the bridge be-
tween Kennedy and the relatives committee.
Although the shallow-brained one denies it,
the U.8. Government is responsible for the
fate of the prisoner “worms” who all cried
that they had been “glven a ride” by being
shipped to Cuba.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, a point
of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. BUSH. My recollection is that
the unanimous-consent request was
agreed to some time ago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs the Senator from Con-
necticut that the request has not yet
been agreed to.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I yield the floor, so that others may
make their observations.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to okject, I ask the distin-
guished majority leader whether any
further action on the part of us who
have already filed amendments to the
pending resolution would be necessary,
so far as having them considered by the
Committee on Foreign Relations and
the Committee on Armed Services act-
ing jointly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the unanimous-
consent request made by the distin-
guished minority leader is agreed to, as
I anticipate it will be, nothing need be
done. However, I suggest that the
Senator not offer such amendments as
amendments to the resolution now being
considered, because if such amendments
are offered, all bets are off.

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, I am
not quite sure I understand the purport
of the last statement of the majority
leader. Do I correctly understand that
the resolution which the majority leader
filed a few minutes ago will be auto-
matically referred to the joint committee
under the unanimous-consent agree-
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ment, and that it is his desire that no
amendments to that resolution be filed?

Mr, MANSFIELD. No; I refer to the
pending joint resolution having to do
with the callup.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate that. I
thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair states that reference was made
to a joint committee. If the request is
agreed to, the resolution will not be re-
ferred to a joint committee because there
is no such joint committee. It will be
referred to the committees named
sitting jointly.

Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—I merely wish to make certain
that the joint resolution which I offered
yesterday, which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services, will be
considered along with other proposed
resolutions.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I par-
ticularized the joint resolution offered by
the Senator from Vermont. Certainly
it will be included in the reference to the
committees sitting jointly.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I assume it is
implicit in the unanimous-consent re-
quest, and is understood, that there
would be hearings on the various meas-
ures so that various persons could have
an opportunity to be heard. My ex-
perience leads me to predict that no one
resolution in exactly the form submit-
ted will be reported to the Senate. We
all have our own ideas. The result will
probably be an amalgam of the ideas of
many Senators. I should like some as-
surance from the majority leader or the
chairman of one of the committees to the
effect that there will be an opportunity
for Senators who are deeply interested
and who have submitted resolutions to
be heard before the committees sitting
jointly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All Senators have
that assurance.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Chair put the request?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to see the unanimous-consent re-
quest agreed to. I send to the desk a
resolution which I ask to be considered
under the rnanimous-consent request.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, as a fur-
ther clarification, I should like to address
a question to the majority leader. To
assist Senators who contemplate offering
amendments—and I am thinking of
offering an amendment which I have not
yvet had an opportunity to draft—is it the
desire of the majority leader that such
amendments be submitted to the two
committees without having been filed in
the Senate as amendments to any par-
ticular bill? They are merely to be re-
ferred to the two committees as sug-
gested amendments. Is that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
The majority leader has no choice. He
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must make the best of the situation as
he finds it.

Mr. SCOTT. I was seeking to ascer-
tain his desire, because I wish to act in
accordance with it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That procedure
would be in accord with what the dis-
tinguished minority leader included in
his unanimous-consent request, which
the Senate granted.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in con-
clusion, the possible majority resolution
submitted in my opinion does not go far
enough. I think it is necessary to say
more and to say it more clearly than
merely to indicate that the President has
certain authority. I think it is incum-
bent upon the Congress, in the exercise
of its responsibilities, to indicate more
specifically what it feels should be done
and to indicate a willingness to give to
the President such additional powers as
he may desire. Icontemplate an amend-
ment somewhat along those lines.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I under-
stand that resolutions may be sent to
the desk, which will then be referred to
the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Relations,
sitting jointly. I ask that question as a
preliminary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send
such a resolution to the desk and ask
that it be referred in that way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 389) submit-
ted by Mr. Javirs, was referred to the
Committees on Armed Services and For-
eign Relations, jointly, as follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(a) the establishment in Cuba of a So-
viet military base would represent a direct
and grave threat to the peace of the Ameri-
cas which cannot be tolerated;

(b) the President should seek to have the
Organ of Consultation under the Inter-
American Treaty for Reciprocal Assistance
meet for the purpose of agreeing upon meas-
ures to deal with the existing situation in
Cuba as constituting a violation of the Mon-
roe Doctrine and a threat to the sovereignty
and political independence of the American
States and endangering the peace of America,
as defined in the Declaration of Solidarity
adopted in 1954 at Caracas;

(¢) the President should further, if in his
judgment it is necessary, seek consultation
with the members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization; and

(d) the President should take such fur-
ther action as he deems necessary to prevent
the establishment of a military base by any
foreign power on the soll of Cuba or of any
of the other American Republics.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, my rea-
son for taking that action is that I am
in accord with the majority leader, the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SavtronsTALL], and the Senator from Il-
linois [Mr. DirkseN], that the action of
the Reserve callup ought to be taken as
a unit without any relation to this prob-
lem, although we all know it does have
a relation; and I honor my colleagues
who have expressed their views. What
I had hoped to do was to submit a reso-
lution—and I have prepared one—and
offer it as an amendment, because I
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thought it should be considered as a
separate subject. As sometimes happens,
we approach questions in a circuitous
way, but we arrive at our destination.
I think the country will be very grate-
ful to the majority leader, the minority
leader, and all those concerned for, first,
fixing a definite date and, second, cop-
ing with what is on the hearts and
minds of so many of us.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a great
number of people are deeply disappoint-
ed over this resolution. It reflects a lack
of determination on the part of the
President and this administration to ex-
ercise the firmness needed to prevent
further aggression of the international
Communist conspiracy. This potential
callup of 150,000 reservists is not going
to impress Mr. Khrushchev and the oth-
er leaders in the Kremlin. As a matter
of fact, it could well be what they want.
It would fit in with their scheme to have
an on-again-off-again series of crises,
hoping that we would respond by calling
up reservists and then sending them
home; calling up more reservists and
then sending them home—all a part of
a plan to wear us down psychologically
and financially. No responsible person
wants to become involved in a shooting
war, but powder puff diplomacy as a
response to agegression will only whet
the appetite of the leaders in the Krem-
lin

This is why I prepared my amendment
to the pending resolution. All of us rec-
ognize that the resolution is not related
merely to the Cuban situation. It ties
in with critical points around the globe.
It is supposed to represent some psycho-
logical showing of firmness. But in the
minds of the American people there is
no question about the close relationship
between the latest developments in Cuba
and the request by the President for
this resolution. I know a great many
people are thrilled over our achieve-
ments in space and our program to lead
in the space race. But we should not
become so moonstruck as to falter in
our leadership against the forces of tyr-
anny on earth.

Mr. Khrushchev said that the Monroe
Doctrine is dead. I think it then be-
hooves the Congress to make a ringing
declaration that it is alive. I think it
is the duty of the President to take such
action as is necessary to prevent any
violation of the principles of the Monroe
Doctrine. And I trust that we shall find
a resolution embodying these points on
our desks as the pending order of busi-
ness a week from today.

Mr. President, in connection with the
sentiments I have expressed I ask unani-
mous consent that the lead editorial from
the Wall Street Journal of September 10,
entitled “The President’s Responsibility,”
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
|[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 10,
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THE PRESIDENT'S RESPONSIBILITY

It is hardly surprising that people have
had mixed emotions about President EKen-
nedy’s request for authority to call up mili-
tary Reserves once more. But the country
thould be of one mind about it.
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First of all, the President must be sup-
ported.

The reasons for this are quite uncompli-
cated. The main responsibility of the Presi-
dent of the United States is to look to the
safety of the country and he is the only man
privy to all the information, military and
diplomatic, upon which judgment must de-
pend. Whatever others may think of that
judgment, the Nation’s safety is too great a
thing to be put at hazard by denying him
the weapons he asks for,

In this instance, there is one other thing.
Whatever impression his request granted may
make upon the world, his request denied,
would leave the world to think that the
people of the United States were lacking in
resolution to do what is necessary. To the
hostile part of the world that would be an
invitation to greater boldness in aggression
everywhere. Few things can be more danger-
ous than for our enemies to hold our will in
contempt.

In short, the President must be supported
in this simply because the Nation cannot do
otherwise. The penalties of giving the Presi-
dent an unnecessary authority in this case
are nothing compared to the forfeit we might
pay from denying it.

But the matter should not end there. Hav-
ing seen to it that the Congress promptly
enacts the requested legislation, the country
should also be of one mind in expecting of
the President some clearer explanation of
what he is doing and why.

It was only a few weeks ago that the last
of the Reserves called up last year returned
to their homes. On that return the Secre-
tary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, explained
to Congress that the callup had been a neces-
sary improvisation. “But,” he said, “impro-
visation is not a substitute for a sound long-
term policy. It is not a practical policy to
rely on Reserve forces to meet the repeated
crises which inevitably lie ahead.”

Not only is the present action thus left
to appear as another piece of improvisation,
it also has the appearance of an improvised
gesture. And considering the present size of
the armed forces which confront each other
across the world, the idea of adding 150,000
more soldiers for a 12 months’ duty is likely
to strike everybody as a most trivial gesture.

The balance of pressures at Berlin and
Cuba are hardly altered by changing the bal-
ance with a handful of soldiers. Mr. Ehru-
shchev understands this very well, for on
the very same day that Mr. Kennedy asked to
call up these few Reserves, Mr. Khrushchev
announced a reduction in the manpower of
the Soviet Army. Yet no one supposes tat
this weakens the position of the Soviet Union
at elther Berlin or Cuba.

Thus from a military standpoint, the pres-
ent action has every appearance of being
totally irrelevant. This impression is hardly
diminished by one of the reasons which is
commonly given in Washington for the Presi-
dent’s move—politics.

The idea that the action was taken to an-
swer criticism of inaction is not merely the
gossip of those unfriendly to the President.
A New York Times Washington dispatch put
it bluntly: “Officials conceded that there was
a political advantage for the administration
in meeting Republican criticsm of inaction
on Cuba and thus forestalling what threat-
ened to become a divisive partisan debate
during the congressional campaign this fall.”

So taken all in all, the country is entitled
to some better explanation than it has re-
ceived. If it is the people’s duty to respond
promptly to all calls for the Nation's defense,
they also deserve to know the reason and pur-
pose of what they are called upon to do. It
is dangerous to have the country feel that its
leadership is indecisive and is substituting
improvisation for policy. It is worse for the
country to think that in the name of defense
its leadership is making empty gestures and
playing polities.



1962

The President’s responsibility for the Na-
tion's safety requires that he give Americans
confidence in his judgment and that he make
our enemies respect that judgment. This
requires more than an unexzplained marching
of men uphill and down.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the pas-
sage of the joint resolution.

The yeas and r.ays were ordered.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, I have
not offered a resolution referring to the
Cuban situation. In fact, I have not
mentioned the subject on the floor of
the Senate for—as the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr, RUSSELL]
said a few minutes ago—it is much easier
to state the facts than to propose a solu-
tion. However, I am very glad that the
minority leader, the majority leader, and
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee agreed to the arrangement
providing that resolutions referring to
the situation in Cuba will be determined
on their merits and not in connection
with the resolution which we have be-
fore us today.

A number of resolutions have been sub-
mitted. These resolutions express the
ideas and convictions of the Senators
who have submitted them. They inform
the President of their views, and the
views of those who support them. They
also inform the American public.

My purpose in speaking is to say that
the Cuban situation with which these
resolutions deal is, or can be, dangerous
to our security, and to this hemisphere;
it is also connected with other danger
spots in the world. Any resolution which
is passed must have the most thoughtful
consideration, and must consider our
treaty obligations and relations with
other countries of this hemisphere.

When a resolution on this subject is
finally adopted by the Congress, it must
have purpose. The circumstances under
which we are considering these resolu-
tions are among the most dangerous
since World War II. The Korean war,
the pressure on Berlin and Western
Europe in 1949 and 1950, the pressure
on Berlin in recent years, mark other
critical periods. And now we are faced
with the intervention of the Soviet Union
in the Western Hemisphere.

We in Congress have our constitu-
tional powers concerning defense and
foreign policy. By debate we can help
develop policy. But we cannot direct the
President of the United States to exer-
cise his powers as Commander in Chief
or as Chief Executive. We cannot add
to the President’s powers by attempting
to give him authority to do what he is
already empowered to do. We can by
our resolution inform the President, our
country, and the world, that we support
him in the course of action that he pre-
scribes in formulating and directing
foreign policy, or as Commander in
Chief, and thus strengthen him and our
country.

I assume that what the Congress
wishes to do, is develop a resolution of
substance which will unify the two
Houses of Congress and the two parties
behind the President of the United
States. In saying that our purpose
should be to unify the parties and the
country behind the President, I do not
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mean that the resolution should not
have substance. If we are going to pass
a resolution referring to Cuba, it cannot
escape taking into consideration the
Monroe Doctrine in its present status.
And in all circumstances, we have the
duty of asserting our right of self-de-
fense.

When we think of the Monroe Doc-
trine today, too often we think chiefly in
terms of what Cuba is doing. The Mon-
roe Doctrine was directed against Euro-
pean countries which might assert do-
minion in this hemisphere. Curiously
enough, it was czarist Russia’s attempt
to exclude all shipping but its own from
the Pacific Northwest that first
prompted consideration of the Monroe
Doctrine. I think we have to recognize
that it is the intervention of the Soviet
Union in this hemisphere, rather than
anything that Cuba can do, which is the
threat to our security, and to the secu-
rity of this hemisphere.

Any resolution passed by the Congress
should be a declaration of both Houses
of Congress—a declaration which has
the full support of both parties and of
the administration—so that we stand
unified before the world.

I believe it must have substance. I do
not see how it can have any great sub-
stance unless it is directed not only to
aggression by Cuba, but also to any in-
tervention in this hemisphere by the
Soviet Union which endangers our se-
curity,

Finally, I do not believe we ought to
pass a resolution unless Congress and
the administration are prepared, if need
be, to carry out its terms.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
to say to the Senator from Kentucky,
who in my opinion is one of the great
statesmen of our time, particularly one
of the great students in the Senate of
foreign policy, that I agree with every
word he has said. I wish to associate
myself with his observations.

I am very glad that there will be sub-
mitted to the Armed Services Committee
and the Foreign Relations Committee
several resolutions dealing with the
Latin American crisis vis-a-vis Cuba.
Of course, the final resolution might very
well be broadened to cover the other
critical areas of the world as well, for
the Berlin situation is certainly many
times more critical than that in Cuba.
Also, the southeast Asia situation is
many times more eritical than that of
Cuba, critical as it is.

However, as we proceed to our hear-
ings on the proposed resolution, I would
have Senators keep in mind certain mat-
ters that I now call to their attention.

The Secretary of State has already
announced that it is planned in the very
near future to have an informal meeting
of foreign ministers and representatives
of the American Republics.

All I can do, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Latin American Affairs, is
to plead with my colleagues in the Sen-
ate that in regard to Latin American
problems we move jointly with the Re-
publics to the south of us, or fry to
obtain joint action. We may do great
harm in our Latin American relations
if we first proceed unilaterally, because
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the situation in connection with many
Latin American Republics is very del-
icate. We are subject to misinterpreta-
tion anyway, and misunderstanding.

We are a signatory to the Rio Pact.
We are a signatory to the Act of Punta
del Este. We are a signatory to the
Act of Bogotd. We are a signatory to a
whole series of Latin American treaties
which we have signed since 1823, which
put an entirely different perspective
upon the Monroe Doctrine of 1823.

The essence of the Monroe Doctrine,
as far as the United States commitment
is concerned, to stand ready and willing
to protect Latin America, and any other
part of this hemisphere, from being
overrun by any foreign power, is still
binding upon us. However, it is not the
same Monroe Doctrine as that of 1823,
and our historians have been telling that
to us now for some decades. They are
correct.

Already in the public discussion of the
so-called Cuban crisis there has been, I
respectfully say, a false assumption on
the part of many that the Monroe Doe-
trine of 1962 is the Monroe Doctrine of
1823. But it will not stand any such
analysis.

Mr. President, I have conferred with
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
and the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. SavronsTaLL]. They would like to
have the Senate vote now on the joint
resolution in regard to the reservists. I
am perfectly willing to have that done.
I wish to make a speech in support of
the position taken by the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] in regard to the
entire matter of referring to the Armed
Services Committee and the Foreign Re-
lations Committee various proposals, now
at the desk, dealing, really, when all is
said and done, with the Cuban crisis. I
feel that I owe it to my administration
to call the attention of the Senate to cer-
tain facts which I shall bring out in the
course of my speech.

But the Senator from Georgia and the
Senator from Massachusetts do not think
there will be long debate on the re-
servists joint resolution. If that is the
case, why do not we proceed to act on it?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
of the opinion that debate on the joint
resolution has been exhausted.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield briefly to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CarTHY in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Oregon yield to the Senator
from New York?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. JAVITS. I had in mind speaking
for about 1 minute on the statement
made by the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CoorEr]. But I, too, agree that the
Senate should proceed to vote on the
reservists joint resolution; and I shall
not delay the taking of that vote.

I merely wish to say that as I under-
stood the remarks of the Senator from
Kentucky, with whom the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel has agreed, the
Senator from Kentucky is trying to pre-
serve the essence of the bipartisan for-
eign policy in connection with the vex-
ing and trying Cuban issue. It is on that
point that I wish to associate myself;
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and, for that reason, I did not contem-
plate offering any amendment to the
joint resolution.

But I believe we should proceed step
by step with bipartisan support. I am
delighted that the chairman of the
Latin American Affairs Subcommittee,
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mogrsel,
feels the same way.

In regard fo the resolution submitted
by the majority leader, I point out that
I did not feel that I could associate my-
self with it or with any other of the
resolutions submitted. Therefore, I sub-
mitted a resolution of my own. I point
out that it calls upon the President to
bring about the convening of the Organ
of Consultation under the Inter-Ameri-
can Treaty for Reciprocal Assistance;
and I also point out that I believe we
should try to do anything we do in
regard to this important matter in asso-
ciation with the other American Repub-
lics. In that connection, I emphasize
the word “try,” which is the word which
was used by the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New York and the Senator
from Kentucky have expressed exactly
my intention.

Mr. President, later this afternoon I
shall discuss some of the treaty obliga-
tions into which our country has entered
since 1823, and which, whether we real-
ize it or not, have modified the Monroe
Doctrine.

- However, for the time being I yield the
floor.

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr.
President, as I have said, prior to
that interruption, the Secretary of
State, Mr. Rusk, has announced that in
the very near future he plans to have an
informal meeting with the foreign min-
isters of the Latin American Republics.
That is a very wise course of action for
the Secretary of State to follow. I
heartily endorse it. But I would also
suggest a caveat to my colleagues in the
Senate, that in our consideration of
various proposals now at the desk in con-
nection with the policy that the United
States should follow toward Cuba, it
might be the better part of wisdom for
us to work very closely with the Sec-
retary of State in view of the announce-
ment that he has made, and follow no
course of action in the Senate that might
create any possible problem for him in
his informal conferences with the for-
eign ministers of the Latin American
Republics.

Part of the burden of my speech today
is to seek to point out to the Senate
some historic facts based upon develop-
ments since 1823, when the Monroe Doc-
trine was enunciated.

They are historic facts which in my
judgment not only have greatly modi-
fied the Monroe Doctrine but also have
placed some very definite obligations on
the United States vis-a-vis our rela-
tions with the Latin American Republics
to the south of us, which will be bound
to result in a different course of action,
as far as international law is concerned,
i:;;l;l what would have been our rights in
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POLICY OF SELF-DEFENSE IN HEMISPHERE
CONTINUES

So that there will be no question of
the position of the senior Senator from
Oregon, let me reiterate what I stated
earlier this afternoon. We still have
both the obligation and the right, as
the result of the enunciation of the Mon-
roe Doctrine in 1823, to continue to serve
notice on the entire world, and act ac-
cordingly, that we will not stand by and
permit any foreign power to follow an
aggressive course of action in the West-
ern Hemisphere, although I wish to say
that even in connection with that tenet,
it would be the better part of wisdom,
before we started out on any unilateral
course of action, to confer with our
Latin American neighbors to the south
of us and attempt to bring about joint
action, rather than unilateral action.

FPROPOSED AMENDMENTS NOT SOUGHT BY
PRESIDENT

There have been sent to the desk, for
reference to the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, a series of resolutions which,
when simmered down to their essence,
seek to make certain changes in Ameri-
can foreign policy toward Cuba.

Irrespective of the verbiage of these
proposals, I cannot escape the interpre-
tation that what is intended is to pre-
pare the way for military actions against
Cuba, but military actions to be taken
by the President of the United States
and not by Congress.

This is no new position for the Senate.
The senior Senator from Oregon has
been through this controversy before. In
1955 there was the Formosa resolution,
followed later by the Middle East reso-
lution. I point out that in connection
with both the Formosa resolution and
the Middle East resolution, the President
of the United States had asked for them.
Has the present President of the United
States asked for any of the resolutions
that have been offered? The Senate and
the country have the right to know.

One of my major premises is that un-
less the President of the United States
asks for the power proposed in any of
these resolutions, in my judgment it is
inappropriate for the Senate to seek to
impose upon him a power he has not
asked for. I believe that the President
of the United States has all the power
he needs under the Constitution as Com-
mander in Chief to protect the security
of this country. What worries me, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Latin
American Affairs, is that by way of pre-
cipitate action in the Senate we may
cause confusion rather than clarification
of American foreign policy in the West-
ern Hemisphere.

Delicate as this subject matter is from
the standpoint of all of its political im-
plications and complications, the senior
Senator from Oregon does not propose
to remain silent when he feels that in
his capacity as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Latin American Affairs
he has a duty to perform. I am very
much concerned about Latin America.
I am very much concerned about the
crisis that has been created by the Cuban
situation, for it is & crisis.
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I wish to ask my colleagues in the Sen-
ate: What is wrong with placing our
confidence in the President of the United
States? Do we need to pass a resolution
to assure him that we have confidence in
him? Do we need to pass a resolution
in order to give him constitutional
powers he already has? When the
President sends a message to the Senate
asking for a course of action on the part
of the Senate, the senior Senator from
Oregon can be counted upon to consider
that request upon its merits.

I am a little disturbed about the Sen-
ate, in effect and to a degree, seeking to
involve itself with the executive func-
tions of the Presidency of the United
States in connection with foreign policy,
especially when the propoesals are as ill-
defined as these are. The job of the
Senate is to give advice and consent to
the President in the field of foreign
policy. Under our system of checks and
balances, we ought to keep ourselves in
a position where we can pass a checking
judgment upon a proposal of the Presi-
dent. I consider that to be our con-
stitutional responsibility., I have kept
faith with it in all my years in the
Senate.

That is why in 1955, a group of us in
the Senate exercised our checking pre-
rogative by disagreeing with a request of
the President of the United States for
the Formosa resolution. If that resolu-
tion were before the Senate today, I
would vote exactly in the same way that I
did in 1955.

The same is true of the Middle East
doctrine, for in neither resolution did
we provide additional power for the
President that he did not already have;
nor could we add power to the President
which the Constitution of the United
States does not give him as Commander
in Chief.

PARTISAN INTENT OF AMENDMENTS

But oh, Mr, President, what politics
will not do to some people. Oh, Mr.
President, to what lengths in a campaign
year some politicians will not go in order
to play politics with the foreign policy
problems of the United States. Count
me out. I have no intention of being a
party to any group in this country that
seeks to stir up a wave of alarmism
across the country, trying to scarecrow
the American people into the fear that
they are about to be taken over by Cuba,
or by Russia through Cuba.

Again I say to the American people as
I said the other day from the floor of
the Senate:

You have every reason to have complete
confidence in the President of the United
States in respect to his handling of the
Cuban situation, for the President knows
the facts about Cuba, and he is kept in
mentary information about the facts in

a.

Yesterday afternoon the subcommittee
of which I am chairman held an execu-
tive session briefing in regard to Cuba.
We were briefed on the latest intelligence
information concerning what is taking
place in Cuba.

I say to the American people: “Fear
not, for you have no cause for concern
that there is any danger that your gov-
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ernment is not taking all the steps

necessary to make certain that the se-

curity of this country is and will be pro-

tected.”

THOSE WHO WANT WAR AGAINST CUBA SHOULD
PROPOSE IT

Mr. President, there is much talk
these days about proposals for some type
or form of congressional action over and
beyond the action of the executive
branch of the Government that I think
it needs to be said that many of these
proposals when they are analyzed to
their essence really deal with the power
to make war. Those who propose them
should be challenged with the question:
“Do you want to go to war with Cuba
or not? If you do, why try to pass the
buck to the President of the United
States? Why not bring to the floor of
the Senate a resolution declaring war
against Cuba, and see how many votes
you get?”

Mr. President, the war issue is too deli-
cate to be played with as a political in-
strumentality in the midst of a cam-
paign year. The power to declare war
under the Constitution is vested in Con-
gress. It cannot be delegated to the
President. I am not interested in ver-
biage. I am not interested in semantics
to conceal motivations. I want to know
whether there are those in the Senate
who believe we ought to declare war
against Cuba. If there are such, then
it is their senatorial trust and duty un-
der the Constitution to come to the floor
of the Senate with a resolution propos-
ing to declare war against Cuba, and not
in a political document seek to pass
t.ht:bg;xck to the President of the United
S ;

POLITICAL MOTIVE OF SOME CUBA PROFOSALS

(At this point Mr. Hickey assumed
the chair.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it is also
interesting to listen to some of the tele-
vision programs and read some of the
releases by Members of Congress who
seem to be greatly concerned about
whether or not the President of the
United States is taking all the steps
necessary to assure the security of this
country.

They are concerned about the build-
ing up of a Communist beachhead in
Cuba and apparently feel that some
power he does not now have—although
I find it difficult to learn what it is—
ought to be delegated to him. They are
some of the same politicians who have
been telling the American people that
the President of the United States, Hon.
John Fitzgerald Kennedy, is power
hungry; that he is seeking to build up
some kind of power dynasty in this
Republic. Yet apparently, they would
give him more power. Indeed, they are
trying to give him a basic function of
the Congress—the power to make war,
Presumably, they want him to exercise
it even though he has not asked for it.

But I do not know whom they think
they are fooling, for it is a decoy opera-
tion. They know that the American peo-
ple do not know the facts about Cuba;
and they know that many of the facts
about Cuba cannot, for security reasons,
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be publicly disseminated af the present
time. So they play on the fears, the
biases, the prejudices, and the emotions
of the American people.

Again I say to the American people:
‘“You have every reason to have complete
faith in the President of the United
States in the handling not only of the
Cuban situation, but also the Berlin
situation, the Asian situation, and every
other situation that is critical in the
field of foreign policy today.”

Any resolution in the nature of the
resolution suggested by the majority
leader or suggested by the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javrrs] in the last com-
ment he made a few moments ago on
the floor of the Senate will have the very
favorable consideration of the senior
Senator from Oregon, because, as I
understand those resolutions, they do not
seek to transfer to the President any of
the functions, duties, and trusts of the
legislative branch of the Government.

However, I do not believe it is neces-
sary to pass a resolution to assure the
President of the United States that Con-
gress is behind him. Whatever resolu-
tion is passed had better be so worded
that it will not be subject to misinter-
pretation in Latin America, for reasons
I shall develop in a moment.

THE MONROE DOCTRINE

Now a few words about the Monroe
Doctrine as it relates to the discussion
which is taking place aecross the coun-
try on television, over the radio, in the
newspapers, and in the Halls of Con-
gress. It would be fitting to place at
this point in the Recorp that part of the
message to Congress by President Mon-
roe in 1823 which has become known as
the Monroe Doctrine.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that that portion of the message be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

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

[Extracts from President Monroe's Seventh
Annual Message to Congress, Dec. 2,

1823]
THE MoNROE DOCTRINE

At the proposal of the Russian Im-
perial Government, made through the Minis-
ter of the Emperor residing here, a full power
and instructions have been transmitted to
the Minister of the United States at St.
Petersburg to arrange by amicable negotia-
tion the respective rights and interests of
the two nations on the northwest coast of
this continent. A similar proposal has been
made by His Imperial Majesty to the Gov-
ernment of Great Britain, which has like-
wise been acceded to. The Government of
the United States has been desirous by this
friendly proceeding of manifesting the great
value which they have invariably attached
to the friendship of the Emperor and their
solicitude to cultivate the best understand-
ing with his government. In the discussions
to which this interest has given rise and in
the arrangements by which they may ter-
minate the occaslion has been judged proper
for asserting, as a principle in which the
rights and interests of the United States are
involved, that the American Continents, by
the free and independent condition which
they have assumed and maintain, are hence-
forth not to be considered as subjects for
future colonization by any European powers.

19359

It was stated at the commencement of the
last session that a great effort was then mak-
ing in Spain and Portugal to improve the
condition of the people of those countries,
and that it appeared to be conducted with
extraordinary moderation. It need scarcely
be remarked that the result has been so far
very different from what was then anticipat-
ed. Of events in that quarter of the globe,
with which we have so much intercourse and
from which we derive our origin, we have
always been anxious and interested specta-
tors. The citizens of the United States cher-
ish sentiments the most friendly in favor of
the liberty and happiness of their fellow
men on that side of the Atlantic. In the
wars of the European powers in matters re-
lating to themselves we have never taken any
part, nor does it comport with our policy so
to do. It is only when our rights are in-
vaded or seriously menaced that we resent
injuries or make preparation for our defense.
With the movements in this hemisphere we
are of necessity more immediately connected,
and by causes which must be obvious to all
enlightened and impartial observers. The
political system of the Allied Powers is es-
sentially different in this respect from that
of America. This difference proceeds from
that which exists in their respective govern-
ments; and to the defense of our own, which
has been achieved by the loss of so much
blood and treasure, and matured by the wis-
dom of their most enlightened citizens, and
under which we have enjoyed unexampled
felicity, this whole Nation is devoted. We
owe it, therefore, to candor and to the
amicable relations existing between the Unit-
ed States and those powers to declare that
we should consider any attempt on their part
to extend their system to any portion of this
hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and
safety. With the existing colonies or de-
pendencies of any European power we have
not interfered and shall not interfere. But
with the governments who have declared
their independence and maintained it, and
whose independence we have, on great con-
sideration and on just principles, acknowl-
edged, we could not view any interposition
for the purpose of oppressing them, of con-
trolling in any other manner their destiny, by
any European power in any other light than
as the manifestation of an unfriendly dis-
position toward the United States. In the
war between those new governments and
Spain we declared our neutrality at the time
of their recognition, and to this we have ad-
hered, and shall continue to adhere, provided
no change shall occur which, in the judg-
ment of the competent authorities of this
Government, shall make a corresponding
change on the part of the United States
indispensable to their security.

The late® events in Spain and Portugal
show that Europe is still unsettled. Of this
important fact no stronger proof can be ad-
duced than that the Allled Powers should
have thought it proper, on any principle
satisfactory to themselves, to have inter-
posed by force in the internal concerns of
Spain. To what extent such interposition
may be carried, on the same principle, is a
question in which all independent powers
whose governments differ from theirs are
interested, even those most remote, and
surely none more s0 than the United States.
Our policy in regard to Europe, which was
adopted at an early stage of the wars which
have so long agitated that quarter of the
globe, nevertheless remains the same, which
is, not to interfere in the internal concerns
of any of its powers; to consider the gov-
ernment de facto as the legitimate govern-
ment for us; to cultivate friendly relations
with it, and to preserve those relations by a
frank, firm and manly policy, meeting in all
instances the just claims of every power,
submitting to injuries from none. But in
regard to those continents circumstances
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are eminently and conspicuously different.
It is impossible that the Allied Powers should
extend their political system to any portion
of either continent without endangering our
peace and happiness; nor can anyone be-
lieve that our southern brethren, if left to
themselves, would adopt it of their own ac-
cord. It is equally impossible, therefore,
that we should behold such interposition
in any form with indifference. If we look
to the comparative stremgth and resources
of Spain and those new governments, and
their distance from each other, it must be
obvious that she can never subdue them.
It is still the true policy of the United
States to leave the parties to themselves, in
the hope that other powers will pursue the
same course.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Mon-
roe Doctrine is a very interesting docu-
ment. When one starts talking with
people, he is often asked, “Mr. Senator,
when are you going to support the en-
forcement of the Monroe Doctrine?”

If the person is then asked, “Will you
tell me what the Monroe Doctrine is?”
his mouth drops open, for on the part
of many, the Monroe Docirine has be-
come a slogan.

There have been great slogans in our
history which have stirred up strong
emotional attitudes in the people. At
the time of the great Northwest Terri-
tory boundary dispute, the slogan was:
“54—40 or Fight.”

Yet, Mr. President, as we read the his-
tory of that dispute, we realize that many
of those who were shouting “54-40 or
Fight” did not know what 54-40 was.

Today the emotionalists and the
alarmists are arousing people in this
country about the Monroe Doctrine, and
they say we had better fight for the Mon-
roe Doctrine. So it is fair to ask, “What
Monroe Doctrine are you talking about?
First, what do you understand the Mon-
roe Doctrine to be? What was the Mon-
roe Doctrine in 1823; and is it the same
doctrine in 196292

There is at the desk a resolution which
calls on the President of the United
States to enforce the Monroe Doctrine.
It is too bad that the resolution does not
tell us what the Monroe Doctrine is in
1962. I should like to know whether
those who are proposing that we in-
struct the President of the United States
to enforce the Monroe Doctrine mean
all of the Monroe Doctrine of 1823 or
only a part of it, because when we refer
to the Monroe Doctrine of 1823, we find
that a portion of it dealt with Europe.
In regard to our taking mo part in the
:.;flgirs of Europe, the Monroe Doctrine

Our policy in regard to Europe, which
was adopted at an early stage of the wars
which have so long agitated that quarter of
the globe, nevertheless remains the same,
which is not to interfere in the internal con-
cerns of any of its powers; to consider the
government de facto as the legitimate gov-
ernment for us; to cultivate friendly rela-
tions with it, and to preserve thaose relations
by a frank, firm, and manly policy, meeting
in all instances the just claims of every
power, submitting to injuries from none.
HALF OF MONROE DOCTRINE REQUIRES US TO

STAY OUT OF EUROPE

Mr. President, if we were to carry out
in 1962 the European part of the Mon-
roe Doctrine of 1823, in view of all the
treaty commitments our country has
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made since 1823, do you know what the
President of the United States would
have todo?

He would have to get us out of Berlin,

He would have to get us out of NATO.
He would find it necessary to close all our
European military bases, and to bring
our troops home. He would have to
recognize the government of East Ger-
many.

However, of course all of us know that
is not contemplated. So why do we not
honestly admit that the European sec-
tion of the Monroe Doctrine is as dead
as a dodo, and has been for many years?

If there is anything that stirs up my
blood chemistry it is attempts to mislead
the American people by means of alarm-
ist propaganda on the part of some who,
thinking it will give them some political
advantage, are inclined to spread it
across our land. Mr. President, cer-
tainly there is too much of it at the pres-
ent time on the part of those who, I
believe, must be charged with knowingly
seeking to raise in the minds of the
American people such questions about
our great President. I resent it. His
powers, his authority, and his dedication
to his position as leader of the Nation are
ample. Until he sends to Congress a
message requesting a resolution which
he has concluded will help him in carry-
ing out his duties as Commander in
Chief, it will be my position that the
burden of proof will be on those who
propose to have us adopt some resolu-
tion dealing with Cuba.

I have some right to speak on this sub-
ject, because I stood for days on the floor
of the Senate in 1959, in the midst of
complete silence on the part of other
Senators, when I was the first to lead
the fight in the Senate against Castro's
mass executions. It became obvious to
me, almost immediately after he took
over power in Cuba, that the situation
there was merely a case of one dictator
being substituted for another, that
we were witnessing the substitution, in
Cuba, of the procedures of communism
for the procedures of Batista, and that
certainly human rights suffer and are
destroyed under all forms of totalitari-
anism, whether it be communism or
fascism. Senators know whereof I
speak. At that time, my early pro-
nouncements against the Castro regime
brought down on my head criticisms and
castigations, from a great many com-
mentators, journalists, editors, politi-
cians, and jingoists.

But I point out that there is no escap-
ing the rule of judgment which I keep
laying down as I judge foreign govern-
ments, as well as our own Government:
namely, to look at their procedures, and
then one can tell what will be the sub-
stantive rights of their people.

Mr. President, of course the situation
which exists in Cuba is a very serious
one. But I repeat that it is being han-
dled well by the President of the United
States. I am sure that the proponents
of the resolution which calls for enforce-
ment of the Monroe Doctrine would not
care to add to that resolution a bill of
particulars to tell the President that
when they ask him to enforce the Mon-
roe Doctrine, they want him, for exam-
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ple to repudiate—in effect—our NATO
treaty program, and that they want our
forces to be taken out of Berlin, and that
they want our country to abandon its
participation in European affairs. Of
course, Monroe would have had none of
these things in 1823—although I have
no doubt that Monroe would have had
all of them if he had been President dur-
ing World War II or since then.

In other words, I am saying that times
have changed, and the march of human
events and world events has brought
about the necessity for great changes in
American foreign policy. Certainly they
have occurred, and there have occurred
great changes in American foreign policy
in the Western Hemisphere, also.
CHANGES IN APPLICATION OF DOCTRINE TO

WESTERN HEMISPHERE

When the Monroe Doctrine was enun-
ciated by the President in 1823, there was
not a counitry in Latin America that
could have put up any effort in its own
defense. They were all weak countries.
Much of the area was colonial area.

What great changes have taken place
in Latin America, and much of it, may
I say to my Latin American friends, with
the help of the United States. We have
kept faith with our obligations under
the Monroe Doctrine, because, if we are
going to refer to the Monroe Doctrine of
1823, it raised concomitant obligations
on the part of the United States to hold
out a helping hand to strengthen those
countries. And we have done it.

What I want to point out now is that
there has been a whole series of hemi-
spheric meetings resulting in treaties
and agreements to which the United
States and other American States in
Latin America have put their signatures.

In recent decades we have sought to
make the Monroe Doctrine not a un-
ilateral policy fixed and enforced by the
United States, but a hemispheric policy
fixed and enforced by the American
Republics.

Mr. President, let me take you back,
for example, to the situation prior to
World War II, when we were greatly
concerned about Nazi Germany’s con-
duct in Latin America. We knew what
Germany was doing. We knew that
Germany was attempting to do then
what Russia is attempting to do now,
through Cuba.

She was attempting to spread her
Nazi propaganda through Latin Amer-
ica. She was seeking economic pene-
tration by barter arrangements and
other trade policies. She was attempt-
ing to intervene.

We could have taken the position that
we were going to enforce the Monroe
Doctrine, but we did not, because we well
knew by then that there were great sov-
ereign rights of sovereign powers that
had grown to strength in Latin America
since 1823. We recognized their sov-
ereign rights and the faet that we had
become cosignatories with them in treaty
after treaty and agreement after agree-
ment in respect to Latin America.

So instead, we negotiated agreements
with our colleague nations of the hemis-
phere to forestall all the Axis powers
from gaining economic or political foot-
holds here,
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This is not to say we were 100 percent
successful; but in the main we accom-
plished our objective.

OUR SECURITY DEPENDS HEAVILY UPON TREATIES
WE SHARE WITH OTHERS

So I want to stress in this speech this
afternoon, Mr. President, a point which
I think is being overlooked by too many
persons, and that is the integrity of our
obligations under international law in
relation to treaties that we have signed.
We are somewhat in the same position,
and parallel, to that of Great Britain in
the 19th century. Our security depends
not only upon our own strength, but
upon the strength of the other free na-
tions of the hemisphere and of the world.
We can count on their strength because
they are bound to us and we to them,
and the treaties that I shall discuss later
in this speech leave no room for doubt
upon the mutually binding effect under
international law upon us and our neigh-
bors to the south.

My plea to my colleagues in the Senate
is that when they move into this field of
international relations they take into ac-
count the feelings, the attitudes, and the
rights of our Latin American allies. We
are bound to them by treaties, and we
are the last people in the entire world
who can afford to play fast and loose
with international legal obligations, not
only for moral reasons—although they
would be enough—but because our secu-
rity depends upon our treaties. Britain
understood this in the century from
Waterloo to Sarajevo. She understood
it largely because of her success in up-
holding the public law of Europe.

I make a plea this afternoon in the
Senate that we make clear, not only to
Latin America, but to the world, that we
propose to uphold the public law of the
Western Hemisphere. But if we uphold
the public law of the Wesfern Hemi-
sphere, then I say we are going to have
to do it on the basis of existing treaties
which we have entered into since 1823,
and not on the basis of the Monroe
Doctrine of 1823.

Some time ago I suggested that for
several decades there has been evidence
of ill feeling toward the United States
in some parts of Latin America because
there has been a constant, repeated as-
sumption that we set ourselves up as the
guardian of the Western Hemisphere,
and that we are going to follow a uni-
lateral course of action and justify it
under the Monroe Doctrine.

So the Monroe Doctrine has been
challenged in Latin America time and
time again in recent decades. Because
of that challenge, and in no small part
because of that challenge, there has
been a great shift in American foreign
policy toward Latin America, wherein
we have sought to bring our Latin
American friends in as allies. We have
done it under treaties which have set
up this mutuality of obligation and
responsibility for the maintenance of
the security of the Western Hemisphere.

Mr. President, do you think the coun-
tries of Latin America are not concerned
about Cuba? Come with me to Punta
del Este, where I, along with the Sen-
ator from JYowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER],
represented the Senate, earlier this year,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

as a delegate to the Punta del Este Con-
ference, which brought forth the Act of
Punta del Este, and which ended up with
a unanimous commitment on the part
of the Republics of Latin America to
stand together in opposition to the
spread of communism in Latin America.

Mr. President, in the debate this after-
noon about Cuba, I plead for some
reference to joining with our Latin
American allies in carrying out the
obligations of the Act of Punta del Este.
To a certain extent the Act of Punta del
Este, as well as the treaties I shall men-
tion shortly, have modified the Monroe
Doctrine.

I repeat, these have not modified the
right of the United States under the
original Monroe Doctrine to make per-
fectly clear to the world that we will pro-
tect our own security by opposing any
course of aggression on the part of any
foreign power coming into the Western
Hemisphere; be it Russia, Red China, or
any other.

I regret the degree to which some
Americans seem to have become aroused
over the slogan “The Monroe Doctrine.”
Instead of ““54-40 or Fight" on the lips of
many now is “Comply with the Monroe
Doctrine or we shall go to war.”

Someone must make an appeal to
reason in the midst of the alarmist at-
titude which seems to be sweeping the
country, and ask such questions as I ask
this afternoon, “What Monroe Doctrine?
What interpretation of the Monroe Doc-
trine is it asked that the President of the
United States enforce?”

MEETING OF AMERICAN REPUBLICS DUE

The Senator from New York [Mr,
Javirs] has laid stress in his discussion
this afternoon on the importance of joint
action in regard to Cuba. The posi-
tion of the senior Senator from Oregon
is that that should be tried first. Then,
if the members of the Organization of
American States are not willing to de-
fend freedom in the Western Hemisphere
they can be sure we will not stand idly
by to see American freedom go down.

That is why earlier in this speech I
made my plea that we ought to take a
long, hard look at this subject, pending
the Conference of the Foreign Ministers
of Latin American Republics scheduled
by Secretary of State Rusk. We ought to
take a long, hard look at this issue until
we know more about the proposals, plans,
and programs of the members of the
Organization of American States,

My subcommittee has called before it
for a meeting next Monday afternoon
at 4:30 the American Ambassador to the
Organization of American States, Mr.
Morrison. I have made clear to Mr.
Morrison that I want him to be ready
to tell my subcommittee everything he
can tell it in regard to the plans of the
Organization of American States; sub-
ject, of course, to his rights of privilege
in his relationships with the Secretary
of State and the President of the United
States.

I also wish to say to the Senate, and
from this desk today to the American
people, that under the Kennedy admin-
istration my committee has yet to be
denied any information that would be
helpful to the committee in judging any
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problem which confronts us in the field
of foreign policy if it requests the in-
formation.

Our committee will have a full and de-
tailed briefing next Monday afternoon
in respect to the plans and programs of
the Organization of American States, if
any, in respect to the Cuban crisis.

It was our policy before and during
World War II to take joint action in
various declarations in order to show
that we no longer relied on a unilateral
Monroe Doctrine. We did not say
“Uncle Sam will do it.” To the con-
trary, we recognized the public law of
the hemisphere. We recognized the in-
ternational, legal, sovereign rights of
every republic member of the hemi-
sphere.

Yet today we are hearing very little
about proposals for joint action on the
part of the American Republics in the
Cuban crisis. We are being treated to
emotionally packed resolutions calling
upon the President of the United States,
in effect, to enforce the Monroe Doc-
trine, which could very well mean calling
upon him to make war.

The situation does not call for that
kind of alarmism. I do not think it is
a service to the security of the country
or to the peace of the world to propose
such a course of action unless a better
definitive job is done by those who are
proposing so-called Monroe Doctrine
action.

HISTORY OF DOCTRINE'S HEMISPHERIC
APPLICATION

That causes me to ask the Senate to
take a look at the whole question of
collective security and the principle of
nonintervention in the inter-American
system.

I take the Senate to the steps whereby
the Monroe Doctrine has been converted,
juridically if not politically, from uni-
lateral policies of the United States into
multilateral rights and obligations of all
of the American Republics.

The Latin American policy of the
United States in the 20th century has
evolved from the period of the “Roose-
velt corollary”—under which the United
States undertook to intervene in Latin
American States for purposes of main-
taining stability and compelling these
states to discharge their international
obligations—through the transitional
period of the “good neighbor” policy of
the 1930°s to the present period of jurid-
ical equality and mutuality of rights
and obligations among the American
Republics.

The watershed of the transition was
the Latin American policy of Woodrow
Wilson, who repudiated the “Roosevelt
corollary”—although decidedly more in
prineiple than in practice. In a notable
speech at Mobile, Ala., on the eve of the
opening of the Panama Canal, Wilson
declared that “the United States will
never again seek one additional foot of
territory by conquest.”

In November 1915 Wilson and Colonel
House formulated the following articles
for an inter-American pact—a pact
which was not in fact concluded because
of Wilson’s belief that the Covenant of
the League of Nations, which contained
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similar clauses, would be wholly applica-
ble to inter-American relations:

ArTicLE I. That the high contracting par-
ties to this solemn covenant and agreement
hereby join one another in a common and
mutual guaranty of territorial integrity and
of political independence under republican
forms of government.

ArTicLE II. To give definitive application
to the guaranty set forth in Article I, the
high contracting parties severally covenant
to endeavor forthwith to reach a settlement
of all disputes as to boundaries or territory
now pending between them by amicable
agreement or by means of international
arbitration.

The Republican administration of the
twenties continued Wilson policy of
pruning off the “Roosevelt corollary”
from the Monroe Doctrine. The United
States entered into a multilateral treaty
for the conciliation of inter-American
disputes—the Gondra Convention—at
the Inter-American Conference at San-
tiago in 1923, supplanting thereby the
bilateral Bryan conciliation treaties con-
cluded under Wilson. The Inter-Ameri-
can Conference of 1928 at Havana
adopted a resolution outlawing aggres-
sion—without defining it—and another
for the obligatory arbitration of justici-
able disputes.

After the Havana Conference the De-
partment of State prepared the Clark
memorandum on the Monroe Doctrine,
which in effect repudiated the “Roosevelt
corollary.” Said Secretary of State
Henry L. Stimson on February 6, 1931:

The Monroe Doctrine was a declaration of
the United States versus Europe, not of the
United States versus Latin America.

It is interesting that the Secretary of
State should make that statement, but
that is the Stimson statement. I re-
peat it:

The Monroe Doctrine was a declaration of
the United States versus Europe, not of the
United States versus Latin America.

A special conference meeting at Wash-
ington in 1929 concluded the General
Convention of Inter-American Arbitra-
tion and the General Convention of In-
ter-American Conciliation.

GOOD-NEIGHBOR POLICY

Franklin Roosevelt’s good-neighbor
policy completed the repudiation of the
“Roosevelt corollary.” Roosevelt's policy
banned future political interventions and
was honored in practice by the liquida-
tion of the Caribbean protectorates, in-
cluding the release of Cuba from the
limitations on her sovereignty imposed
by the Platt amendment.

The Seventh Inter-American Confer-
ence at Montevideo in 1933 adopted a
convention on the rights and duties of
states, of which the most significant
articles were the following:

ArTICLE 8. No state has the right to in-
tervene in the internal or external affairs
of another.

ArtIcLE 9. The jurisdiction of states within

the limits of national territory applies to
all the inhabitants.

Nationals and foreigners are under the
same protection of the laws and the na-
tional authorities and the foreigners may
not claim rights other or more extensive
than those of the nationals.

ArtIcLE 10. The primary interest of states
is the conservation of peace. Differences of
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any nature which arise between them should
be settled by recognized pacific methods.
ArTICLE 11. The contracting states defi-
nitely establish as the rule of their con-
duct the precise obligation not to recognize
territorial acquisitions or special advantages
which have been obtained by force, whether
this consists in the employment of arms,
in threatening diplomatic representations,
or in any other effective coercive measure.
The territory of a state is inviolable and
may not be the object of military occupa-
tion nor of other measures of force imposed
by another state directly or indirectly or
for any motive whatever even temporarily.

A Special Inter-American Conference
for the Maintenance of Peace convened
at Buenos Aires in 1936. It adopted a
convention for consultation among the
American Republies for purposes both of
maintaining peace in the hemisphere and
of meeting external threats. The Con-
ference adopted an additional protocol
relative to nonintervention, which
stated:

The high contracting parties declare in-
admissible the intervention of any one of
them, directly or indirectly, and for what-
ever reason, in the internal or external af-
fairs of any other of the parties.

The United States is a signatory to
that convention.

The Conference also adopted a Decla-
ration of Principles of Inter-American
Solidarity and Cooperation.

MULTILATERAL DEFENSE AGAINST AXIS

The Declaration of Lima of 1938 re-
affirmed the principles adopted at
Buenos Aires, declaring that the Amer-
ican Republics would consult in meet-
ings of their foreign ministers, at the
initiative of any one Republic, for de-
fense of their peace, security, or terri-
torial integrity.

This was the first declaration aimed at
the Axis Powers, although it did not men-
tion them. It did not go nearly as far
as a lot of people thought it should; but
it went further than a lot of others
wanted to go. Above all, it was a recog-
nition that the Axis Powers had a pro-
gram of intervention underway in the
hemisphere and that we must be united
against it.

Secretary Rusk proposes now to con-
sult with the foreign ministers of the
hemisphere. It is his obligation to do it.
That is what the Declaration of Lima
pledged us to do. That was the check
upon unilateral action by any power, in-
cluding the United States.

Secretary Rusk is not only to be com-
mended—and let me parenthetically
point out that he is acting for the Presi-
dent of the United States—but also he
has demonstrated again to the American
people and to our friends in the Latin
American Republics that we recognize
our treaty obligations, and that we pro-
pose joint action if others will join us.
We reserve the right, under the vital
and binding part of the Monroe Doc-
trine, to take whatever steps are neces-
sary to protect our security. But it does
not follow that we have the authority
to follow a course of action that the
sovereign powers to the south of us be-
lieve was not connected with the pro-
tection of our own security, but invadea
some sovereign rights of theirs. That is
why I believe it is important that we go
slow on a proposal for unilateral action
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on the part of the United States or any
proposal instructing the President of the
United States to participate in some uni-
lateral course of action, until we confer
with the cosigners of the treaties and
conventions to which we have attached
the signature of the Government of the
United States.

The first meeting of the foreign min-
isters met at Panama in 1939 for pur-
poses of shaping a common neutrality
policy in regard to the European war.
The second meeting of foreign ministers
met at Havana in 1940, again for pur-
poses of shaping a common policy to-
ward the European belligerents. The
foreign ministers met again in Rio de
Janeiro in January 1942 following the
entry of the United States in World War
II. The Rio meeting made plans for a
nonshooting war against the Axis
Powers by the Latin American States,
belligerent and nonbelligerent, under
U.S. leadership and coordination.

MULTILATERAL DEFENSE AGAINST COMMUNISM

Acting under article 51 of the United
Nations Charter, the American Republics
met at Rio in 1947 and concluded the
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal
Assistance. The essential articles of the
Rio Pact are the first, second, and sixth:

1. The High Contracting Parties agree that
an armed attack by any state against an
American State shall be construed as an
armed attack against all the American States,
and consequently, each one of the said Con-
tracting Parties undertakes to assist in meet-
ing the attack in the exercise of the inherent
right of individual or collective self-defense
recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the
United Nations.

If we go back to the reports of that
time, we find it very interesting to ob-
serve that many accounts subsequent to
it and many scholarly articles referred
to this as the great modification of the
Monroe Doctrine, in that it spread the
Monroe Doctrine to all the Republics of
Latin America and that in a sense the
Rio Pact under this article I resulted in
all the nations in the Western Hemi-
sphere saying: “We stand together tc _z-
sist aggression from any foreign pow: '.”

Perhaps it would be appropriate and
pertinent, when we come to consider the
resolutions in regard to the Cuban situa-
tion, to call attention to the Rio Pact as
really more controlling in the situation
than the Monroe Doctrine. The resolu-
tion which has now gone to the com-
mittees and which was offered by the
majority leader, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansrFieLpl, does refer to the
Rio Treaty.

It is well that it does. The signatories
to the Rio Treaty have a mutuality of
obligation at the foreign ministers meet-
ing to be called by Secretary Rusk, or
through the Council of the Organization
of American States, to serve notice that
they intend to join in applying article I
of the Rio Pact.

Article IT of the compact reads:

2. On the request of the state or states
directly attacked and until the decision of
the Organ of Consultation of the Inter-
American System, each one of the Contract-
ing Parties may determine the immediate
measures which it may individually adopt in
fulfillment of the obligation contained in
the preceding paragraph and in accordance
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with the principle of continental solidarity.
The Organ of Consultation shall meet with-
out delay for the purpose of examining those
measures and agreeing upon the measures of
a collective character that should be adopted.

Article VI reads:

6. If the Inviolability or the integrity or
the sovereignty or political independence of
any American State should be affected by an
aggression which is not an armed attack or
by an extra-continental or intra-continental
conflict, or by any other fact or situation
which might endanger the peace of America,
the Organ of Consultation shall meet im-
mediately in order to agree on the measures
which must be taken in case of aggression to
assist the victim of the aggression or, in any
case, the measures which should be taken for
the common defense and for the mainte-
nance of the peace and security of the
continent.

The provisions for collective interven-
tion contained in articles 2 and 6 were
conceived predominantly with a view to
action against overt military aggression.
Infiltration and subversion as practiced
throughout the world by the Communist
powers was at that time an unforeseen
condition. In the words of Prof. Jaro
Mayda, professor of international law
at the University of Puerto Rico:

Despite the clumsy wording * * * the
provision must mean, if interpreted in good
faith, that a conference of American foreign
ministers, like the one in Punta del Este, can
take collective security measures. Nelther in
its text nor In its spirit does this provision
exclude an action against an American state
which has become incompatible with hemi-
sphere peace and security.

CHARTER OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN
BTATES

The Charter of the Organization of
American States was drawn up at the
Ninth International Conference of
American States at Bogota in 1948. I
now proceed to this very important
treaty, to which is attached the signa-
ture of the Government of the United
States, and with regard to which there
is agreement among the scholars that
it bears directly on the Monroe Doctrine.
It represents, of course, a modification of
the Monroe Doctrine, in that an under-
lying principle of the Monroe Doctrine
involving any sovereign power that seeks
to aggress against the Western Hemi-
sphere has been spread from the United
States to a joint obligation borne by
all the Republics of the Western Hemi-
sphere.

The basic provisions of the charter
relating to nonintervention and collec-
tive security are contained in articles 15,
19, 24, and 25. The latter two repeat
the pledges of the Rio Pact to cover not
only “armed attack” but also “every act
of aggression” or “any other fact or
situation that might endanger the peace
of America’:

ArTicLE 15. No State or group of States
has the right to intervene, directly or in-
directly, for any reason whatever, in the in-
ternal or external affairs of any other State.
The foregoing principle prohibits not only
armed force but also any other form of in-
terference or attempted threat against the
personality of the State or against its politi-
cal, economic and cultural elements.

ARTICLE 10. Measures adopted for the
maintenance of peace and security in ac-
cordance with existing treaties do not
constitute a violation of the principles set
forth in articles 15 and 17,
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Article 17 stipulates that the territory
of a state is inviolable.

ArticLE 24. Every act of aggression by a
State against the territorial integrity or the
inviolability of the territory or agalnst the
sovereignty or political independence of an
American State shall be considered an act
of aggression against the other American
States.

ArticLE 25. If the inviolability or the in-
tegrity of the territory or the sovereignty
or political independence of any American
State should be affected by an armed attack
or by an act of aggression that i1s not an
armed attack, or by an extra-continental
conflict, or by a conflict between two or more
American States, or by any other fact or
situation that might endanger the peace of
America, the American States, in further-
ance of the principles of continental
solidarity or collective self-defense, shall
apply the measures and procedures estab-
lished in the speclal treaties on the subject.

Article 19, it will be noted, maintains
the principle of collective intervention
to maintain measures of peace and se-
curity in accordance with existing
treaties.

I cannot emphasize that article too
much. I cannot stress it too emphati-
cally. It is this article of the Act of
Bogota which is generally recognized as
another commitment on the part of all
the Republics, including the TUnited
States of America, for joint action as a
substitute for unilateral action which the
United States, since 1823, had announced
would be its course of action under the
Monroe Doctrine in relation not only to
its own security, but in regard to the
security of other nations in the hemi-
sphere, as well. It is very difficult to
make this distinction clear, but it is a
vital one. It is one to which we had
better give heed, in view of the treaty
commitments we have made and in view
of the attitude which exists in Latin
America toward the United States, and
has existed for years.

We very wisely helped to negotiate the
Act of Bogota. We very wisely sought to
have the other countries of Latin
America join in a multilateral commit-
ment for joint action against aggression
anywhere in the hemisphere. We knew
how important it was to offset the wide-
spread opinion that in this field the
United States tended to look upon the
rest of the Western Hemisphere as an
American colony to be protected by the
mother country. They did not like it.

We could not make a greater mistake
than to assume that the Monroe Doctrine
has been a popular doctrine in Latin
America for the past 50 to 75 years, for
it has not. Yet many leaders of many
governments during that period of time
have recognized the fine motives of the
United States, in making clear to poten-
tial aggressors elsewhere in the world,
“Don’t tread on the Western Hemi-
sphere.” During the same period of
time that the Monroe Doctrine has
caused ill feeling in Latin America,
there have been various manifestations
and pronunciations of appreciation. We
have overcome much of that ill feel-
ing by the treaties, declarations, and
pacts which I am outlining in my speech
this afternoon, for those treaties are
based upon a recognition of equality of
sovereign rights among sovereign powers
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in the Western Hemisphere. That has
been very important—very important
psychologically, very important diplo-
madtically, and very important in dispell-
ing the notion which the enemies of the
United States try constantly to project
in Latin America, namely, that we are a
great imperialist colossus to the north,
seeking to exploit and take unfair ad-
vantage of the countries to the south.

That notion has been pretty well dis-
pelled. The good-neighbor policy of
Franklin Roosevelt did much to dispel it.

In my judgment the great Alliance for
Progress program of President Kennedy
will eliminate it entirely in the next 10
years, unless some series of events de-
velops which none of us contemplates or
has any reason to expect.

It has been good for the United States,
too, because unless the other Republics
are sufficiently aroused to the danger and
willing to put forth efforts in their self-
defense, we would have to devote our-
selves almost entirely to this hemisphere.

So I stress this language of article 19
of the Act of Bogotd by reiterating that
it maintains the principle of collective
intervention to maintain measures of
peace and security in accordance with
the existing treaties.

Again in the words of Professor
Mayda:

Collective intervention in this hemisphere
is a legally established procedure, which re-
flects vital common interests.

SUBSEQUENT HEMISPHERIC ACTIONS

The growing intrusions of communism
in Latin America, especially in Guate-
mala, set the stage for the 10th Inter-
national Conference of American States
at Caracas in March 1954.

Despite communism in Guatemala, the
10th Inter-American Conference of
American States did nothing much to
frustrate it, or to implement the Rio
Pact with a joint intervention to root
it out. The Latin American aversion
to intervention in the internal or ex-
ternal affairs of any of the Republics,
whether by any one state or by a group
of states, for whatever reason, so evi-
dent at Bogotd in 1948, canceled off
at Caracas in 1954 any potential of the
Rio Pact for joint intervention to deal
with this situation. The 10th Confer-
ence concluded 3 conventions and voted
117 resolutions, recommendations, and
declarations, but stopped short of sanc-
tioning any joint intervention.

Resolution 93 at Caracas pointed di-
rectly, but gently, at international com-
munism, It declared:

The domination or control of the political
institutions of any American State by the
international Communist movement, ex-
tending to this hemisphere the political sys-
tem of an extra-continental power, would
constitute a threat to the sovereignty and
political independence of the American
states, endangering the peace of America,
and would call for a consultative meeting to
consider the adoption of measures in ac-
cordance with existing treaties.

Resolution 95, called the “Declaration
of Caracas,” straddled the issue of joint
intervention by reiterating the right of
each state live its own life “without in-
tervention on the part of any group of
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states, directly or indirectly, in its in-
ternal or external affairs and, particu-
larly, without the intrusion of any form
of totalitarianism.”

The fifth meeting of consultation of
foreign ministers was held at Santiago
in August 1959. The Declaration of San-
tiago added little, if anything, to the col-
lective procedures of the inter-American
system. The declaration states:

The existence of antidemocratic regimes
constitutes a violation of the principles on
which the Organization of American States
is founded, and endangers the living to-
gether iIn peaceful solidarity in the
hemisphere.

The foreign ministers at Santiago
adopted a resolution entrusting the In-
ter-American Peace Committee to
study general questions of -collective
security, including “methods and pro-
cedures to prevent any activities from
abroad designed to overthrow established
governments or provoke instances of in-
tervention or acts of aggression” and the
“relationship between violations of
human rights or the nonexercise of rep-
resentative democracy, on the one hand,
and the political tensions that affect the
peace of the hemisphere, on the other.”

The seventh meeting of consultation
of foreign ministers met at San José,
Costa Rica, in August 1960 to consider,
among other things, the challenge of
Sino-Soviet intervention in the Ameri-
can Republics. The Conference adopted
collective economic sanctions against the
Trujillo regime in the Dominican Re-
public, but refused to make specific
reference to Cuba. The Conference
generally condemned Sino-Soviet inter-
vention, and reaffirmed the prineiple of
nonintervention. The relevant clauses
are as follows:

1. Condemns emphatically the interven-
tion or the threat of intervention, even when
conditional, by an extracontinental power
in the affairs of the American Republics and
declares that the acceptance of a threat of
extra-continental intervention by any Amer-
ican State jeopardizes American solidarity
and security, wherefor the Organization of
American States is under obligation to dis-
approve it and reject it with equal vigor;

2. Rejects, also, the attempt of the Sino-
Sovlet powers to make use of the political,
economic, or social situation of any Ameri-
can State, inasmuch as that attempt is
capable of destroying hemispheric unity and
jeopardizing the peace and the security of
the hemisphere;

3. Reaffirms the principle of noninterven-
tion by any American State in the internal or
external affairs of the other American States,
and reiterates that each state has the right
to develop its cultural, political, and eco-
nomic life freely and naturally, respecting
the rights of the individual and the princi-
ples of universal morality, and as a conse-
quence, no American State may intervene for
the purpose of imposing upon another Amer-
ican State its ideologies or political, eco-
nomie, or social principles * * *,

Meeting at Punta del Este in January
1962, the eighth meeting of consultation
of foreign ministers reiterated the fa-
miliar principles of collective security
and nonintervention, endorsed the pro-
gram and objectives of the Alliance for
Progress, and acted to exclude Cuba
from the Organization of American
States.
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The key provision of the final act of
Punta del Este is the resolution exclud-
ing Cuba from participation in any of
the bodies of the OAS. This resolution
was carried by a two-thirds majority of
14 votes, with 6 abstentions, and Cuba
alone opposed.

However, I point out that the resolu-
tion was then added to the act of Punta
del Este—to the final act voted upon at
the Conference; and on that act the vote
was unanimous. That procedural dis-
tinction has been overlooked by many.
Although there was a two-thirds vote of
14 in favor of that separate resolution,
with 6 abstentions, yet when the act of
Punta del Este containing the resolution
as one of the articles of the act was
voted upon, the vote was 20 to 0.

By that time the Cuban delegation
had left the Conference. As long as I
live, I shall never forget the dramatic
moments when either the Foreign Min-
ister or the official representative of each
one of the six Republics which previously
had abstained from voting on that res-
olution, when called upon to disclose
whether they would sign the Act of Punta
del Este with the resolution and article
contained therein or whether they would
abstain from voting, did not hesitate for
even the flash of a second, but each of
them rose from his seat, walked down
the full length of the conference hall to
the signing table, and signed the act of
Punta del Este.

During the debate which undoubtedly
will occur in the days ahead in regard
to what resolution, if any, we should send
to the President, I would have all Sen-
ators keep in mind that there is a joint
and unanimous commitment on the parts
of the members of the Organization of
American States to stand together joint-
ly in opposition to aggression in the
Western Hemisphere.

Equally important was a resolution,
supported by all of the nations present
except Cuba, declaring the Marxist-Len-
inist regime of Cuba to be incompatible
with the inter-American system. In ad-
dition, the Conference adopted resolu-
tions—in all cases unanimously except
for Cuba—to recognize the dangers of
Communist infiltration, to remove Cuba
from the Inter-American Defense Board,
which plans for joint military defense
of the hemisphere, and to reassert sup-
port for the Alliance for Progress. Six-
teen nations voted to ban all arms traf-
fic with Cuba. It is important to note
that all 20 American Republics signed
the final act, thereby committing them-
selves legally and morally to uphold all
of the resolutions adopted.

Declaring that the Marxist-Leninist
government of Cuba has voluntarily
placed itself outside the inter-American
system, the final act of Punta del Este
resolved:

1. That adherence by any member of the
Organization of American States to Marxism-
Leninism is incompatible with the inter-
American system and the alinement of such
a government with the Communist bloc
breaks the unity and solidarity of the
hemisphere.

2. That the present government of Cuba,
which has officlally identified itself as a
Marxist-Leninist government, is incompatible
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with the principles and objectives of the
inter-American system.

3. That this incompatibility excludes the
present government of Cuba from participa-
tion in the inter-American system.

4, That the Council of the Organization
of American States and the other organs and
organizations of the inter-American system
adopt without delay the measures necessary
to carry out this resolution.

Mr. President, in closing, let me say
that this afternoon I have sought, in
this speech, first, to point out that the
Monroe Doctrine of 1823 is not the Mon-
roe Doctrine of 1962; next, to point out
that all the language of the Monroe Doc-
trine of 1823 in regard to Europe is dead-
letter language today; next, to point out
that the language of the Monroe Doc-
trine, which some interpret to authorize
blanket authority on the part of the
United States to intervene at will in the
affairs of any Latin American Republic
if the United States believes that Re-
public is about to be invaded by some
foreign power, has been greatly modified
by treaties, pacts, and declarations to
which our country and our Latin Ameri-
can allies have affixed their signatures;
next, to point out that in my judgment
there does remain of the Monroe Doc-
trine, a U.S. foreign policy as binding
today as it was in 1823.

PART OF MONROE DOCTRINE REMAINS U.S. POLICY

The Monroe Doctrine is not needed to
establish this right, Mr. President, be-
cause we would have that right, anyway.
However, it is our policy to serve notice
that if any foreign power seeks to carry
on an offensive course of action in the
Western Hemisphere, endangering the
security of the American people and their
Government, we intend to take action,
and will.

A resolution is not required to give
President Kennedy authority to do that.
There is no question about the fact that
President Kennedy would do it, as would
any President, not only because it is his
constitutional duty, under the Com-
mander in Chief powers vested in him by
the Constitution, but because every
American President is imbued with the
same patriotism that runs through the
blood of every American.

So I have sought in this speech, in my
capacity as chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Latin American Affairs, to make a
plea that we go slow in the passage of
resolutions which cannot possibly add to
the Presidency any power that he does
not already have—for we cannot amend
the Constitution on the floor of the Sen-
ate—but that we make clear, under our
advise and consent obligations to the
President, if that is the wish and the will
of the Senate, that we are behind him.
It seems to me almost an empty gesture,
almost literary surplusage, to tell the
President in written form what he al-
ready knows.

I do urge my colleagues to take a look
at the treaty obligations we have entered
into since 1823; to take a look at the re-
action—and it is a very important fac-
tor—of the people of Latin America
whenever the United States announces
that it is going to take a unilateral course
of action, without the consultation with
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them, which is our commitment under
treaties with them.

I have raised my voice this afternoon
in an appeal for caution and recognition
that there are hemispheric procedures
already established under treaties to
which we have affixed our signature
which ought to be exhausted before there
is any talk of unilateral action on the
part of the United States or any recom-
mendation to the President of the United
States for unilateral action.

It is important that there be an early
meeting of the foreign ministers, and I
am glad the Secretary of State is going
to call for one. I think it is very im-
portant that the Organization of Ameri-
can States discuss and decide on what
action it is willing to take jointly with
the United States and the other Re-
publics in Latin America to meet the
threat of a Communist beachhead in
Cuba, which could develop into a threat
against the security of the United States
and that of each and every Latin Ameri-
can Republic.

I warn against precipitate action, for

the Cuban crisis is a delicate crisis. I
have urged that we demonstrate our
complete faith in the President of the
United States by not taking gratuitous
action in the Senate by forcing action on
him.
As I said earlier in my speech, any
time the President of the United States
thinks that his hand as Chief Executive
and Commander in Chief would be
strengthened by a resolution passed by
the Senate of the United States, I shall
give it very careful and favorable con-
sideration, reserving the right to judge
it on its merits as I see those merits.

But as to Russia and Cuba, let me
say, in closing, that both Khrushchev
and Castro had better take note of the
fact that we will not be bluffed by any
course of action of theirs nor by their
threats. We intend to keep ourselves
informed, and, as I pointed out in my
speech, we are informed as to what is
going on in Cuba. If they proceed with
any program for aggression in Cuba,
such as ground-to-ground missiles, or
launching installations, that would en-
danger Miami, New York, Chicago, or
any other part of the United States, let
them understand that we have no inten-
tion of waiting for them to fire the first
missile.

When intelligence reports come to my
committee disclosing any such informa-
tion as that, Mr. President, the Senator
from Oregon will yield to no one in this
body in urging that our Government
take whatever measures are necessary to
protect our security.

Mr. President, war and peace are in a
delicate balance in the world today. We
should put a very high premium upon
the policies of the Commander in Chief,
with his submission to us of the infor-
mation which we are entitled to receive
from him, and requests for assistance
that, in his judegment, will be of help to
him in earrying out his responsibilities
as Commander in Chief.

I happen to think, Mr. President, that
this position is the strongest position
which can be taken in American foreign
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policy. This is the position which main-
tains a united front. This is the position
which prevents the stirring up of di-
versity of opinion and conflict.

In my opinion, this is a position, in
keeping with the teachings of that great
Republican who once sat in this body.
who exercised the greatest influence over
me in foreign policy of any Member who
has ever sat here with me. I refer to
the great Arthur Vandenberg. In short,
the appeal I have made this afternoon
is the appeal of the nonpartisanship, bi-
partisanship foreign policy of Arthur
Vandenberg.

Mr., RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments to the joint resolution be
agreed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the com-
mittee amendments were agreed to en
bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, and
was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is, Shall the joint resolu-
tion pass?

On this question 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 North Dakota [Mr.
Burpick], the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Doppl, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLsricHT], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JomnsTonl, the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeE],
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
rRONEY], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuUBERGER], the Senators from Rhode
Islanc [Mr. PasToRE and Mr. PeLi], and
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SmitH], are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr, ANpERsON], the Sena-
tor from Colorado [Mr. Carrorrl, the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING],
and the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymMINGTON], are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr, Awnperson], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Burpickl, the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. CarRROLLI,
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI,
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Toppl, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruenNine], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr., Jorwnstonl, the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel,
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
RONEY], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NEeUBERGER], the Senators from Rhode
Island [Mr, PasTorE and Mr. PeELL], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SmitH]1, and the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincTON] Wwould each vote “yea.”
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AKen] is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr, CAPE-
HART], the Senators from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. CorroNn and Mr. MURPHY],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooPer], the Senator from Idaho [IMr,
Jorpan], the Senator from California
[Mr. EucHEr]l, and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. MorTON] are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. A1kEN], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CaAPEHART], the Sena-
tors from New Hampshire [Mr. CoTToN
and Mr. MurpHY], the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. HiCKENLOOPER], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan], the Senator
from California [Mr. KucHeEL] and the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTon]
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 176,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 254 Leg.]
YEAS—T6
Allott Gore Morse
Bartlett Hart Mundt
Beall Hartke Muskie
Eennett Hayden Pearson
Bible Hickey Prouty
Boggs Hill Proxmire
Bottum Holland Randolph
Bush Hruska Robertson
Butler Humphrey Russell
Byrd, Va. Jackson Saltonstall
Byrd, W.Va., Javits Scott
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Smathers
Carlson Keating Smith, Maine
Case Kefauver Sparkman
Chavez Eerr Stennis
Clark Lausche Talmadge
Cooper Long, Hawall Thurmond
Curtis Long, La. Tower
Dirksen Long, Mo. Wiley
Douglas Magnuson Willlams, N.J.
Eastland Mansfield Williams, Del.
Ellender McCarthy Yarborough
Engle MecClellan Young, N. Dak,
Ervin McNamara Young, Ohio
Fong Metcalf
Goldwater Miller
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—24

Alken Fulbright Morton
Anderson Gruening Moss
Burdick Hickenlooper Murphy
Capehart Johnston Neuberger
Carroll Jordan, Idaho Pastore
Church Kuchel Pell
Cotton McGee Smith, Mass.

Monroney Symington

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 224)
was passed.

FREEDOM IN THE WESTERN
HEMISPHERE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
News Bulletin is a publication of the
American GI Forum of the United States.
It is actually a veterans' family organi-
zation and the Bulletin is published in
Chicago.

In the April 1962 edition there ap-
peared an editorial which I believe is a
genuine inspiration to all. It certainly
merits wide currency, and for that rea-
son I ask that it be included in my re-
marks in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

No matter how long we have been a citizen
of the United States, fought its wars and paid
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its taxes and served it with love and devo-
tion, the sagas of heroism in the ancestral
homeland always cause our hearts to beat a
little faster, our heads to rise a little higher.
This is how it should be, for we are partners
in this herolsm. This is part of what makes
us a great nation; we thrill to the anclent
heroisms of our ancestors, and are better
cltizens because of it.

High on the list of days that stir the soul
of those of us with Mexican blood is the an-
niversary of the Battle of Puebla *“en EIl
Cinco de Mayo.” This year marks the 100th
anniversary of that day when a tiny band of
dedicated Mexicans, under the generalship
of young Igancio Zargoza, repulsed s vast,
better armed and arrogant French army
which thought it could speedily wipe out
this little peasant garrison. From their forts
of Loreto and Guadalupe on the rolling hills
of Puebla, the little garrison fought with a
splendor that sent into disordered retreat
those French soldiers it didn't kill. What
was it that stopped this superior French
force?

Spirit, heart, love of freedom, and a deter-
mination to keep out the foreign invader.
In these days of enslavement, it is well for all
of us to heed the lesson of the Mexican
martyrs. Freedom in the Western Hemi-
sphere is under constant threat. The mem-
ory of El Cinco de Mayo can help to keep
this continent free from foreign invaders and
hostile ideologies.

FRANK FLICK, CITIZEN OF THE
YEAR OF THE VETERANS OF FOR-
EIGN WARS OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF ILLINOIS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the Depart-
ment of Illinois at their meeting in
Springfield honored Mr. Frank Flick,
president of the Flick-Reedy Corp., of
Bensenville, Ill., as the Citizen of the
Year.

Mr. Flick was introduced by Depart-
ment Commander Muller and I submit
for the Recorp the introduction of Mr.
Flick by the department commander and
also the address by Mr. Flick. In addi-
tion there is submitted a pledge to free-
dom which was contrived by the VFW.
I am sure these will be matters of inter-
est to everyone.

There being no objection, the ad-
dresses were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PLEDGE TO FREEDOM

I recognize my individual moral responsi-
bility to provide for my own welfare and the
welfare of my family, of my business, my
clubs and assocliations. I pledge that I will
not ask my Government to provide such
welfare and if offered I will refuse to accept
such welfare. I further pledge that I will
serve the interests of my country above my
own selfish interests. I believe that if I
faithfully adhere to these principles and
encourage others to do likewise, we will win
the fight against the forces of regimenta-
tion, soclalism, and communism, and re-
establish the principles of individual moral
responsibility and freedom for all under
God.

.Department Commander Muvrrer. Com-
rade Sergeant at Arms, would you escort the
Man of the Year to my station?

PRESENTATION TO MAN OF THE YEAR
(Mr, and Mrs, Frank Flick escorted to the
rostrum.)

Department Commander MuLier. First I
would like to present Mr. and Mrs. Flick with
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the distinguished guest badge of our con-
vention. I want to extend all the courtesies
of our convention to both of you.

Ladies and gentlemen of the 43d annual
convention of the department of Illinois.
Mr. Frank Flick, our 1962 Citizen of the
Year of Illinols, is the president of the Flick-
Reedy Corp., Bensenville, Ill. Flick-Reedy
are manufacturers of tool-grade air and hy-
draulic equipment, owners of one of the Na-
tion's 10 most modern industrial plants. He
is the father of six children. He iz a great
civie leader, prominent in many State, local,
and national organizations. Recently Flick-
Reedy was recognized with the National
Award of the Freedoms Foundation at Val-
ley Forge, at the same time that this founda-
tion recognized our own VFW fifth district
for its Americanism program. Many of these
programs were carried out with the coopera-
tion of the Flick-Reedy Corp. in which Mr.
Flick, as president, plays a leading role.
Frank Flick has been chosen for the highest
award by the department of Illinois, as its
Citizen of the Year, in recognition of the
sterling leadership he has glven the Chi-
cagoland area In a reassessment of their
American heritage, their blessed possession
as a free people. This award is given in
recognition of his insistent effort, along with
the efforts of his assoclates at Flick-Reedy
whom he leads, through lectures, newspaper
articles, radio, TV, and his editorials in the
company newspaper Hydair, and other pub-
lic information media, to bring all of our
citizens to an awareness of the Communist
threat against our liberties as Americans and
to fortify them against this threat by con-
stant aggressive reminders to become alert
and active Americans.

I speak of this activity because I have seen
this Flick-Reedy program in action. I have
attended meetings and lectures at his plant,
and members of our staff have seen the tre-
mendous program put forth by this man.
‘We all know that no program is one man's
doing, but I am here to tell you that this
man puts forth the greatest and most ener-
getic leadership and drive that I have ever
witnessed. This is the kind of business lead-
ership America needs. This is the kind of
leadership that will keep Amerlca free.

At this time it is a great honor and privl-
lege—and I would like to have Mrs. Flick
come up with Mr, Flick to receive our an-
nual Citizen of the Year Award by the De-
partment of Illinois, the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States, and its almost
90,000 members of this State—Mr. Flick and
Mrs. Flick,

[A rising ovation by the audience.]

Mr, Fuick. Thank you. I accept the Clti-
zen of the Year Award with a deep sense of
humility.

In giving me this recognition you have also
charged me with additional responsibility. I
sincerely hope that I can live up to your ex-
pectations in carrying out that which will
follow from this distinguished award.

The first observation I would like to make
is that no one person can ever be totally re-
sponsible for receiving an award of this type.
It required the cooperation of many, many
people, and I had that cooperation. I want
to particularly refer to the men and women
of my company, the Flick-Reedy Corp. They
gave me all the support that one could ever
expect. They worked tirelessly on the Amer-
icanism programs. It didn't make any differ-
ence what they were asked to do, they did
it willingly. To the employees of Flick-
Reedy, then, goes a great deal of credit for
this award.

The community of Bensenville deserves
credit too. You can arrange for all of the
programs you want but if the community
does not have the spirit to come out and
attend the you are talking to
empty chalrs. So at this time I want to
thank the community, the community of
Bensenville, Du Page County, and Metro-
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politan Chicago, for their share in this
award. -

I want to especlally thank one of your area
groups who shares in this award, VFW Tioga
Post 2149, Bensenville. They did much to-
ward helping us achieve the goals we set for
ourselves, and I take a great deal of pleasure
in introducing three men, delegates to your
convention, who I think should have special
recognition. They work for Flick-Reedy and
they are members of Tioga Post. They are
members of the color guard of Tioga Post
and no matter when they were needed, they
were always there, as part of the color guard
at any program we ever had. I would ask
the following men to stand as I call their
names: Fred Wender, Leland Scott, and Bob
Mulligan., [Applause.]

Before I mention the next individual, who
was a great help to us, I want you to know I
have given this a great deal of thought before
I decided to mention his name. The reason
I did so was because I do not want to hurt
this individual. He is running for a high
office in your organization and, as a conse-
quence, I feared that perhaps some might
misunderstand that my talking about him
would be interpreted as propaganda. Those
who know me well would know that I would
never do this. So I am going to chance it.
I hope you will all understand me as well as
my close friends do, when I say that Ray
Soden, your department Iinspector, con-
tributed more to the success of our program
and our contacts with the community than
any other man. We are grateful to you, Ray
Soden. [Applause.]

A few words about some unsung heroes
that are usually bypassed at a time like
this. I was so pleased that my wife could
share this honor with me by being here on
the rostrum. She contributed so much; she
was willing to wait at home with the chil-
dren while I was gone all evening on some
share of this work; or just came late for
dinner. She was most patient and encour-
aging. My wife contributed much to the
earning of this award and I share it with
her. [Applause.]

There is one other person who should be
remembered, and this perhaps should be
classed in the category of the inspiration
that many of us grown men live by, the in-
spiration of our dads. If I have anyone to
thank for what I do today, in the area of
Americanism, it is my dad. He would be
known today as a “superpatriot.” I want to
tell you just one quick story about him.

In Lincoln Park in Chicago they used to
have parades on Sunday mornings and dad
used to take the children to see them. I
was about 8 or 9 years old, but I never for-
got this incident. The American flag was
passing by, the hats were off and arms across
the chest, when dad looked over to the man
next to him, who hadn’'t taken off his hat.
My dad nearly knocked the man to the
ground with a blow across the chest with
his forearm as he demanded, “Take off your
hat. That is the flag of our country.” The
man didn’'t have to take his hat off. Dad
had knocked it off. You can imagine what
an inspiration in Americanism this was to
a kid B or 9 years old. I have never for-
gotten it. I'm sure all of you have had ex-
periences with your own dads that are the
inspiration of why you are here today, why
you are doing a job in your great organiza-
tion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars.

My dad is no longer with us. My mother,
88 years “young,” couldn't be with us today,
but she was the inspiration to my dad, as
my wife is my inspiration, and a great deal
of credit also goes to her.

Now, I have a little message for the VFW
if you will bear with me. I feel if I didn’t
have some message to leave with you today
that I would not be doing what you expect
of me.

I want you to know that this distinction
has particular significance to me. I wonder
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if many of you will understand fully what
it was to be too young for World War I and
too old for World War II. I could not be a
veteran. I never can be. This is a privilege
that will never come to me. But you have
given me something which is perhaps the
closest thing that I can ever receive in lieu of
being one of you—your Citizen of the Year
Award.

I want to speak about the veterans. Your
participation in a foreign war earned you the
right and distinction to be a veteran. This,
no one can take away from you. This desig-
nation did not automatically earn you the
right to be a member of your great organi-
zation, the Veterans of Forelgn Wars. This
may sound strange to you who have become
used to this distinction but to me it is very
meaningful. In order to be a true member of
your great organization of VFW, must you
not earn and reearn the privilege every single
day of your lives by your actions, by your
continuity of patriotism, as demonstrated by
coming away from your jobs as you have
today by coming here to this great conven-
tion and a hundred other ways in your daily
lives? Is this not why the organization of
Veterans of Foreign Wars means more than
just the simple words *‘veterans of foreign
wars"? Are you not a select group who dis-
criminately selects its members? Everyone
can't belong.

I ask myself, what is the purpose of the
VFW? I didn't read your constitution or
bylaws to see what it was. Through the
years I believe I have gotten an impression
of what the VFW stands for. I think it can
be expressed quite simply in that you, as
former military men, will continue to fight
for the freedom and constitutional govern-
ment that you fought for with guns as
soldiers on the battlefield. When you
smelled gun smoke on the battlefield, your
objectives were pinpointed for you. There
was no question, there was unity, there was
strength, there was courage and, believe me,
I know from the stories it wasn't always
the guns you had—it was your courage that
won the wars for us so that these United
States could remain free.

Now what is your job as members of the
VFW? How can we pinpoint our problem?

It can be pinpointed in the main by rec-
ognizing that we now are in a new type of
war. Recognizing this can we go one step
further and see if we can pinpoint what our
action should be in this new war, this
strange war, this war that gives us as many
problems as, no doubt, our forefathers had
when they were fighting to start a new idea,
the birth of a nation, a new concept of gov-
ernment, a new concept of freedom? I
think we have to somehow or other pinpoint
our objectives as they did. These were men
who also gave their last full measure of
devotion.

Who is this war with? First, I don’t
think anybody questions it is with both com-
munism and socialism, for they are certainly
bedfellows in objective though they may
vary in method to achieve their objective.
If you end up beilng controlled by and your
property owned by the state, it makes little
difference as to whether you got that way by
revolution or by neglect. There are forces
rampant in the world that deny you your
freedom and your rights as individuals,
With these rights go obligations and indi-
vidual responsibilities. How can these evil
forces of regimentation which deny us so
much freedom have made so much progress?
Let us take a close, hard look at the words
“individual responsibilities.” All of us by
nature are lazy; we want the maximum
benefits for the minimum effort. This is
instilled in us by human nature. When
somebody comes along and says, “Gee, I'll
take over that job of individual responsibility
s0 you won't have so much work to do,” be-
lieve me, this is appealing. This attitude
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gives us an insight and some idea as to why
there has been so much progress made in
regimenting us in causing our loss of free-

another way. Let us look at if from the
moral point of view.

Everyone has the individual moral re-
sponsibility to provide for his own and his
family’s welfare and well-being. Under ordi-
nary circumstances, does the individual have
the right to shift this responsibility to the
state? Does the individual have the right
to force a third party to provide for his wel-
fare and well-being or that of his family?
If the individual is unable to provide for
his and his family’s welfare, can it not be
provided by voluntary contributions of a
third party or parties? Does this not give
people an opportunity to earn their salva-
tion through real charity? “He who gives
charity 1s thrice blessed,” wrote Pope Leo
XIII, in Rerum Novarum, the papal en-
cyclical. If a family finds itself in great
difficulty, utterly friendless, and without
prospect of help, it is right that extreme
necessity be met by public ald—but the
rulers of the state must go no further; na-
ture bids them stop here. Paternal au-
thority can neither be abolished by the state
nor absorbed. The Soclalists, therefore, In
setting aside the parent and introducing
the providence of the state, act against
natural justice, and threaten the very ex-
istence of family life * * * and such inter-
ference is not only unjust, but is quite cer-
tain to harass and disturb all classes of
citizens, and to subject them to odious and
intolerable slavery * * * the sources of
wealth would themselves run dry, for no one
would have any interest in exerting his
talents or his Industry.

The next thing I think we should ask
ourselves is, Are we winning this war with
soclalism and communism or are we losing
it?

Have we drifted into more socialism here
at home since the gun smoke died out in
1945 and 1952? Are you not more regimented
today under socialistic concepts and schemes
than a few decades ago? I think the ob-
vious answer is “Yes,” we are losing this war
to socialism here at home. Let us take a
look as to how we are doing elsewhere.
Have we not lost millions of souls through-
out the entire world, near and far, who have
been lost to communism since you men and
women last fought in a foreign war to free
all men from oppression—from regimenta-
tion? Our score at home and abroad does
not seem to ring true to the tradition of
winning wars so well established in years
past by you veterans, The word “victory”
has been abolished. Patriotism is corny.
The flag is not respected.

Now I would like to ask the question, since
we appear to be losing in this war, what can
we do about it? Who can we look to, to
turn the tide? Who can we look to for
leadership to win this war? For it must be
won. As we cast about, we find that there
are many organizations in this country,
great organizations, our churches, our
schools, our teachers, our Kiwanis, our Lions,
our chambers of commerce, to name but a
few who might be looked to for leadership.
As we look at this imposing list, we find
that each and every one of these organiza-
tions have a specific purpose * * * but that
purpose eminently good, is not specifically
to lead us in this cold war against the forces
of regimentation. But there is one orga-
nization that, it seems to me, should be the
natural leader in the cold war, This natural
leader is the great VFW of the United States,
90,000 strong in the State of Illinois alone.
Do you think among your members you have
enough force, enough power, enough courage
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to win not only this war but any challenge
requiring courage that is put to you? I am
sure that if you put your shoulder to the
wheel, if you put your mind to it and your
will, that there will be no questign as to
the outcome.

So the next obvious question is, Are you
doing as much today as you can do? As an
individual? As an organization? As much
as you have to do? If we are still losing
ground in this cold war day after day, then
doesn't some special efforts have to be car-
ried forth in order to reverse the tide and
carry us back to victory?

Can your great VFW, your “superpatri-
ots”—and I am not using that word deroga-
torily, because you have demonstrated time
and again that you are great superpatriots—
lead us to victory in this cold war as you
did when you faced the guns of the enemy?
I say there is a challenge here; it is not to
criticize the tremendous job and work that
you are doing but when we see that this is
not enough, then I urge you to see what can
be done about doing a little more that will
carry you and America to victory.

Let us pinpoint our objective if we can.
‘We have all kinds of good freedom programs
in America today. The programs have the
support of the good, civic organizations as
well as the VFW. We can step these pro-
grams up and I think that is being done
today, but is this the total answer? I do
not think so.

The action that I am going to suggest is
one that requires individual action. It is
an act that will be quite simple, yet at times
will take more courage than was ever re-
guired of you on the battlefield. Yet I
know and am confident that when you real-
ize, as I am sure you will, that this action
might well save your country, you will not
fail in the courage needed to carry it out.

The actlon that I am goilng to ask of you
is that your great organization of VFW con-
sider the adoption of the following pledge
to freedom whenever you pledge allegiance
to the flag of the United States.

“Lm my individual moral respon-
sibility to provide for my own welfare and
the welfare of my family, of my business,
my clubs and associations, I pledge that
I will not ask my government to provide such
welfare and if offered I will refuse to accept
such welfare. I further pledge that I will
serve the interests of my country above my
own selfish interests. I belleve that if I
faithfully adhere to these principles and en-
courage others to do likewise, we will win
the fight against the forces of regimentation,
socialism, and communism, and reestablish
the principles of individual moral respon-
sibllity and freedom for all under God."”

If this pledge were carried out in your
every day declsions it could help reverse the
trend towards regimentation, socialism and
communism. Would it not promote indi-
vidual responsibility and freedom? Is there
any question but that it would do just this?

We agreed earlier that we are losing this
battle because we are slipping into more
regimentation and losing freedom. Whose
fault is it? Let us not blame the men in
public office. When you are a citizen of
these United States, do you not swear to
uphold the same laws, the same Constitu-
tion and freedoms, the same defense of the
individual’s rights, as the President, the
Senate, and Congress of the United States?

Is your moral responsibility less than his
or any other public official? If you waver
and make your decision on a selfish basis;
if you are afraid to stand up and be counted,
what can you expect your public officials
who feel they must “give” you what you
want? You courageous men who faced the
guns of the enemy, who rushed in when the
shots were falling all around you to save
a buddy, to save your country, did not hesi-
tate then. You had courage then. Will you
have the same courage now to serve your
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country or will you excuse yourself for fear
of the nasty names that might be leveled at
you if you speak out against regimentation?
Will you hesitate because you might lose
some b@siness? Will you rationalize that if
you do not take this business order which is
intended for delivery to the Communists,
somebody else will take it anyway, so you
might as well take it. ‘“Some one is going
to make a buck—it might as well be me.”
These are everyday decisions and this battle
in my estimation will be won when each and
every patriotic individual in these United
States makes their decisions on the basis
of the suggested VFW pledge to freedom.
Your great organization here in Illinois
could start right here today, right here this
minute, with leadership, first in our State—
90,000 strong—and then on a national level
to spearhead a national campaign to en-
courage everyone to ask themselves this
guestion, “Will this action of mine today
promote regimentation or will this action
promote freedom?”

In every decision involving these factors,
I'm sure you have the courage to ask your-
self this question and follow with right
action now that you realize and understand
what this will do for you and your family
and country in winning the cold war against
communism.

God bless you, and with the grace and
help of God, I am sure that this fine, great,
wonderful, patriotic organization that has
bestowed on me this distinguished honor
today, will lead this country back to freedom
and away from regimentation at home and
in all parts of the world. You can. You
must lead the way to victory.

Thank you. [Applause.]

Department_ Commander MuLLEr. Ladies
and gentlemen of the convention. I would
just like to say if we follow the words of
Mr. Flick, and I am sure we will, we will be
greatly inspired and motivated to do more
than we have ever done before.

Frank, I want to say it has been a great
honor to be associated with you. I am go-
ing to retire “to the pastures” next Sunday,
but if there is anything I can do to help, I'll
be around.

Mr. Fuick. We will work together.
plause.]

[Ap-

VISIT BY ROBERT FROST TO SOVIET
TUNION

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on
September 11 the New York Post pub-
lished a column written by Max Lerner
under the caption “Frost Flavor.,” It
relates to the visit of Robert Frost, the
poet, to the Soviet Union, and what has
intrigued me about this column is one
paragraph setting forth what Khru-
shchev said in the course of his inter-
view. He said, according to the col-
umn:

The American capitalist democracy has
bred the corrupt flower of modern liberal-
ism which Communists scorn far more than
they do reactionary militarism and racist
fasclsm. This is what he is counting on
during the years ahead. It isthe same paral-
ysis of will which Josef Schumpeter noted
as part of the disease of democratic intel-
lectualism. It is a gap which separates a
leadership and people who have a conscience

and a sense of guilt from those who have
neither.

What an interesting comment from
Nikita Khrushehev.

I ask unanimous consent that the col-
umn from the New York Post be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:
FrosT FLAVOR
{By Max Lerner)

Robert Frost has come back from his jour-
ney to Gagra, on the Black Sea, where Nikita
Khrushchey came to his bedside and they
talked of America and Russia. Frost is one
of our authentic representative men, and
gives a characteristic flavor to every sentence.
His report of the exchange between the two
men is worth more pondering than the whole
raft of Khrushchev interviews that have
floated over the Atlantic.

Frost called himself a tramp poet, but on
his principle that poetry and power are re-
lated he is recognizably making some forays
into the realm of power, where he is far
less at home than with poetry. He called
Khrushchev variously a mighty monarch and
a ruffian. But not let the anti-Khrushchev
society rejoice prematurely at the latter epi-
thet, for Frost saw after sleeping on it that
it was scarcely diplomatic language about a
man who had sat by his bedside, and modi-
fled it into rough and ready. But I like his
first term, “ruffian,” especially since he meant
it genlally and said it almost with affection.

If poets must join diplomats in censoring
their language, which comes to them by a
magic route out of their unconsclous, then
what's the use of having a poet talk politics?

The spectacle of an 88-year-young man
taking a jaunt to the Soviet Union is one
to cherish. Old men have been advisers of
heads of state in the past, they have been
court jesters and storytellers, they have
been ambassadors, they have been singers
of songs. But it is rarely in history that
an old man has combined something of each
of these roles, as Frost has.

Khrushchev saild of Frost that he has the
soul of a poet, but unfortunately they
talked only politics, with little about poetry.
Frost's crucial ideas were roughly four.
Pirst, that Russia and Amerlea are the two
great realities in the world, and that lttle
else counts. Second, that rivalry between
them is good for both and for the world,
and that progress-out-of-conflict is the law
of God. Third, that the two nations express
two different kinds of democracy; that the
Russians are humanizing down to democ-
racy, and easing down to socialism while
we are straining up to it. Fourth, that the
rivalry between the two powers must be car-
ried on with magnanimity, by which Frost
meant with chivalry and in a noble manner.

These are all ideas with a Frost flavor, as
I can testify from having known him some-
what over a number of years. He means
them as a poet should mean his political
ideas—in a large generous way, vaulting
over the generations ahead, without too
much precision of concept, and with a con-
cern for the long future rather than the
day to day.

But we who are not poets nor power men
must live in the here and now, and we have
learned truthfully how the Communists have
been able to use the generously meant no-
tions of some of our best spirits, For ex-
ample, Frost's idea that only Russia and
America count, and his insistence on dis-
missing other countries, does not help free
world survival much at this particular time.
The Russians like the idea of a Russian-
American modus vivendi, with the other na-
tions counted out. For the other matlons
are chiefly the European ones, like Britain,
Germany and France, which are today shap-
ing an economic and political unity in Eu-
rope that is the great phenomenon of the
1960's. The Russians cannot hope to have
them on thelr side, but they hope to split
them from an Atlantic partnership.

Or take the notion that there is not really
much of a gap in freedom and democracy
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between the free world and the Communist
world—that the Russians are leveling down
while we are levellng up to democracy and
soclalism. If I were EKhrushchev I would
rejoice at such an opinion, and I should even
forgive its holder for calling me a ruffian.
For in the war of ldeas between the two sys-
tems the most radical weapon the free world
has on its side is the idea of freedom and
of the shaping of individual life by the
individual personality., When that is leveled
out of existence, a sharp weapon is lost in
the very rivalry which Prost regards as a
law of God.

But the saddest fact is that while Frost
was talking of magnanimity, chivalry and
the noble manner, Khrushchev was talking
out of a Communist ethos which scorns all
three, and regards them as survivals from
a precapitalist age of feudalism. The pay-
off came in a remark of his which Frost falled
to quote in his Moscow interview but did
gquote on his return to Idlewild. “Ehru-
shchev said he feared for us modern liberals.
He sald we were too liberal to fight."

This was what the interview really came
down to. Ehrushchev told this devotee of
poetry and power that American capitalist
democracy had bred the corrupt flower of
modern liberalism, which Communists scorn
far more than they do reactionary militarism
and racist fascism. This is what he is count-
ing on during the years ahead. It is the same
paralysis of will which Josef Schumpeter
noted as part of the disease of democratic
intellectualism. It is the gap which sepa-
rates a leadership and people who have a
conscience and a sense of guilt from those
who have neither.

Robert Frost, I am certain, does not go
with this tender mindedness of “us modern
liberals.” If he did he would be far less of
the poet than he is. And the iron in the
Frosts of our time, as well as the poetry in
them, may be what will save the free world,

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY NATO
PARLIAMENTARIANS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, wa
are honored by the visit of a distin-
guished delegation representing 11
NATO countries.

I ask unanimous consent that at this
point in the Recorp there be included
the names and the countries from which
these delegates come.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Visrting NATO PARLIAMENTARIANS

Belgium: Mr. Hubert de Groote, Mr, Henri
Moreau de Melen, and Mr, Jacques Van
Buggenhout.

Canada: Miss Julia Verlyn LaMarch and
Mr. Robert Muir,

Denmark: Mr. Victor Gram and Mr, Viggo
Hauch.

France: Mr. Jacques Baumel, Mr. Raymond
Mondon, and Mr, Jean Chamant.

Germany: The Reverend Hans Merten and
Prof. Dr. Hans Susterhenn.

Italy: Mr. Girolamo Messerl; Senator
Pietro Micara, President of the NATO Par-
liamentarians’ Conference.

Netherlands: Gen. J. H. Couzy and Col.
W. Wierda.

Norway: Mr. Otto Dahl and Mr, Bernt
Ingvaldsen.

Portugal: Mr. Jose Soares da Fonseca and
Mr. Manuel Antonio Fernandes.

Turkey: Dr. Fethi Tevetoglu, Mr. Haydar
Tunckanat, and Mr, Nuvit Yetkin.

United Kingdom: Rt. Hon. Earl of Listowel,
Mr, John Hall, Mr, Willlam John Pell, and
Mr. Anthony Kershaw.
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Stafl, NATO Parliamentarians’ Conference:
Mr. O. van H. Labberton, Executive Sec-
retary; Miss Claude Goffart, Deputy Execu-
tive Secretary.

Mr. SPARKMAN. This delegation of
approximately 40 parliamentarians, rep-
resenting 11 NATO countries, has been
in the United States since September 4.
On September 5 they were flown to
Wheeling, W. Va. From there they went
into Ohio and spent a day visiting in-
dustrial facilities in that State. Then
they made a tour of various military in-
stallations, On September 6 they visited
the Strike Command at McGill Air Force
Field. On September 7 they visited the
Air Force Missile Test Center at Cape
Canaveral. On September 8 and Sep-
tember 9 they spent the weekend at
Miami. On September 10 they visited
the Supreme Allied Command Atlantic,
and had briefings, tours, and demon-
strations there. During the last 2 days,
September 11 and 12, the group has been
attending meetings held at the State De-
partment—meetings of the Standing
Committee, the Economic Committee,
and the Military Committee. It will no
doubt be interesting to many Senators
to learn that the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Caxnon] is chairman of the Mili-
tary Committee of the NATO Parlia-
mentarian Conference, and that the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Javirs] is the
chairman of the Economic Committee of
the Conference.

‘We have been working with the parlia-
mentarians and, together with the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, were joint
hosts to them today. Itis a great pleas-
sure and an honor to have the parlia-
mentarians visit us. I am delighted to
present them to the Senate. [Applause,
Senators rising.]

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. 1yield to the Sena-
tor from New York.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I express
deep gratification at the presence of our
colleagues, who are led by the President
of the NATO Parliamentarians’ Confer-
ence, Senator Pietro Micara, of Italy,

who is among our guests in the Chamber.

I am happy to report to-the Senate
that I feel our sessions have been very
fruitful, especially with respect to an un-
derstanding of the problems of our coun-
try as they are developing, and our clear
understanding of the problems of our
European allies.

I thank the Senator from Alabama for
yielding.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I join
in welcoming our visitors and in com-
mending them for their excellent co-
operation with us. I feel certain that
our NATO alliance will be much strong-
er by reason of the understanding and
the diligence which these people have
indicated in their meetings with the mil-
itary committee. We are all interested
in a common problem, namely, the
strength of our NATO alliance, in order
ttg:: t'wna can combat the Communist
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These fine people have traveled a great
distance and have worked diligently in
order that we might strengthen the al-
liance. I am sure that their efforts and
understanding will do much to strength-
en the NATO alliance in combating
threats from the other side of the Iron
Curtain,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
may stand in recess for a few minutes,
subject to the call of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LavuscHE in the chair). The Presiding
Officer of the Senate at this moment ex-
tends, on behalf of the Senate, a wel-
come to our distinguished guests upon
their visit to the Chamber. I am sure
the Chair voices the judgment of his
fellow Members that we recognize our
mutual interdependence in trying to
solve the problems of the world. We
know that that which is a threat to your
security is ultimately a threat to our
security. We feel certain that your views
correspond with ours, in that the secu-
rity of your countries is in a substantial
respect dependent upon the continued
security of our Nation. We have a com-
mon interest. All dangers are common
to us all.

The Chair feels that he expresses the
thinking of the people of the United
States in these troublesome hours that
our main base of confidence in the quest
for security depends upon the coopera-
tion which the NATO nations and our
country will pursue in the years to come,

The Chair welcomes you to the Cham-
ber. [Applause.]

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, per-
haps it might be of interest to Senators
to know the countries which are repre-
sented by our guests:

Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France,
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Nor-
way, Portugal, Turkey, and the United
Kingdom.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as
a mark of respect and friendship for our
friends from the NATO countries, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess subject to reconvening
at the call of the Chair.

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

Accordingly, at 2 o'clock and 54 min-
utes p.m., the Senate took a recess sub=
ject to the call of the Chair.

At 3 o'clock and 3 minutes p.m., the
Senate reassembled when called to order
by the Presiding Officer (Mr. McCARTHY
in the chair).

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ACT OF 1962

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3615) to authorize the
Housing and Home Finance Administra-
tor to provide additional assistance for
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the development of comprehensive and
coordinated mass transportation sys-
tems, both public and private, in metro-
politan and other urban areas, and for
other purposes. &

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN REAL
PROPERTY OF THE UNITED
STATES TO THE STATE OF MARY-
LAND

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for the adoption
of the order which I ask to have stated
for the information of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order will be stated for the information
of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That in the engrossment of the
bill (S. 3019) to provide for the conveyance
of certain real property of the United States
to the State of Maryland, passed by the
Senate on yesterday, the Secretary of the
Senate be authorized to make the following
correction in the reported print of the bill,
namely: On page 2, line 16, strike out the
words “University land"” and in lieu thereof
insert “University Lane”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its deliberations to-
night it stand in adjournment until 10
o'clock a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE TRANSPORTATION CENTER
CONFERENCE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, trans-
portation has played a major role in the
growth of this great country of ours from
its earliest days. Today, the movement
of goods and people is a $100 billion a
year industry and a very large portion
of our gross national product. Trans-
portation affects the lives of all of our
people; whether it be by air, land, pipe-
line, truck, or water.

On October 29 of this year, for 2 days,
the transportation center at North-
western University at Evanston, Ill., will
have a national conference on private
and unregulated transportation. There
will be new information on a topic of
concern to all transportation modes and
to shippers. That topic is private car-
riage, or the shipment by companies of
their own goods in their own trucks. The
transportation center conference is the
first industry-university discussion of
private carriage ever held. It is ex-
pected to attract several hundred repre-
sentatives of shippers, carriers, and Gov-
ernment agencies to hear research
personnel present the facts and a new
theory of private carriage.

One of the controversies in which this
conference proposes to stress attention
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is the question of regulation versus non-
regulation. That is, when a company
ships via common carrier, such as a com-
mereial truck line or railroad, it is using
forhire transportation whose rates and
services are closely regulated by various
public agencies; but when a company
uses its own trucks to haul its goods, it
is using private carriage, which is not
subject to regulation. These and other
tangents of this issue will be discussed
at the conference at the transportation
center at the Northwestern University.

The transportation center is to be
commended for its efforts and this un-
dertaking, which I believe will be of im-
mediate value to the carriers, shippers,
and American public.

I ask unanimous consent that a part
of a brochure on this conference be
made a part of the Recorp at this point.

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

The advantages of nonregulation have
been held by many to be one of the main
reasons why more and more shippers seem
to be turning to private carriage. And this
apparent growth of private carriage has been
blamed by the common carriers for much of
their loss of business.

While opinions on the subject of private
Versus common are hotly held and
have been the subject of intense industry
debate for many years, facts are few, largely
because private carriage is nonregulated
and not reported to Government agencies.

However, avallable statistics from the In-
terstate Commerce Commission show that
private carrlage has been increasing in use
and importance, bringing benefits to some
areas and problems to others.

While the number of intercity ton-miles
hauled by common carriers increased three
times between 1943 and 19568, the propor-
tion of ton-miles fell from 50.66 percent in
1943 to 35.14 percent in 1959, In other
words, while common carrier ton-miles have
increased, private carrier ton-miles have in-
creased faster.

At least 18,000 companies now have fleets
of 10 vehicles or more, and some 85 percent
of the country’s 12 million motor vehicles
are operated in private carriage.

In addition, it seems likely from avail-
able evidence that private carriers account
for an increasingly important share of the
high value freight as well as high bulk
freight, such as television sets, glassware,
sclentific instruments, and the like.

This leaves the common carriers with the
low bulk and low value freight which they
are apt to be called upon to haul on an
infrequent or standby basis.

There are many reasons cited for the
growth of private carriage. President Ken-
;mdy's recent transportation message lists

S H

1. The development of modern highways,
which has reduced the dependence of manu-
facturers on central locations near port
facilities or railroad terminals.

2. The development of improved produc-
tion technlques that require spacious one-
story plant layouts which in turn have made
many industries move out to the edge of
cities where space is available and where
common carrier facilities are scarce.

But these are not the only reasons. A
company that is using private carriage will
often cite two more reasons that are more
important to the firm:

1. Cost: These companies believe, for one
thing, that they can haul their goods for
less than the common carrier rates filed
with Government bodies. Rates can be
revised, but the procedure takes too long.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The cost factor is especially nt
where a company s in position to use its
own trucks both going and coming. In
fact, the 1960 Doyle report to the Senate
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce observed that “In a reasonably bal-
anced, two-way traffic pattern, private car-
riage will usually be cheaper for the user
than for-hire carriage, so long as the volume
and frequency of traffic provides good equip-
ment utilization.”

2. Better service: The company using its
own trucks sets its own schedules, delivers
goods to its own and its customers' specifica-
tion, can offer a more personalized service,
and generally has less trouble with breakage
and claims settlement.

For example, an electrical goods manu-
facturer saves the trouble of specially crating
its transformers now that it uses its own
trucks. An auto parts supplier says 1t now
can deliver goods in its own trucks within
2 working days to its retail outlets, compared
to a maximum of 8 to 10 days via common
carriage.

A TV set manufacturer can make arrange-
ments with his retallers to have sets de-
livered in night hours by giving his truck-
drivers the keys to stores and instructions to
bring the sets inside. This is something that
a common carrier trucker could not do.

But there are disadvantages, too. By op-
erating its own trucks, a company puts itself
into the transportation business and must
allot managerial time to it.

This is where the common carriers produce
their severest counterargument, for they
claim that companies do not really know
their costs and are fooling themselves if they
think they are saving money through private
carriage.

The common carriers point to examples of
private carriers using gasoline trucks for long
hauls when diesel power would be better.
Or they point to cases where inadequate in-
surance coverage, resulting from inept man-
agement, has brought losses to a company
transporting its own goods.

Nor, say the common carriers, do com-
panies properly evaluate the rate of return
on their private carriage equipment invest-
ment; the same money invested elsewhere
would probably earn more.

They recognize that some companies have
made a thorough study of costs and have
installed top managerial talent to operate
private carriage. They doubt, however, that
any ultimate savings were accomplished or
that the rate of return has been equal to or
greater than the rate of return in other
aspects of the business.

The common carriers also say that much
of private carriage attractiveness is based on
illegal backhauls. For example, if a private
truck carrying a company’s goods from one
city to another is scheduled to return empty,
the company might contract to carry another
company’s goods on the return trip. This is
an illegal practice unless confined to agricul-
tural goods or a wide class of exempt prod-
ucts in intrastate movement.

For the common carriers, whose profitable
business is seemingly being eroded by pri-
vate carriage, the answer appears to be a
matter of loosening the regulatory bonds on
common carriage, imposing regulations on
private carriage, or both.

The common carriers note that the ICC
often puts “floors” on rates that are too high,
and that these high rates prevent the com-
mon carriers from attracting the volume
business that is necessary to sustain large-
scale operations.

But, as the transportation center confer-
ence will point out, even these large scale
economies of common carriers have very nar-
row limits.

Thus, as the common carrier loses more
and more business to the private carrier, its
average costs increase and its profitability
decreases. These trends are partially respon-
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sible for mergers, and might eventually force
some carriers out of business altogether.

If this comes to pass, the large shipper
would lose his common carrier standby facil-
ity and he may find that he is unable to op-
erate private carriage profitably for the larger
proportion of his shipments.,

The smaller shipper in these instances
would then be without adegquate resource
for shipments via common carrier.

What the common carriers would have is
registration and regulation of private carriers
(a bill requiring this has been introduced by
Senator GEORGE A. SMATHERS), plus a general
loosening of the restrictions on common
carrlers.

There is therefore at least a possibility that
the rights of companies to furnish trans-
portation to themselves (and thus their abil-
ity to badger common carriers with that
right) could be to some degree curtailed by
Government.

Whether or not statutory changes regard-
ing common and grivate carrlage will be
forthcoming will depend largely on & more
accurate knowledge of private carriage. The
transportation center conference will mark
the first time that all segments of the trans-
portation industry have banded together to
obtain this knowledge.

The conference will present empirical data
to transportation management in both the
shipper and carrier categories, and for the
use of regulatory agencies and the courts.
At the same time, the conference expects to
give management the working knowledge
needed to make intelligent shipping de-
cisions.

One of the highlights of the conference
will be the presentation of results of a sur-
vey on the scope of private carriage con-
ducted by transportation center researchers.
The survey required 2 years and $125,000 to
complete. Funds for the survey were pro-
vided by widely divergent transportation in-
terests including shippers, carriers, and labor,
all seeking to obtain new information for
industrywide use.

As part of the research project, the largest
of its kind ever undertaken, questionnaires
on transportation practices have been sent
to 10,000 manufacturing companies with
headquarters in the United States. Other
fresh data is being obtained from special
runs of data collected in shippers' surveys by
the Bureau of the Census,

The conference will project the most ac-
curate picture of private carriage to date,
and advance indications are that private
carriage will be shown to be not quite the
rapid-growing phenomenon that many peo-
ple think it to be.

The funds for the transportation center
shippers' survey to be presented at the con-
ference were contributed by the following:

Associated Truck Lines, Inc.; Atlantic
Coast Line Railroad Co.; Chesebrough-Pond’s
Inc; Chicago & North Western Rallway Co.;
Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Co.;
Denver-Chicago Trucking Co., Inc.; Gateway
Transportation Co.; Great Northern Railway
Co.

International Brotherhood of Teamsters,
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of
America; Interstate System; McLean Truck-
ing Co.; Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul &
Pacific Railroad Co.; Missouri Pacific Rail-
road Co.; New York Central System; the
Procter & Gamble Co.; the Quaker Oats Co.

Red Ball Motor Freight, Inc.; Ruan Trans-
port Corp.; Ryder System, Inc.; Southern
Pacific Co.: the Western Pacific Railroad Co.;
and Yellow Transit Freight Lines, Inc.

For the carriers, the conference will pre-
sent a more definitive picture of the shipper
and the factors which influence him in his
choice of carriage.

For the shipper, the conference will pres-
ent a theory of private carriage and its
empirical testing based on the research. The
theory will be designed to give management
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a better understanding of the factors to be
considered in determining whether private or
common carriage, or what combination, is
best for a company.

For Government, Including regulatory
agencies and the courts, the conference will
shed new light on the relationships of pri-
vate and common carriage providing a better
basis for ratemaking decisions and other ac-
tions affecting transportation services.

MAINTAINING A SOUND ECONOMIC
SYSTEM

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, we are all
trustees of a great trust—the American
system. I have spoken on the subject
of the two great issues: First, can we
maintain the peace? 8Second, can we
contain communism?

And now, today, we are going to talk
about the third great issue or challenge:
Can we maintain this country economi-
cally healthy? Or, in other words, can
we maintain a sound economic system?
Of course, we cannot do that if war
should come, nor would we be able to do
it if we were taken over by the Com-
munists. So we have got to make sure
that we win the two previous issues.

Now the third one is most important,
and calls for the best thinking of all
Americans.

The cold war still continues. The de-
mands on us to make our contribution
to contain war from erupting in other
places, plus the tremendous cost of be-
ing adequately prepared, required up-
ward of $50 billion or more. Now, as
someone has said, “that’s not peanuts.”
Then, beside that item we have the in-
terest on our national debt, our veterans
pensions, the oversea cost of Govern-
ment, and so forth, and so we get up to
a total close to a yearly need of $100
billion.

Of course, we are a nation of 186 mil-
lion people. We have within our borders
half of the market of the world, but we
also are faced with tremendous chal-
lenges that we did not have a few years
ago. Imean foreign competition. With
our Marshall plan, and other aids, we
have built up the manufacturing plants
of other nations where labor is cheaper.
We have now got to see that the markets
of America are not flooded with these
foreign goods. At the same time, we
have got to maintain our export-import
trade, which provides quite a problem.

Then, of course, the farm program is
with us. During the war we said to the
farmers, “Produce, so we can feed the
world.” And they did. Now, we have
surpluses in practically everything that
the farmer produces. How to handle
that problem has not yet been solved.

We cannot ignore the fact, either, in
considering our economic welfare, the
turbulence in the new nations, where
the people are just coming out of their
sleep. We cannot close our eyes to the
fact that just off our shore is Cuba,
which is a Communist satellite, and
China, with its more than half a billion
searching, seeking human beings which
Mao Tse-tung may cause to erupt at any
time.

Now, let us discuss the meaning of a
sound economic system—bearing in
mind we must keep the free enterprise
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system intact, and not let state socialism
take over our system.

Besides protecting our economic phi-
losophy, we have our political system to
preserve. I mean the great freedoms
that we are trustees of. The Communists
have no appreciation of these jewels of
great price. Yet, in some of the Com-
munist countries the yeast is in ferment.

The goal of maintaining a sound eco-
nomic system is, as a goal, something
none of us will argue about. We know
that a sound economic system is ab-
solutely indispensable to the welfare of
our own people and the peace of the
world. But there are, in my opinion, two
aspects of this subject that will merit
some discussion:

First. A brief consideration of what
constitutes a sound economic system;
and

Second. Some guidelines as to what
we, as a nation, must do to assure that
we will continue to have a sound
economy.

We can start by recognizing that the
main function of any economic system
is to permit the optimum satisfaction
of man’s physical and, yes, his spiritual
needs as well. With this criterion, we
must agree that our American economy
has over the years performed with re-
markable effectiveness. When we con-
sider the fantastically involved complex
that our economy has grown into, and
how it usually performs its myriad func-
tions with minimal friction, we may
rightfully have great pride and faith in
it.

We hear a great deal about the grow-
ing intervention of the Government into
the affairs of businessmen and the de-
cline of individual freedom. I do not
deny some element of truth in this
charge. But let us also remember that
the overwhelming day-to-day economic
decisions are those made freely and with-
out governmental coercion by all of us
as producers and consumers of the goods
and services needed by over 186 million
Americans. In no other land does the
economic system function with as much
freedom of choice as in America. De-
spite the growing powers of government,
of big business, and of organized labor, it
is still the consumers of America who in
their freedom of basic choices play a
pivotal role in the economic process.

I, of course, do not mean to suggest
that we should complacently accept our
economic system as it is, even though it
is basically superior for us to all alterna-
tive systems. Each of you will have no
difficulty in pointing to areas where
change, change for the better, is urgent.
And to strive for such improvements,
promptly and with vigor, is necessary if
we are to preserve that freedom of choice
and the freedom of action in our econ-
omy as we know it.

When we talk about a sound economic
system, we clearly mean to reject any
thought that such a system can be static
or rigidly fixed. We must focus our at-
tention on an economy that grows as the
needs of the Nation and its people grow.
I do not intend to get into the idly specu-
lative game of percentages of economic
growth and whether we should or should
not have a rate of growth greater than
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that of Britain or Germany or Russia.
There are so many ways of measuring
economic growth, and the rate.of growth
is so dependent on the base period from
which the rate of growth is measured,
that any single percentage figure, such as
a growth rate of 3 percent a year, is
rather meaningless.

Furthermore, there is no merit in
growth just for the sake of growth, any
more than sound reason to keep on in-
flating a balloon higher and higher. We
want not just economic growth, but that
particular kind of economic growth that
is needed to cope with our growing
population, our technological advances,
our expanding needs. We want the
right kind of economic growth because
we know that our Nation will be stunted
and stifled if we permit our human re-
sources to lie idle and fail to harness
the talents and imagination of our people
to the goals we cherish.

Thus, perhaps the paramount eco-
nomic need of the Nation today is to
take steps to solve the nagging problem
of excessive unemployment in today’s
labor force. As Senators know, in the
past 8 years, the rate of unemployment,
even at the peak of the business cycle,
has been creeping up. Today, after a
steady improvement in most economic
indicators over the past 16 months,
unemployment—seasonally adjusted—is
still, as of June 1962, 5.5 percent of the
civilian labor force. It went down to
a low of 4.9 percent in February 1960
and even further to a low of 3.9 percent
in March and April of 1957.

There are, of course, many reasons
which have been given to explain this
disturbing trend. Many believe that the
rapid advances in automation and other
technological developments have cut so
sharply into the employment of major
industries as to more than offset increas-
ing employment in other, newer indus-
tries. The relative satiation of con-
sumer demand for many durable goods
that were in exceedingly short supply
at the end of World War II, coupled with
a slacking of investment in production
facilities for such items, is also con-
sidered a major factor. In some indus-
tries, such as coal and iron ore, deple-
tion of resources combined with high
labor costs, has caused serious unemploy-
ment. In certain industries rising im-
ports have been a factor.

Thus, it is obvious that there can be
no single, and no simple, solution to the
exasperatingly persistent unemployment
phenomenon that confronts us today.
But there are certain basic approaches
that may help us in thinking about the
problem. First, we can stand on the
basic premise that the primary respon-
sibility for the employment of America’s
potential workers rests with the busi-
nessmen of this country. The American
businessman has throughout our history
shown great resourcefulness in provid-
ing consumers, directly and indirectly,
with the goods and services they call for,
and, as we know, through the many
media of advertising, has done much to
stimulate and magnify such demand.
They have, as a result, been the moti-
vating force behind the employment of
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American workers and will continue to

S0.

But it is clear that there must be a
reasonable prospect of profitable opera-
tions before an enterprising business-
man will invest in plant, buy materials,
and hire labor for expanding production.
And it is precisely in this area that the
Government shares responsibility with
private enterprise. It has always been
the function of Government, now as
much as ever, to assure business of a so-
called economic climate in which the
profit motive has a fair chance of oper-
ation. Thus the entire fiscal program
of the Government is immediately in-
volved. We think of the tax burden
which individuals and corporations have
to bear. There is no doubt in my mind
that substantial changes in our tax
structure are called for. Not only has
the tax structure been modified piece-
meal again and again over the past
decades, resulting in many complications
and inequities, but the entire tax bur-
den is now so high, on both corporations
and individuals, as to raise serious con-
cern as to its effect on the economy.

It is quite possible that incentives for
business investments may have been al-
ready affected. I am in accord with the
President’s pledge of August 13 to re-
duce tax rates in January, but I am not
entirely convinced that an earlier tax
cut might not be more desirable to stim-
ulate both consumption and investment
before a possible downturn in the econ-
omy reaches such proportions that more
drastic cuts may prove necessary.

The new depreciation schedules issued
last month by the Treasury Department
should, in themselves, provide some
stimulus to investment, with further im-
petus to be provided by the investment
credit bill reported by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. However, I believe
it important to recognize that tax cuts
should be geared to the stimulation of
both consumption and investment. It
is idle to stimulate investment alone,
unless such investment will be shortly
transformed into higher levels of con-
sumption. And, notably in the lower in-
come brackets, any increases in dispos-
able income resulting from a reduction
in personal income taxes can be expected
to be transformed almost wholly into
spending for immediate consumption.

The amount the Government takes in
taxes is, of course, important to busi-
nessmen and consumers alike. But no
less important are the expendifures of
Government, and that includes State
and local as well as Federal expendi-
tures. Too often these expenditures are
viewed in almost completely negative
terms, in terms of what they drain out
of the private economy. We too easily
forget that they contribute much to the
economy as well.

The largest segment of public expendi-
tures goes, as Senators are well aware,
for national defense purposes. Although
there will always be controversy as to the
relative merits of various military weap-
ons and military strategy, we will all
agree that unless our Nation is protected
from potential aggression, economic
freedom and a sound economic system
become little more than a hollow shell or
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a distant dream. We want our defense
dollars spent wisely, but we know that
upon this defense rests our hopes for our
chosen way of life, for survival itself.

Many, if not most, other public ex-
penditures are intended in one way and
another, to help provide particular bene-
fits to our people, benefits which are not,
or cannot be as readily provided by pri-
vate enterprise. Here again, we will find
opposition to the farm program, to the
highway program, to proposed programs
of aid to the aged, but in each case, the
people, through their elected representa-
tives, have determined that the Govern-
ment is in a position {o promote or pro-
tect essential activities in the national
economy with greater effectiveness than
other groups. So we have a Federal
farm program to help assure farmers of
adequate income; a highway program to
facilitate movement of people and goods
by motorists, public and private truckers,
and buses; and Federal assistance to the
aged.

Thus far, I have spoken of how the
Government can help private business
solve the unemployment problem by pro-
viding, in various ways, a more favorable
economic climate that will encourage the
expansion of business and therewith the
employment of more workers. I have
thus dealt with stimulating the demand
for labor. We should also take a few
minutes to look at the supply of labor,
because part of the answer to the unem-
ployment problem, particularly in the
long run, lies in the abilities of those in
and those coming into the labor market.
This phase of the unemployment prob-
lem is currently crystallized when we
contrast the disturbing unemployment
figures I cited with the fact that our ma-
jor newspapers contain page after page
of help wanted advertisements, but ad-
vertisements almost entirely for engi-
neers, physicists, designers, sales execu-
tives, computer programers, and other
highly skilled personnel. We have un-
employed miners, but a crying shortage
of engineers. Textile and leather work-
ers are pounding the pavements, but we
have far too few doctors, nurses, and
teachers.

This points to an educational crisis
that is becoming more serious every
yvear. Here, too, the solution is not sole-
ly a matter of private or of public con-
cern. Businessmen will undoubtedly ac-
celerate the training programs offered by
many concerns in the major industries of
the country. Private schools, training
centers, colleges, and universities will
certainly expand.

But there is little question that the
major responsibility for a citizenry
trained to meet the vocational needs of
tomorrow will be in the hands of our
public school systems throughout the
Nation.

The problem of adequate schools and
colleges is doubly acute due both to the
rapid acceleration in the number of
school- and college-age boys and girls,
and to the more advanced training, some
of it requiring expensive laboratory and
other equipment, which the needs of to-
day’s and tomorrow’s technology and
economy make essential. It is this need
which must receive the highest of priori-
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ties among public officials in all levels of
government. It deserves the most seri-
ous attention of all of us as private citi-
Zens.

It is a familiar economic axiom, that
while man’s resources are limited, his
needs and desires are virtually limitless,
in any case far outstripping the re-
sources, natural and human, available
for filling these needs. We must make
choices. We must decide as cifizens
what we shall insist on and what we
will do without. One thing we cannot
do without is adequate educational op-
portunities for our children, and not just
for our children, but for all of us, those
wishing to learn a new trade and those
who want to continue to expand their
intellectual and social horizons. This
will keep taxes, especially State and lo-
cal taxes up. But I can think of few
dollars that are more important than
those that help provide more and better
teachers and educational facilities.

I have sketched for Senators a few
of my thoughts on what we need to do to
assure ourselves of a sound economic
system in the years ahead. It is a task
that all of us share. It is a responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to see
that private enterprise has the oppor-
tunity to function freely and fairly. But
it is even more important for private en-
terprise to take advantage of its rights
and potential to provide the goods and
services we and our country require.

Finally, we should recognize that we
should never consider a sound economic
system as a final goal in itself. An eco-
nomic system exists solely to serve the
needs of the people. A sound economic
system will help us to maintain peace.
It will help us in our dealings with other
peoples of the world. It will make pos-
sible greater understanding and appre-
ciation of the myriad talents and inter-
ests of our own people, It is an indis-
pensable tool for progress. But it can
never take the place of spirit of liberty,
of patriotism, of human sympathy and
understanding, which is the essence of
worthwhile living here and now.

U.S. HUSH-HUSH GIVES REDS TIME
TO SET UP BASE IN CUBA

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
Milwaukee Reporter, a weekly newspaper
which will soon be converted into a daily
newspaper, is attracting much attention
as a new newspaper. Particularly in-
teresting have been the special reports
by Mrs. Edward Hunter, the author of a
number of books on Communist brain-
washing techniques. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp
an article by Mr. Hunter printed on the
front page of the Milwaukee Reporter
entitled “U.S. Hush-Hush Gives Reds
Time To Set Up Base in Cuba” on Sep-
tember 7, 1962,

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

U.S. Husu-HusH GIves ReEps TimveE To SeT
Up BasSgE 1IN CuUBa
(By Edward Hunter)

WasHINGTON.—The same hush-hush that
provided Fidel Castro with the protection
he needed to capture Cuba for the Reds is
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now giving Moscow the time to make a base
for space war out of Cuba. In both in-
stances, this protection was provided by the
State Department.

Whatever the motivation, Red success in
this maneuver can make American defense
in decisive space war practically impossible.

The recent Communist success in placing
two manned satellites close to each other
in the heavens was a military measure,
closely linked to the mission given the Red
technicians sent to Cuba by the Soviet bloc.

Destruction of a rocket in orbital flight
does not require contact between it and
another rocket. The destroyer does not have
to come any closer than the second space-
ship sent up by the Communist Russians
came to their first one, if Soviet claims are
anywhere near accurate on this point. Even
if not, they came near enough in the present
stage of military preparation.

Both of those rockets were sent up by the
Kremlin, which maintained them under its
constant control. The problem the Reds
face In confronting the American defense
program is that the Kremlin would not
know the exact details of orbit by our sky
vehicle.

That is, if the Reds do not have espionage
agents to handle this part of the maneuver
for them. We certainly know they make
every effort under such circumstances to
plant such agents. Our hush-hush on in-
quiry into communism in the United States,
and official discouragement of anti-Commu-
nist activity, can only help them repeat their
previous successes as in the theft of our
A-bomb specifications.

A satellite tracking station in Cuba would
give the Moscow-Peiping axis exactly what it
needs to counter American retaliation for
an attack. Precise data is required on the
initial flight path of a satellite.

The Cuban tracking station could obtain
this for the Reds, letting Moscow know at
once. Exactly as the second spaceship it
sent up came close to the first one, a rocket
could be dispatched, with or without being
manned, to go close enough to one of ours
to destroy it, or at least to push it off its
track. This would be equivalent to shoving
a pistol off target.

Rocket ships are so delicate that only a
slight reverberation is required in space to
send it onto a different path, off target.

Moscow's whole military strategy for ag-
gression is built around the knowledge it ob-
tains from us, of our developments and ac-
tions, and our announced policy of never
striking the initial blow, but sitting back
and walting to be hit first, with all the en-
emy can throw at us.

FIRST BLOW IN GAMES

Perhaps in harmless children’s games, one
its a first blow to be landed, but not
in any fight for keeps, that is, if one seeks
survival and victory, and isn’'t distracted by
a fantastic no-win policy. The probable en-
emy has to be let known without any doubt
that he would never be given an opportunity
to land an initial blow, certainly not with
possibly decisive weapons, but that the mo-
ment he tried, he'd be reeling, himself, from
attack. This isn’t belligerency.

Such a sane approach would require much
more reallsm in our intelligence services.
Isn’t this what they were set up for? What
else can be anywhere nearly as important as
data on such matters?

But exactly as we let the Communists
know a dozen years ago, that we were de-
priving South Korea of sufficient weapons to
defend itself, thereby inevitably bringing on
the Korean war, the Reds have been invited
to design their war strategy on the basis
of our declaration that we will take the
first blow.

All the Communist war machine has to
plan, therefore, is to make any American
retaliatory blow ineffective. Hence the sig-
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nificance of Cuba in the Red military plan-
ning by Ehrushchev and his coexistence co-
conspirators.

If the Kremlin can find out at once about
any retaliatory blow that we might attempt,
it would have the advantage it needed for
victory. A satellite tracking station in Cuba
would go far to provide just this strategic
military information.

The flow of Communist military techni-
cians into Cuba is directly connected with
this program of the Peiping-Moscow axis.
While Cuba's Red bosses have frankly de-
clared they intend to help in every possible
way to bring about the destruction of the
United States, we officially go on the premise
that it is a friendly country, and that our
relations to it are bound by neutrality
provisions.

This is “asking for it” in colloguial lan-
guage. Will we never learn, until it is too
late?

TECHNICIANS MILITARY MEN

President Kennedy used doubletalk in his
press conference when he was asked about
the reports that Communist troops from East
Eurgpe had been brought into Cuba. He said,
No, there was no evidence that they were
troops. Yet he knew, and so do many in
Washington, that this reply was misinform-
ative, because the technicians are mostly
military men. The modern military officer is
primarily a technician. They had been sent
into Cuba for military preparations, not to
build sugar mills,

Consistently, for several administrations,
the American public has been deceived in
this semantic manner as to the true world
situation. Censorship is now being used
against the American people, not as it tradi-
tionally was in the past, to keep the enemy
from knowing security matters. This was
proven by the testimony in the recent Senate
hearings on the gagging of Pentagon officers.
A subtle change has been lmposed, without
permission of Congress, or the knowledge of
the American people.

This has gone hand in hand with the de-
velopment of an anti-anti-Communist policy
in so-called prestige newspapers, that collab-
orate in such distortion and suppression of
the news. This is the primary danger in a
one-ownership press in any important com-
munity in our land, irrespective of the politi-
cal leanings of the proprietorship. This is
why we had a traditional check-and-balance,
competitive system, now being destroyed
simultaneously with the rise of a new politi-
cal approach, falsely called liberal, that
favors centralization of power in a so-called
elite in the Nation’s Capital.

The American public, understandably wor-
ried by such developments as the absorption
of Cuba into the Red military network, is
being lulled and deceived by the doubletalk
by those who have become inflated with
power under a government-by-the-elite
ideology.

Only Congress, safeguarded by the Consti-
tution, stands against such kidnaping of
Government processes. Congress can only
fulfill its responsibilities if backed by a de-
termined electorate that will insist on it
upholding its constitutional rights. A com-
petitive press is essential for a public to be
properly informed to be able to be vigilant
and exercise its sovereign powers.

The people are sovereign in the United
States, certainly not the appointees in high
places in Washington, who act as if they
were rulers.

The Monroe Doctrine provides the United
States with every right it requires—except
the will—to safeguard its existence against
the incursion of any foreign ideology into
the New World. The threat against us that
Maximilian posed in Mexico in 1864 was
nothing compared to the peril in which we
have been placed by the incursion of inter-
national communism into Cuba.
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MONROE DOCTRINE IGNORED

The Monroe Doctrine was tossed into the
scrap heap of history by Washington big-
wigs not too long ago. They were so world
minded they forgot about America’s safety.
At President Kennedy's press conference of
August 29, when he was asked several times
about Cuba, and finally specifically about
the Monroe Doctrine, his answer was weak
kneed and misleading, one of those inter-
pretations that replace aboveboard speech
in the Nation's Capital nowadays.

The traditional American position regard-
ing the Monroe Doctrine, until the State De-
partment’s so-called lower echelons perverted
it, has been as definite as anything has ever
been in our national life. We did not allow
foreign ideology to move into the Americas,
supported by foreign power, because this con-
constituted a danger to American survival.
This was the Monroe Doctrine,

President Eennedy answered, Yes, the
Monroe Doctrine still meant what it always
did—nobody denies this—and then, as an ex-
ample, said that we were working in the Or-
ganization of American States ‘‘to isolate
the Communist menace in Cuba.” This is
not how the Monroe Doctrine is supposed to
operate. It iIs not an alliance, it is U.S.
policy.

EXTENDING RESPONSIBILITY

This is extending the responsibility, which
has always been our own, to others. We
wonder, with such displays of weakness, why
these others then refuse to accept the re-
sponsibility we no longer accept.

Data in the offices of a number of Con-
gressmen and Senators in Washington has
provided firsthand information on the abro-
gation in Cuba of the Monroe Doctrine, and
the establishment of a forelgn-armed, for-
eign-run military force in that island neigh-
bor. The same suppressions are now ims-
posed on the Cuban people as are inflicted
against the East Germans, where they are
made visible for all the world by the wall of
shame. The shame iz ours in letting it
rise, for on the side of the Reds, the wall
constitutes a defiance, demonstrating power
and the will to employ it, with utter dis-
regard of human rights.

If anything will bring war and destruction
to the American people, it will be a con-
tinuation of husi-hush and distortion in
information allowed to reach them on such
fundamental matters as the creation of a
Red military base out of Cuba.

The American people can be trusted to
maintain a rational balance in what they ex-
pect of our leaders, and to be willing to ac-
cept whatever sacrifice the occasion requires,
if provided the truth, without it being
clouded over, or distorted, or made into a lie
by semantics and doubletalk. This way of
trust and frankness in our people, and this
way only, can the American public provide
their Government with the support and the
strength that alone can save us from war
and destruction.

Before this can come about, the govern-
ment-of-the-elite mentality must be erased
from our political minds in Washington,

THE CARACAS RESOLUTION OF 1954
AND THE MONROE DOCTRINE

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
earlier today the well-read and well-
informed columnist, Arthur Krock, pub-
lished an article which I think is ex-
tremely pertinent to the discussion
about the Monroe Doctrine and the
Caracas resolution of 1954. Mr. Krock
points out clearly and conclusively that
it is still the right of the United States
to enforce the Monroe Doctrine, unilater-
ally if necessary.
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I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

CARACAS RESOLUTION OF 1954 AND THE MONROE
DOCTRINE
(By Arthur Erock)

WASHINGTON, September 12—For some
time now, beginning with the indispensable
U.S. support of the U.N. military offensive
against Katanga as required to preserve in-
ternational peace, a certain phrase has been
reiterated by officlals of the Eennedy ad-
ministration with an air of confidence that
the words justify every foreign policy which
has been under strong critical fire. In
addition to the U.8.-U.N. Congo policy of
waging peace with the implements of war,
these critical targets include two others In
particular. They are the failure of the
administration to lay before the U.N. Assem-
bly India’s violation of the charter by seizure
of Goa; and the administration’s role in
Indonesia’s blackmailing operation in Neth-
erlands West New Guinea.

The phrase in constant public use by
officials here against critics of these policies
is, “Do you want a full-scale nuclear world
war?"—the import being that this single
alternative is not a matter of judgment but
a fact established beyond any shred of doubt.
But the Cuban situation has spawned
another, and very privately uttered, phrase
aimed at those who contend that Soviet
Russia has clearly challenged the Monroe
Doctrine there. The expression Is, “The
Monroe Do:trine is dead.”” To make this
statement in public would raise a tornado of
public protest, would echo a similar ap-
praisal by Premier Khrushchev and con-
trovert Presldent Kennedy's recent reaffirma-
tion of the doctrine. So it is not surprising
that the few who say that, and support it
with the following arguments, specify they
are talking strictly off the record:

1. When the 10th Inter-American Confer-
ence of 21 nations met in March 1954 at
Caracas, it adopted a resolution urged by
Becretary of State Dulles. The principal
declaration was that control of the political
institutions of any Amerlcan state by inter-
natlonal communism, or any extension of
that system to this hemisphere, would con-
stitute a threat to the Pan-Amerlcan con-
tinents, and would be met by immediate
consultation and action wunder existing
treaties.

DELEGATING POWER TO OAS

2. The actual and practical effect of this
resolution—approved 17 to 1 (Guatemala
alone voting “no,” Mexico and Argentina
abstaining—was to turn over enforcement
of the Monroe Doctrine to the Organization
of American States as a multilateral proposi-
tlon. Thereby the United States delegated
to the OAS its historic position that it could
and would enforce the doctrine unilaterally
as before, when in Its judgment the exten-
sion of a forelgn power system to this hemi-
sphere became a matter of fact.

3. Hence, unless and until such an exten-
sion was evaluated by the United States as
a solid threat to its security, this Nation
would abdicate enforcement of the doctrine,
and the detalls of enforcement, to the judg-
ment of the OAS,

4. Consequently, the historic Monroe Doc-
trine died at Caracas in 1954, and the only
basis for forceful U.S. measures toward Cuba
is an evaluation by the President that the
threat posed there endangers national secu-
rity.

A supplemental argument advanced for
this thesls is that unilateral invocation of
the doctrine by the United States would be
repudiated by world opinion because of the
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ring of our military bases and Armed Forces
around the U.B8.R.

In the very private sessions in which these
views have been asserted, they have thus
been rebutted:

1. The right of the United States to en-
force the Monroe Doctrine unilaterally, if
necessary, was not abandoned at Caracas
either by implicatlon or by anything sald
or encouraged as an inference by our rep-
resentatives there, Secretary Dulles’ com-
ment was merely that the resolution adopted
“relates to the extension to this hemisphere
of the political system of despotic European
powers” and made “as international policy”
of the Americas “a portion of the Monroe
Doctrine which has largely been forgotten.”
This gives no foundation to the analysis that,
when the OAS declines to implement this
policy, the United States has committed
itself to do the same,

2. Unlike the infiltration and subversion
of Soviet Russia in Cuba, the purpose of
this Natlon’s bases and troops around the
periphery of Russia 1s to prevent the spread
of these activities of international commu-
nism, not to expand the American govern-
ing system.

Any high officlals or Members of Congress
who may dispute this rebuttal are not likely
to do so publicly.

HEALTH CARE TASK FORCE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the prob-
lem of health care for the aging will con-
tinue to come before the Congress until
a practical solution is provided. With
the percentage of the aging in our popu-
lation continuing to grow and costs for
medical care continuing to rise while
their retirement and other incomes re-
main relatively static, it is obvious that
assistance must be forthcoming if these
millions of Americans are to get the
health care they need.

Many questions were raised in the Sen-
ate debate on the Anderson-Javits bill
last July, and I have therefore invited
a health care task force composed of
some of the best minds in our country
on this problem to go into the question
of the best way to provide health care
for our senior citizens. This task force
will, it is expected, bring in a report and
recommendations seasonably so that we
may have the benefit of their thinking
early in the next Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the Recorp the text of my announcement
made in New York, September 12; the
statement by former Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Arthur S. Flem-
ming; and the news stories which ap-
peared in the New York Times and the
New York Herald Tribune, September 13.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement, statement, and articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

SENATOR JAVITS ANNOUNCES FORMATION OF
MEepicarE Tasx FORCE

Senator Jacos K. JaviTs today announced
the formation of a task force on health care
for the aging to conduct a full-scale study
of the Anderson-Javits health care bill in
preparation for the 1963 drive for enactment.

The task force is oompri.sed of a group of
outstanding health care experts, including
two former Secretarles of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Marion B, Folsom and Dr.
Arthur Flemming.

Senator Javrrs sald the task force will
analyze the major objections raised by op-
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ponents of the Anderson-Javits bill this year
when it was defeated in the Senate by only
four votes. He sald the task force will seek
to determine if the plan is practical and
workable, and will recommend any changes
it may deem necessary to improve it.

“This task force is nonpolitical and repre-
sentative of all interested and gqualified
groups,” Senator Javirs sald. “These dis-
tinguished leaders have taken on an im-
portant job, and I believe their findings will
be of enormous benefit to the next Congress.
Their investigation will get underway now so
that their report can be made known to the
public and Congress early in 1963, before
Congress is asked again to act on a health
care for the aging bill.”

Research staffs will be made available for
the study by the University of Oregon de-
velopment fund and New York University
Law School. The study will be financed by
individual benefactors.

Mr. Folsom is now director of Eastman
Kodak Co,; Dr, Flemming is president of Uni-
versity of Oregon. Other members of the
task force are: Dr. Dickinson W. Richards,
emeritus professor of medicine, College of
Physiclans and Surgeons, Columbia Univer-
sity; Winslow Carlton, New York health con-
sultant; Thomas Tlerney, executive vice
president, Colorado Hospital Service (Blue
Cross), Denver, Colo.; Dr. Vernon W. Lip-
pard, dean of Yale Medical School; Dr.
Arthur Larson, Duke University, former Di-
rector of USIA; Russell A. Nelson, director,
Johns Hopkins Hospital; John C. Leslie, vice
president, Pan American Alrways, and chair-
man, Committee on Aging, Community Serv-
ice Society of New York; Dr. James Dixon,
president, Antioch College, Ohio; Dr. Rus-
eell Lee, Palo Alto Clinle, California; and
Hubert Yount, vice president, Liberty Mu-
tual Insurance Co,, Boston, Mass.

Senator Javirs said the task force will in-
vestigate and report on such matters as:

1. Financing the program: Is the social
securlty system the best way?

2. The private sector option: How practi-
cal Is It? Are its terms workable? Are pro-
visions for eligibility of vendors of health
care, and of insurance carrlers, sound?

3. Benefits: Are services provided by the
bill deliverable?

4, Cost estimates: How valld?

Senator Javrrs said the task force will also
study the growth capabilities of the present
Eerr-Mills Act as related to health care re-
quirements of the aging.

STATEMENT BY DR. ARTHUR FLEMMING

I am delighted to respond to the request
of Senator JavrTs to participate in the work of
the health care task force which he has
taken the initiative in bringing together., As
a result of my experlences as Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare I am con-
vinced there is a genuine need for the de-
velopment of a positive program to assist the
aged In protecting themselves in advance
against the economic hazards of illness,

I feel that the establishment of this task
force by Senator Javirs reflects his contin-
uing determination to provide the leadership
in this area that will substitute action for
talk. I look forward to working with the
distinguished group of experts that have re-
sponded affirmatively to his invitation. I
sincerely hope that we may be able to come
up with findings and recommendations
which will be of real help to the next Con-
gress when it once again faces this very im-
portant issue.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 13, 1862]
AGED-CARE STUDY SET UP BY JAVITS—12 Ex-
PERTS ON HEALTH To MAKE INDEPENDENT
SURVEY
Senator Jacoe K, JaviTs announced yester-
day that 12 prominent health authori-
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ties would make an independent study of the
best way to provide medical care for the aged.

He sald the study would start with an
analysis of objections that killed the Ander-
son-Javits bill in the Senate, 52 to 48, in
July.

Senator Javits, who is standing for reelec-
tion this year, stressed that the study, to be
privately financed through contributions,
would be nonpolitical and that members of
the task force would have no strings on
them in their work.

The New York Republican said, however,
that he hopes the study, after assessing the
practicability of the Anderson-Javits ap-
proach, might be able to recommend changes
that would improve it and make it more un-
derstandable and acceptable to the public.

SPONSORS NOT BOUND

He said he had advised Senator CLINTON
P. Anperson, Democrat, of New Mexico, that
he was taking the lead in setting up the
health care task force, but he stressed that
none of the sponsors would necessarily be
bound by its recommendations.

Two former Secretaries of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare are on the task force. They
are Marion B. Folsom, now a director of the
Eastman Kodak Co., and Arthur S. Flemming,
president of the University of Oregon. Both
served in the Eisenhower administration.

Other members, all of whom serve with-
out pay, are:

Dr. Dickinson W. Richards, professor of
medicine emeritus at Columbia's College of
Physicians and Surgeons; Winslow Carlton,
New York health consultant; Thomas Tier-
ney, executive vice president of the Colo-
rado Hospital Service (Blue Cross); Dr. Ver-
non W, Lippard, dean of the Yale Medical
School.

Also, Dr, Arthur Larson of Duke Univer-
sity, former consultant to President Eisen-
hower; Russell A. Nelson, director of the
Johns Hopkins Hospital; John C. Leslie, vice
president of Pan American Airways and
chairman of the Committee on Aging of the
Community Service Soclety in New York.

Also, Dr, James Dixon, president of
Antioch College; Dr. Russell Lee of the Palo
Alto Clinic in California, and Hubert Yount,
vice president of the Liberty Mutual Insur-
ance Co. of Boston.

While disclaiming politics, Senator Javirs
stands to benefit from his role in setting up
the health care task force. The move serves
to again identify him at the outset of his
campaign with an issue upon which the
Democrats hope to win votes nationally in
the congressional election.

Amendments to the administration’s
medical care bill, proposed by Mr. Javits and
a small band of other Republicans, helped
make the losing Senate vote closer, but 31 of
the 52 negative votes were Republican.

Mr. JaviTs announced plans for the study
at a news conference at the Hotel Plerre.

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Sept.
13, 1961]

MEDICARE: WHAT'S BEsT?
(By John Molleson)

Senator Jacos K, Javirs announced yes-
terday the formation of a 12-member com-
mittee of prominent citizens to make rec-
ommendations on health care for the aged.

The Senator said he was convinced the
public had not been fully informed on the
issue of medical care for the aging, and
that this could have contributed to the de-
feat a few weeks ago of the Anderson-Javits
medicare bill, The bill lost in the Senate
by only four votes.

Mr, Javrrs described the committee as non-
political and representative of all interested
and qualified groups. He said it would
report to the public and Congress early next
year on whether the Anderson-Javits pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

posals were sound, or if some other approach
should be tried.

Included among the 12 are 2 former
Secretaries of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare—Marion B. Folsom, now director of the
Eastman Kodak Co. and Dr. Arthur Flem-
ming, president of the University of Oregon.

The Senator said the group will report on
such matters as:

Is the soclal security system the best way
to finance the program?

How practical is the private sector option,
for private insurance companies and non-
profit health organizations to be included
in the Government plan?

Are the services provided by the bill “de-
liverable”?

Are its cost estimates valid?

The study will be privately financed and is
expected to cost less than $100,000, Mr. Jav-
1rs sald. Research staffs will be made avall-
able by the University of Oregon Develop=-
ment Fund and the New York University
Law School. The members of the force will
serve without compensation.

In addition to the former Secretarles, the
committee includes:

Dr. Dickinson W, Richards, emeritus pro-
fessor of medicine, College of Physicians and
Surgeons, Columbia University.

Winslow Cablon, New York health con-
sultant.

Thomas Tierney, executive vice president
of the Colorado Blue Cross.

Dr. Vernon W. Lippard, dean of the Yale
Medical School.

Dr. Arthur Larson, of Duke University,
former Director of the USIA,

Russell A. Nelson, director of Johns Hop-
kins Hospital,

John C. Leslle, vice president of Pan
American Alrways and chairman of the
Committee on Aging of the Community Serv-
ice Soclety of New York.

Dr. James Dixon, president of Antioch
College, Ohio.

Dr. Russell Lee, Palo Alto Clinie, Calif.

Hubert Yount, vice president of the Lib-
erty Mutual Insurance Co., Boston,

ARMS OF FRIENDSHIP

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a statement which I have
prepared dealing with the work of Arms
of Friendship, Inc., a unique and imagi-
native effort to foster better under-
standing between the veterans of the
world’s two greatest armed powers, the
United States and the Soviet Union,
whose president is Maj. Gen. Bryan Lee
Milburn, U.S. Army, retired, and whose
chairman of the board is Gen. Charles
L. Bolte, U.S. Army, retired.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JaviTsS: “ARMS OF
HIP, INC.—A POSITIVE PROGRAM FOR

PEACE”

Last year I had the privilege of being
asked by the Joint Economic Committee to
undertake a factfinding trip through the
Soviet Union, in order to explore the politi-
cal and economic problems relating to East-
West trade. In the course of my stay in the
Sovlet Union, I had the opportunity to ob-
serve a profound desire for peace and friend-
ship with the United States among the
civilian population of that country—an
amazingly persistent desire which is surviv-
ing the massive campaign of hate propaganda
spewed out by the Kremlin.

In this light, I looked into means for
promoting more widespread, people-to-peo-
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ple exchanges between the citizens of the
Sovlet Union and the United States, includ-
ing the possible exchange of members of the
legislatures of the two nations. In this way
the frail plant of good will can be nurtured
and kept alive in the tense climate of the
cold war. One of the means which eame to
my attention is an organization called Arms
of Friendship, Inc.

Arms of Priendship was founded 4 years
ago after careful research into the whole
area of Soviet-American relations. Some of
the soundest and ablest businessmen in the
country, among them Henry Ford II, Gen.
David Sarnoff, William L. Clayton, Colby M.
Chester, and George D. Widener, gave their
personal and financial support to the study
project at Temple University, then headed
by Dr. Robert L. Johnson, on which its pro-
grams are based. The board of directors
and sponsors, whose chairman is Gen.
Charles L. Bolte, former Vice Chief of Stafl
of the U.S. Army, includes past national
commanders of five of the leading veterans’
organizations and a number of prominent
citizens from my State, such as Adm. John
J. Bergen, Mr. James A. Farley, and Mr.
Winston Guest. These military, civic, and
veterans’ leaders established Arms of Friend-
ship in Philadelphia as a private, nonpoliti-
cal, nonprofit organization, devoted to creat-
Ing better understanding between individual
Americans and Russians, particularly those
who have had military experience, and their
families, through letter writing, exchange
hospitality visits, and increased personal
contact.

This is a unique sort of people-to-people
approach, almed at dispelling misunderstand-
ings which arise from illusions and misin-
formation. It is working to establish, with-
in the Soviet Union, the realization that the
aspirations of peace-loving, patriotic Amer-
icans and Russians are not incompatible;
that a better knowledge of each others’
ideas and way of life, through closer ties,
may reduce tensions and encourage a just
peace.

A distinctive feature of Arms of Friend-
ship is the emphasis on military experience.
Ex-servicemen and their families in both
countries represent all interests and occu-
pations and their previous common experi-
ences and knowledge of war make possible
now a mutual understanding of the impera-
tives of peace. This aspect of Arms of
Friendship appeals to me particularly, since
I feel that American veterans are qualified
to play a most important role in making
meaningful contacts with people behind the
Iron Curtain.

Arms of Friendship increases personal con-
tacts through a number of programs: en-
couraging Americans to tour the USSR,
meet Russians and visit in their places of
work and their homes; offering the hospi-
tality of American homes to visiting Russian
tourists on a personal basis; promoting per-
sonal correspondence between American and
Russian veterans and their families; foster-
in7 publicity in the press and radio of the
United States and of the Soviet Union to
recognize the accomplishments of such
person-to-person contacts and to encourage
participation by individuals.

From a report submitted to me by the or-
ganization, I learned the following facts and
figures about their first 4 years of activities,
which have been undertaken on a pilot type
of basis, with a very modest annual budget
contributed by a few far-seeing private in-
dividuals, foundations, and corporations:

Under their program for U.S. tourists Arms
of Friendship printed 20,000 copies of a
leaflet and distributed them, through Amer-
ican travel agencies, to the 35,000 to 40,000
Americans who have made trips to the Soviet
Union since 1958. Arms of Friendship con-
tacted by letter or in person about 5,000 of
these American visitors to the USSR. To
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each of them it furnished this leaflet which
emphasizes the important role each of these
tourists could play in improving relations
between the two countries. The leaflet also
includes specific suggestions on how to meet
Russians and how to prepare oneself for the
trip. Hundreds of these American tourists
were given more detalled information, in-
cluding specific addresses to write to and
follow up in person.

Arms of Friendship has sponsored two
group tours of prominent American war vet-
erans, including national commanders of the
American Legion, AMVETS, Catholic War
Veterans, Disabled American Veterans, and
Jewish War Veterans. They were able to
visit areas where American tourists have not
been allowed during recent years and,
through their own interpreters, reportedly
had very frank conversations with Soviet
veterans from all walks of life. Last year the
first group of Soviet veterans came to the
United States under this program, staying
in homes and sharing in the lives of their
American hosts.

Arms of Frlendship has a home hospitality
program for Soviet visitors to the United
States. This was started on an experimental
basis in late 1960, shortly after Soviet tourists
began coming to the United States. Since
that time Arms of Friendship's hosts in about
a dozen cities have made hospitality arrange-
ments for over 20 groups, totaling about 500
Soviet visitors. Well over 1,500 Americans,
including hosts and interpreters, have been
included in these hospitality arrangements,
which vary anywhere from a few hours of
shopping in an afternoon to an entire day or,
on several occasions, a couple of nights and
days. These personal contacts on an in-
dividual or small group basis have given the
Soviet visitors opportunities to satisfy their
curiosity about America and get a true pic-
ture of our life and thinking.

Great credit is due to these volunteer
American hosts who opened their homes,
sometimes on very short notice, and proved
that we Americans do want peace and are
willing to do everything within our power to
bring it about. The Soviet visitors, who are
generally very influential persons in the So-
viet Union, seemed particularly impressed by
this program, which indicates to them that
Americans are truly interested in improving
relationships with the Russian people as in-
dividuals, Some of them have noted that it
is only in the United States, of all countries
in the West, that such a home hospitality
program exlists,

A letterwriting program, to facilitate ex-
changes between American and Soviet veter-
ans and their families was started in 1959.
Americans who desired were referred to Arms
of Friendship, at 4150 Henry Avenue, Phila-
delphia 44, Pa., telling them about them-
selves, their military experience, professions,
current interests, and background. Arms of
Friendship then sends them the address
of a Russian who may have something in
common. They also send suggestions on
writing letters to the U.S.5.R. and offer the
services of their translators, so that language
is not a barrler., There are currently well
over a thousand Americans and Russians who
are directly involved in this letterwriting
program. A recent article on this program
in the Saturday Review brought Arms of
Friendship a lively response from hundreds
of Americans who want to take part in the
letterwriting and other programs.

A most interesting aspect of Arms of
Friendship is the amount of favorable pub-
licity it has had within the Soviet Union.
Messages sent by Arms of Friendship to
Soviet veterans on V-E Day and Veterans'
Day have been widely publicized by Pravda
and other local and national Soviet news-
papers. Soviet tourists returning to the
USS.E. have written accounts of their
travels and the opportunities given them by
Arms of Friendship to visit with Amerlcans
on a personal basis,
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Arms of Friendship has been carrying out
these programs over the past several years
on an experimental basis. The programs
have apparently established a record of prac-
ticability and wusefulness. For example:
Arms of Friendship is seeking to be able to
send several groups of veterans to the
U.S.S.R. every year. These would include
ex-servicemen from all walks of life who may
be chosen on the basis of competitive es-
says and interviews. In addition, Arms of
Friendship would like to increase its program
for getting in touch with other Americans
visiting the Soviet Union, in order that they
may make an effort to meet Russians in
their fields.

This organization is planning to increase
the letterwriting program, although this
may run into some expense, as it is rather
costly to obtain the names of Soviet veterans
and to process the American requests, inelud-
ing translations. The hospitality program
can be increased but this, of course, will de-
pend on the number of Soviet visitors coming
to the United States. The organization says
it is possible that “ham” radio operators
could be encouraged to make more contacts
with Soviet counterparts and that students
of the Russian language could be brought in
and encouraged in the practical use of the
Russian language they are learning.

All of these programs are to be broadened
as more and more Americans learn of Arms
of Friendship’s useful activities. While
concentrating on ex-servicemen and their
families, Arms of Friendship also gives sug-
gestions to nonveterans on ways in which
they might exert their efforts and initiative
toward increasing human understanding and
reducing the chances of war between the
United States of America and the USS.R.

Armg of Friendship seems to be a carefully
programed organization which is working
in a practical manner in a most important
field. Americans taking part in these activ-
ities are supplementing on a personal level
what we in the Government are striving to
do—bring meaning to our aims and opera-
tions in the interests of peace to the world
for ourselves and our children.

SCHOLARLY INTERCHANGE IN THE
PACIFIC

Mr., LONG of Hawaii. Mr. President,
the Transpacific Conference on Schol-
arly Publishing was held in Honolulu
June 25-29 this year under the joint
sponsorship of the Center for Cultural
and Technical Interchange Between
East and West and the University of
Hawaii Press. It was attended by 30
representatives of 10 countries in the
Pacific Basin—Australia, Canada, India,
Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaya, Mex-
ico, Pakistan, and the United States.

The purpose of the conference was to
strengthen scholarly publishing and in-
terchange in the area. Dr. Alexander
Spoehr, chancellor of the East-West
Center, has reported that the effort is
“a promising avenue to international un-
derstanding and world peace.” These,
of course, are the objectives which Con-
gress has had in mind when it authorized
and financed Federal support of the
East-West Center. Dr. Spoehr reports
that “the conference was an important
step toward the two-way exchange of the
results of scholarship, a field of human
activity that knows no national fron-
tiers.”

Because of the importance of continu-
ing such efforts on behalf of interna-
tional understanding, I ask unanimous
consent that several resolutions passed
by the Transpacific Conference on

September 13

Scholarly Publishing be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

GENERAL RESOLUTIONS

Realizing the great importance of more
effective communication among the scholars
of the transpacific area, the participants in
the first Transpacific Conference on Schol-
arly Publishing resolve—

That this conference be continued as the
nucleus of a permanent group to provide for
the systematic interchange of information
pertinent to the transpacific area.

That consideration be given to the expan-
sion of this conference to include nations
and groups of publishers within the area
which are not now represented but which
are vitally concerned with the interchange
of knowledge among scholars,

That the University of Hawali through its
press and the East-West Center be asked to
continue the coordination of these efforts
until such time as a permanent organiza-
tion can be established.

That the conference endorse the proposed
informational mission to Asia by the Asso-
ciation of American University Presses which
has already been made the subject of an
application to a foundation, and that it
commend to the mission the study of the
various avenues of approach to the problems
of scholarly publishing, by whatever agen-
cies accomplished, which have been dis-
cussed by this conference—always within the
context of the situation which obtains in
each nation,

That the conference urge all participants
to keep in constant touch with the coordi-
nating agency and with each other con-
cerning the problems which we have dis-
cussed and to communicate to the AAUP
investigating team through the central office
any suggestions which they care to make con-
cerning the course which they feel the in-
vestigation should take in their countries.

That the conference commend to the pub-
lishers of the transpacific regions the de-
sirability of keeping in close contact with
each other and suggest to them that, when-
ever desirable, they consider the organiza-
tion of cohesive subregional structures to
facilitate the achievement of the aims set
forth by this conference.

RESOLUTION ON THE FLORENCE AGREEMENT

Whereas there should be no barriers to the
flow of scholarly materials among nations;
and

Whereas the UNESCO Agreement on the
Importation of Educational, Scientific, and
Cultural Materials (which is better known
as the Florence Agreement) seeks to remove
such barriers,

The participants in the first Transpacific
Conference on Scholarly Publishing ask that
all nations that are not yet signatories should
become so; and, most especially, the par-
ticipants from the United States urge that
its Congress take early action on implement-
ing legislation that will give practical effect
to the Senate ratification which occurred 2
years ago.

RESOLUTION ON BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR THE
TRANSPACIFIC AREA

It is the sense of this conference that it
is important to make a beginning by tackling
a problem that contains within it those
aspects that are likely to obtain in connec-
tion with any specific endeavor of a trans-
pacific cooperating group.

The problem recommended for attack is
one of preparing and publishing—by employ-
ing, insofar as possible, the good offices of
the University of Hawaii and the East-West
Center—a selective bibliography of scholarly
work (including translations) published
throughout the transpacific area.
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It is clear that this simple statement has
within it elements of immense complexity
that at the same time provide a point of
concentration for working out the three parts
of any problem we are likely to face: (1) The
precise definition of the bibliography; (2) the
coordinating techniques and active participa-
tion necessary to carry it out successfully;
and (8) the dimensions of the necessary fi-
nancial commitment.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT HONOLULU,
June 29, 1962

Realizing that the participants in the
Transpacific Conference on Scholarly Pub-
lishing have had an opportunity to observe
at firsthand the form and content of the
program of scholarly publication at present
in force at the University of Hawall; that
they have learned at the same time of the
plans for research and publication now
drawn up for the Center for Cultural and
Technical Interchange Between East and
West; and that they have also come to a full-
er appreciation of the existing publication
needs and programs of the Bernice P. Bishop
Museum and the Honolulu Academy of Arts;
and

Believing that it is clear that the powerful
forces of research and learning must make
their way through the world principally by
means of scholarly publication; that by their
strategic location at the crossroads of learn-
ing and international understanding, the
University of Hawall and its associates in
scholarly endeavor are on the threshold of
& remarkable opportunity; and that it be-
comes the responsibility of the citizens of
this new State to provide its growing uni-
versity with the means to realize this oppor-
tunity: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the participants in the
Transpacific Conference on Scholarly Pub-
lishing do respectfully urge the University
of Hawall to review its instrument of pub-
lication and to take what steps may be
necessary to reconstitute a university press
equipped to accept—by a greatly enlarged
dimension of imagination, dedication, and
financial resources—the major role in schol-
arly publishing which so plainly lies before
it.

THE NARCOTICS DILEMMA: CRIME
OR DISEASE?

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, last
week the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobpl, chairman of the Senate Subcom-
mittee To Investigate Juvenile Delin-
quency, delivered on the floor of the
Senate a fascinating and revealing re-
port on a new method for treating nar-
cotic addicts. It is found in Synanon,
a new social experiment operating on a
small scale in Santa Monica, Calif. It
is a program operated on a voluntary
basis to rehabilitate on a group therapy
basis some of the victims of drug addic-
tion.

The powers of observation, summary,
and perception of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Doppl functioned well to
give a graphic, effective account of what
is happening in Synanon. He has
rendered another important service by
reason of his activities in that investi-
gation in the narcotics field.

Similarly, the White House Confer-
ence on Narcotics later this month will
undoubtedly generate many constructive
suggestions to promote much needed
progress in the field. I commend the
Attorney General and his staff for their
leadership in organizing this important
conference.
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It is heartening to know that there is
much concern and activily in the field
of this vast and devastating menace in
our national life. Efforts are made from
time to time to grapple with it. It still
defies solution although progress is being
made. Sometimes these efforts are not
as successful as they were planned to be.
An example is the Narcotics Control Act
of 1957, which among other things, re-
quires imposition of mandatory sen-
tences for violation thereof. The act was
well intentioned and sincerely directed,
but the realization is increasing every-
day that while it has done some good, it
has also created many new problems
of serious proportions.

A greater public awareness and un-
derstanding of this entire problem is
certainly needed to combat it effectively.
The thoughtful article by Mr, John EKob-
ler in the September 8 issue of the Satur-
day Evening Post entitled “The Nar-
cotics Dilemma: Crime or Disease?” is a
very effective one toward this goal of
awareness and understanding. Among
other things it comments on the efforts
to modify the 1957 act referred to. It
does so, however, after laying a splendid
factual foundation to show the reason
and the necessity for amendment of that
act.

It was with gratification that I read
Mr. Kobler’s article. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that it be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

TaE NaRCOTICS DILEMMA: CRIME OR DISEASE?
(By John Kobler)

Among the 203 Federal prisoners serving
life sentences, Gilbert Mora (Givie) Zara-
goza, & 27-year-old inmate of the U.S. peni-
tentiary on McNeil Island, Wash., has a
dreadful distinction. All the other lifers—
who include killers, kidnapers, and rapists—
stand a chance, with good behavior, of
parole. But no matter how Zaragoza be-
haves, he can never qualify. Barring Presi-
dential clemency, he will die in prison.

The crime Zaragoza committed, in 1957,
fell under section 107 of the Narcotics Con-
trol Act, which Congress passed the year
before. The toughest section of one of the
toughest Federal statutes ever enacted, it
imposes imprisonment for not less than 10
years up to life on anybody over 18 who sells
heroin to anybody under 18, and it forever
precludes parole or probation. Zaragoza is
the first and so far the only violator to
incur the maximum prison term. But he
might have fared still worse; section 107 also
empowers the jury to decree death.

Under another section of the enactment,
mere possession of a narcotic without pre-
scription entails 2 to 10 years in prison for
the first offense, 5§ to 20 for the second, 10
to 40 for the third. A single illegal trans-
action in narcotics, moreover, may involve
several different felonies, each carrying a
stiff penalty, such as using any form of com-
munication to obtain the contraband, or
possessing it with the knowledge it was un-
lawfully imported. Some judges fix the
maximum penalties on all counts and sen-
tence the culprit to serve them consecu-
tively. Thus, for selling heroin, her first
crime of any description, a hatcheck girl is
now serving 40 years; for selling marihuana,
a diskjockey, who also had no previous
criminal record, is currently serving 50 years.

UNIFORM NARCOTICS DRUG ACT

Forty-six States have adopted the Uniform

Narcotic Drug Act, which incorporates most
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of the Federal provisions. The penalties and
certain amendments vary, and in some States
surpass the Federal limits. Connecticut
makes life imprisonment mandatory for a
third infringement of any provision. Mas-
sachusetts prescribes death for a sale to a
person under 21. In California addiction by
itself was a crime until last June, when the
U.S. Supreme Court struck down that statute
as “cruel and unusual punishment.”

A civilized penal code reflects two primary
aims: to protect soclety and to rehabilitate
the criminal. Throughout the United States
today increasing numbers of jurists, penol-
ogists, legislators, and doctors are protesting
that the narcotics laws, the harshest in the
world, accomplish neither alm. The net
effect, these dissenters contend, has been to
perpetuate the gigantic drug traffic, to abro-
gate human rights and to engender a climate
of moral corruption which sometimes affects
the law-enforcement agents themselves.

“The Narcotics Control Act,” says James V.
Bennett, director of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, “has made a travesty of our con-
cepts of justice. With interminable prison
sentences and no possibility of parole, these
offenders now compose the second largest
group of prisoners, exceeded only by the car
thieves. They have no incentive to improve
themselves, and their very presence, bulking
ever larger, is creating a formidable handicap
for the prison staffs who are doing their best
to rehabilitate them."

REPORT BY JOINT COMMITTEE

Last year a joint committee of the Amerl-
can Bar Association and the American Medi-
cal Association issued a report entitled "Drug
Addiction: Crime or Disease?” Calling for a
revision of policy, it pointed out that, despite
40 years of increasingly stringent measures,
the United States has more addicts than all
European countries combined. Yet by com-
parison European laws are mild.

No responsible critics minimize the evil
of the drug traffic or propose leniency for the
jackals who fatten on it. What they de-
plore is the failure of the laws to distin-
guish between kinds of offenders. Juveniles
in the early stages of addiction, who may still
be salvageable, face the same sentence as
hardened adult junkies. The addict who
peddles a few caps of heroin to pay for his
own supply can expect no more mercy than
the nonaddicted professional pusher. The
law's critics agree that the latter, the cruel-
est predator the underworld ever spawned,
merits life imprisonment, if not death; but
the former, they insist, needs medical care.
The addicts, however, wind up behind bars
far oftener than the mass distributors who
belong to well organized mobs.

The most influential figure to oppose re-
form is T0-year-old Harry Jacob Anslinger,
who recently retired as Commissioner of the
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, a post that he
held since its inception. A passionate be-
liever in punishment as a deterrent, An-
slinger has consistently demanded tougher
sentences, “I'd like to pull the switch my-
self on drug peddlers who sell their poison
to minors,”” he once said, and he has vari-
ously characterized those who assail the
status gquo as gangland press agents, fuzzy
thinkers, and leftwingers.

LEGAL SANCTIONS VERSUS THERAPY

“Crime or Disease?” The title epitomizes
the basic issue. Is drug addiction to be
solved chiefly by legal sanctions, as Ansling-
er maintains? Or is therapy the solution,
as the American Bar Assoclation-American
Medical Association report concludes? The
very Senate subcommittee whose investiga-
tions led to the 1956 act called addiction
“a symptom of a mental or peychiatric dis-
order.” Anslinger himself denies that he
considers addiction as such a crime. *“But,”
observes Rufus King, the Washington lawyer
who headed the American Bar Association
committee, “if addicts are sick people, it's
barbaric to throw them into Jail for
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possessing a narcotic. Obviously they have
to possess the stuff to use it.”

The controversy will reach a climax on
September 27 at a White House Conference
on Narcotics under the chairmanship of At-
torney General Robert EKennedy. Because
the case of Gllbert Zaragoza embodies so
many aspects of the controversy, let us ex-
amine it more closely.

Zaragoza is an eplleptic. He grew up in
a Los Angeles slum, the third of eight chil-
dren born to a Mexican meatcutter. He
completed his first year of high school in
his 18th year before his frequent seizures
forced him to drop out. His IQ is a border-
line T1.

After he left school Zaragoza fell in with
a gang of neighborhood delinquents, was
arrested on suspicion of car theft and placed
on probation. He was soon arrested again
for car theft. In view of his affliction the
court committed him to the Camarillo State
Hospital, which discharged him as improved
18 months later.

During the next 3 years Zaragoza's police
record grew to include two arrests on sus-
picion of robbery (charges dismissed both
times for lack of evidence), driving without
a license (fined #48), loitering (1-year proba-
tion), drunkenness (a day in jail), suspicion
of assault to commit murder, which was re-
duced to resisting arrest ‘(fined $35). For
cohabiting with a 15-year-old girl, who be-
came pregnant, he was convicted of statutory
rape, fined the sum of $150 and given 2 years’
probation.

Zaragoza's eplleptic fits made him a poor
employment risk. He nevertheless managed
to hold three manual jobs between the ages
of 18 and 21. He had been working 8 months
as a maintenance helper in an air-products
plant at $66 a month when the rape charge
caused him to be fired.

California has the second-highest inci-
dence of drug addiction (7,592 cases reported
to the Bureau of Narcotics last year) of any
State after New York (26,813). Of the total
addicts reported for the entire country, 46,-
798, the vast majority came from minority
groups. Fifty-six percent were Negroes, 10.2
percent Puerto Ricans, 7.1 percent Mexicans.
Roughly half belonged to the 21 to 30 age
group; 3.8 percent were minors, More than
890 percent had switched from marihuana or
other drugs to “horse” (heroin), because
heroin, a derivative of morphine, delivers
the biggest kick.

A number of the delinquents Givie Zar-
agoza consorted with were no strangers to
heroin, and he soon got the habit. Accord-
ing to his family, his epilepsy drove him to
it. Within a few months he was a “main-
liner,” injecting into his veins as much as
12 grains a day. His source was a neigh-
borhood pusher, Martin Dominguez, alias
“Sheppard.” What Givie's habit cost him
he never disclosed. Black-market prices of
A narcotic vary according to its availability
and how desperately the addict craves it.
“Hogs" (addicts who require maximum dos-
ages) may have to pay $25 to $50 a day.
Often the only way to obtain such sums, or
their equivalent in drugs, is to become a
“mule”—that is, to work for a pusher.

GIVIE'S FINAL MISTAKE

On the evening of February 12, 1957, Givie
ran into a fellow hophead, Eddie Munguio,
whom he had known since boyhood. Eddie
was 17 and he had a probation record dating
from his 12th year. He asked Givie where
he could find Sheppard; he wanted some
“horse.” Givle explained he was working for
Sheppard and promised to furnish it himself.

The following day Givie slipped Eddie
two caps of heroin—or about 3 grains—
charging him $5. On the 15th he sold him
2 more caps and on the 26th 10 caps for
$27. All three transactions were filmed
from observation posts by Federal agents
working with the municipal police. They
arrested Givie after the third sale. The bills
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Eddie paid him had been dusted with a
fluorescent powder, and under fluorescent
light traces of it showed on Givie's hands
and trousers. It finally dawned on Givie
that his old friend Eddie was, in the Nar-
cotics Bureau euphemism, a *“special em-
ployee'—meaning stool pigeon.
RELIANCE ON STOOL PIGEONS

Like most police agencies, the Bureau leans
heavily on stool pigeons, and it finds no
dearth of them among the addicts them-
selves, who will do anything to avoid the
torments of abstention. As long as the
addict-informer remains useful he can ex-
pect payment in ecash, immunity from pros-
ecution for his own narcotic violations and
leniency, if under Indictment for other of-
fenses. State narcotics cops often pay off
in narcotics.

The exploitation of addicts as informers
is one of the standard practices most strongly
condemned by the Bureau critics. Wrote
Richard C. Donnelly, professor of law at
Yale in the Yale Law Journal: “The spectacle
of Government secretly mated with the un-
derworld and using underworld characters
to gain its end is not an ennobling one.”
In a recent opinion Circuit Judge David L.
Bazelon of the U.8. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia declared: “The present
informer practice amounts to condoning
felonies on condition that the confessed or
suspected felon brings about the conviction
of others. Under such stimulation it is to be
expected that the informer will not in-
frequently reach for shadowy leads or even
seek to Iincriminate the innocent. * * *
The law recognizes that the only way to
protect the innocent is by imposing safe-
guards which protect the guilty as well.”

Before he went to McNeil Island, Zaragosa
got permission to marry the girl he had
made pregnant, She later wrote to Mathes:
“What he did he did out of desperation, for
he couldn’t keep a job on account of his at-
tacks, Please modify his sentence.”

The plea fell on deaf ears. So, for all prac-
tical purposes, did a request from the U.S.
Pardon Attorney, Reed Cozart, for Mathes’
comments and recommendations on Zara-
goza's petition for clemency. “It would ap-
pear,” wrote Cozart, “that the only reason a
minor was used as an informer was to make
it possible for Zaragoza to receive a life or
a death sentence.”

Mathes replied: “Apparently the severity of
his sentence may have been some deterrent
to others. I have no other comment or rec-
ommendation to offer.”

The municipal police arrested Sheppard
in connection with another narcotics offense
and from a municipal court he drew a sen-
tence of 5 years to life. Four years later he
was paroled, then returned to jail for vio-
lating his parole.

It is concelvable that the heroin Zaragoza
peddled was smuggled into the country
through Maffia channels directed by Vito
Genovese, one of the most powerful inter-
national vice lords since Al Capone. In 1959
a Federal jury convicted Genovese of nar-
cotics conspiracy. His sentence: 15 years
plus $20,000 fine. With time off for good be-
havior, he will be released in 8 years.

As a police force the Narcotics Bureau is
acknowledged even by its bitterest critics to
be struggling against enormous odds. Al-
though its personnel totals only 424 and its
annual budget less than $5 million, it man-
ages at least to limit a traffic which, as
Anslinger once told a Senate subcommittee,
the Army, Navy, and Coast Guard combined
could not eliminate. With rare exceptions
its agents have been honest, dedicated men.
Anslinger himself has been acclaimed
throughout the world as the foremost expert
in his field, and he has fought hard to per-
suade other nations to tighten their nar-
cotics controls. What aroused the current
hostility to the Bureau was not only its
punitive attitude toward drug addicts but
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also, in the view of many authorities, a cer-
tain impatience with judicial safeguards
which it feels hamper its efforts—an over-
eagerness to “make"” cases.

GUILE VERSUS ENTRAPMENT

The courts uphold the right of police to
use guile against criminals. They draw a
line, however, between legitimate guile and
entrapment, which consists of tricking a
person into committing an offense he might
not have otherwise committed. Through
its informer system the Narcotics Bureau
has sometimes been led to cross that line.
An extreme instance occurred not long ago
in New York City.

For 14 months, beginning in March 1956,
the Bureau had been paying Willlam Pabon,
an ex-conviet and mainliner, §40 to $60 a
case, He spent most of it on heroin.

NARCOTICS

In July 1957, Pabon scraped up a bar-
room acquaintance with another Puerto
Rican, Angel Sillva. One evening he took
Silva to his room, injected himself with
heroin and offered his guest a shot. Silva,
who had never touched the stuff, declined.
During subsequent visits the informer per-
sistently tempted Silva. He finally suc-
cumbed to the extent of sniffing a little
heroin. Pabon soon taught him how to
mainline it. At first he supplied the drug
free. Then he began charging $56 a shot.
In November he demanded a different kind
of exchange. Silva must deliver half an
ounce of heroin to a certain customer, who
would pay $100. Crazed by his need, Silva
obeyed. He repeated the errand 2 weeks
later. The customer was narcotics agent
Gabriel Dukas. Pabon’s reward for corrupt-
ing and betraying Silva was $100.

Anslinger demurs, “My attitude,” he
proclaims, “has been to use any means avail-
able to cut narcotic violations to a mini-
mum, and where criminal or addicts will
cooperate with us to that end I will deal
with them."

Givie Zaragoza could scarcely have picked
a worse time to sell heroin to a 17-year-old
informer. The Federal agency, which can
step into any narcotics case, was eager to
see an example made under the new section
107.

The presiding Federal judge was Wil-
liam C. Mathes, whom defense lawyers some-
times refer to as “Maximum Mathes.” No
evidence was produced that Zaragoza had
ever sold drugs to anybody except Munguio.
According to Zaragoza's probation report: “A
combination of low intelligence and his epi-
leptie condition are believed to be contribut-
ing factors to defendant's antisocial be-
havior.”

Upon passing life sentence, Judge Mathes
commented: “This jury gave you back your
life. Now soclety should use your life to
set an example for others.”

IMAGE OF THE "DOPE FIEND"

Walving jury trial, Silva appeared before
Federal Judge Edward Weinfeld. The judge
acquitted him., “I find,” he stated, “that
the criminal conduct participated in by this
defendant was the product of creative ac-
tivity by Pabon, the Government inform-
T

“The nature and size of the narcotics prob-
lem does not explain the peculiar severity
of the laws,” objects Judge Henry W. Edger-
ton of the District of Columbla eircult. Al-
coholism, he reasons, poses a far greater
problem both numerically—there are some
5 million alcoholics in the country—and a
menace to the community. Yet prohibition
produced no comparably severe statute.
What, then, does explain it? Largely, say
the voices of reform, the horrendous image
of the “dope fiend” which has been stamped
upon the public mind by the law enforcers
and the sensational press.

To people inculcated with that image it
is an astonishing fact that around the turn
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of the century American morality attached
less stigma to drug addicts than to women
who smoked cigarettes. No legal sanctions
hindered the sale of narcotics. Cheaply
priced opiates crowded the shelves of phar-
macies and general stores. The physician
was free to treat addicts as his conscience
dictated, by gradual withdrawal if they
seemed curable; if not, by maintaining them
on drugs indefinitely. In 1902 the American
Pharmaceutical Association estimated the
number of addicts at about 1 person out of
every 380. Thoughtful citizens decried the
vice as an appalling health problem. But
they spoke of the addict pityingly as a “suf-
ferer” who needed medical help. Nobody
advocated criminal action.

Neither did Congress when it enacted the
Harrison Act of 1914, A regulatory measure
cast in the guise of a revenue statute, the
act was designed primarily to correct loose
dispensing practices. By taxing narcotics,
by requiring importers, druggists, and doc-
tors handling them to keep records and reg-
ister with the Treasury and by requiring
users to obtain prescriptions, Congress hoped
to force supplies into controllable channels.
Smugglers and pushers were the targets, not
addicts. Congress had no wish to disrupt
the bona fide addict-doctor relationship.

The act contained several ambiguous stip-
ulations, however. For example, a physician
could issue narcotic prescriptions only “in
the course of his professional practice and
for legitimate medical purposes.” But what
delimited professional practice? What con-
stituted legitimacy? Many doctors contin-
ued to assume it as their duty to relieve an
incurable addict’s agony by giving him drugs.
After World War I, in the same hysterical
atmosphere that bred prohibition, the Treas-
ury published a report—gathered from what
statistical sources, it never revealed—which
horrified the Nation. The addict population,
it claimed, had grown to 1 million, mostly
minors.

The Department merged its Narcotics Di-
vision (later a separate bureau under An-
slinger) with its Prohibition Unit and the
antiaddict crusade began. A serles of Su-
preme Court interpretations of the Harrison
Act provided powerful weapons. The Fed-
eral agents set stool pigeons to collecting
evidence against defiant doctors, raided their
offices, jailed them, The conviction of a few
real malpractitioners, no better than pushers,
strengthened the Treasury's hand; and rep-
utable doctors, thoroughly intimidated,
turned their backs on addicts.

The Supreme Court later reversed itself in
the case of a Dr. Linder whom a stool pi-
geon tricked into prescribing four tablets of
cocaine and morphine. Vindicating Linder
in 1925, the Court repudiated the Govern-
ment's contention that doctors “may never
give an addict moderate amounts of drugs
for self-administration to relieve conditions
incident to addiction.” But It was too late.
The doctors’ retreat was complete, and to this
day, despite the Linder opinion—which the
narcotics regulations ignore—few doctors
care to have anything to do with addicts.

DETERRENCE BY TERROR

Thus, in its application the Harrison Act
transformed patients into criminals. The
Narcoties Division, seeking support for its
policy of deterrence by terror, depicted them
as monsters. There arose a body of myths
which obscured the nature of addiction and
impeded a calm, scientific approach to it.
For example:

The myth of intrinsic criminality. Aec-
cording to Anslinger, addicts are criminals
before they become addicted.

The fact: A statistical analysis of 1,036
addicts committed to the U.S. Public Health
Service Hospital at Lexington, Ky., showed
that 75.3 percent had no criminal history.
Again, of 119 inmates who developed the
habit as a result of drugs prescribed for ill-
ness, 90 had otherwise unblemished records.
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On the other hand, among addicts from city
slum areas delinquency was shown to have
frequently preceded addictlon. In short,
the incidence of prior offenses depends on
the particular group studied.

That most addicts commit crimes to sup-
port their costy vice every study agrees.
The crimes mainly take nonviolent forms,
such as drug peddling, petty larcency, shop-
lifting. Dr. Lawrence Kolb, dean of authori-
tles on the medical aspects of addiction,
dismisses as “an absurd fallacy” the notion
that violent criminals commonly use drugs
to acquire Dutch courage, “Opiates,” he
explains, “inhibit aggressive impulses. Un-
der their influence the addict becomes pas-
sive, free of tensions, contented. One way
to render a man with homicidal urges harm-
less would be to put him on morphine.”

The sexual myth. Dope incites to rape,
orgies, and assorted perversions.

The fact: Heroin, the drug of choice, de-
presses the libido and replaces sex, and other
normal emotional satisfactions. Drs. David
Maurer and Victor Vogel note in their monu-
mental study: “The reduction of sexual de-
sire tends to remove the oplate addict from
the category of psychopathic sex offenders,
even though he might have a tendency to
commit sex crimes when not addicted.”

ADDICTION’'S PHYSICAL DANGERS

The myth of fatal effects. Drugs eventu-
ally wreck the addict's body and brain.

The fact: Varlous dangers Incidental to
addiction may indeed prove fatal. Dosages
beyond the tolerance the addict has built up,
for one. Tainted drugs, as they often are in
the black market. Anemia and malnutri-
tion, since the impoverished addict has
little money to spare for food. But opiates
of themselves need not wreak physical and
mental havoc. “The addict under his nor-
mal tolerance of morphine,” reported the
late Walter G. Karr, assistant professor of
biochemistry at the University of Pennsyl-
vania, “is medically a well man.”

Dr. Eolb cites the case of a woman who
reached 81, healthy and alert, although she
had taken 3 grains of morphine a day
for 65 years. “I know brilllant doctors,” he
adds, “who would be drunk in the gutter
instead of successfully practicing medicine,
but for opiates.” No sane scientist, of
course, holds a brief for addiction. The ad-
dict is a psychological cripple. But his vice
is the symptom, not the cause,

Nevertheless, since World War I the specter
of the slavering, maniacal “dope flend” has
haunted the halls of government and to-
gether with the booming dope traffic inspired
ever-harsher laws, culminating in the Nar-
cotics Control Act. To prove the efficacy of
those laws, the Bureau frequently issues
dramatic charts indicating a sharp decrease
of the addict population. Carefully analyzed,
however, the charts appear less impressive,
The latest number of addicts reported,
46,798, is actually about 3,000 higher than in
1959, The Bureau's estimates, moreover, rest
on the dubious assumption that no addict
can long escape its vigilance.

Both police officials and legislators con-
cede the need for scientific inquiry into the
root causes of addiction, about which we
know next to nothing. But while addicts
in Federal prisons or hospitals cost the
taxpayer close to $14 million a year, the
Government allocates barely half a million to
research. The two Federal narcotics hos-
pitals—at Lexington and at Fort Worth,
Tex—which together admit about 3,500
voluntary patients a year and about 500 com-
mitted by the courts, can accomplish little
beyond temporary repairs,

It is relatively simple to rid an addict of
his physical dependence on drugs. Metha-
done, a nonaddicting narcotic, greatly re-
duces the tortures of withdrawal. The pro-
cecs normally requires less than 2 weeks.
Diet, fresh air, exercise complete the stand-
ard treatment usually in a few more weeks.
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But psychological dependence remains, which
the doctors, in their present state of knowl-
edge, can seldom eliminate. Returned to
his old environment, faced with the same
frustrations which originally drove him
to drugs, the patient is likely to backslide.
A followup study of 1,192 patients dis-
charged from Lexington showed that about
90 percent relapsed, the majority within
6 months.

The reform factions, however, do not con-
sider poor prognosis any justification for
jalling addicts. Several bills now before Con-
gress reflect a more compassionate spirit.
One of them, sponsored by Senator RoMan
Hruska, of Nebraska, would allow the courts
discretion in applying mandatory no-parole
laws and so enable them to distinguish be-
tween major criminals and simple addicts.
Senators JacoB K. Javirs and EKENNETH B.
Eeating, of New York, are sponsors of bills
which would provide Federal aid to State-
hospital programs and permit ecivil commit-
ment of addicts guilty of no other offense.

The most radical scheme, which no legis-
lator supports and the mere mention of
which outrages the Bureau, is the nation-
wide establishment of clinics to dispense
free narcotics. Its endorsers, who include
the New York Academy of Medicine, advance
two main arguments: By removing profits,
clinies would end the illicit traffic; by taking
the addict out of the criminal class they
would make it easier to cure and rehabilitate
him. Under British law, the scheme's pro-
ponents point out, doctors may administer
narcotics to addicts who they feel cannot
exist free of suffering without them, and
Great PBritain has only about 430 known
addicts. The narcotics laws of the Scan-
dinavian countries, Belgium, France, Switzer-
land, and Italy are also mild compared to
America’s. No vast drug traffic plagues those
countrlies; in none does the number of ad-
dicts exceed 1,000.

ARGUMENT AGAINST FREE DRUGS

But the arguments against free clinics are
compelling. Addicts require continually in-
creasing dosages up to a formidable degree of
tolerance and, unless they get it, would re-
vert to underworld sources. To gratify their
craving, even if practically feasible, would
be to evade the basic problem of what cre-
ated it. England provides no valid model
for the United States. With their homo-
geneity and traditional respect for the law,
the British do not have the same suscep-
tibility to addiction as the mixed American
population. Their system also prevails in
Hong Kong, where addicts number more than
100,000. Regarding the other European
countries, it is a question whether their
laws are comparatively lenlent because they
have no serious narcotics problem, as the
United States did before the Harrison Act,
or whether they have no serious narcotics
problem because their laws are comparatively
lenient.

The overriding objection to the free-clinic
plan is a moral one: Society must strive to
eliminate degrading practices, not subsidize
them. Although the American Medical Asso-
clation-American Bar Association report
favored the plan, the AMA has since re-
pudiated it.

Among the experimental projects now un-
derway, the most promising was initiated 6
years ago by the New York State Division
of Parole. It extends to paroled addicts con-
tinuing help—psychiatrie, familial, educa-
tional, vocational.. Under the direction of
Meyer H. Diskind, a highly skilled parole
officer approaches each parolee as a friend
first of all and only incidentally a law-en-
forcement agent, He visits his home several
times a month to discuss the personal fric-
tions that may have contributed to his ad-
diction.

A PLAN FOR REHABILITATION

Most addicts lack trade skills. The parole

officers refer them to trade schools and later
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to employment services. Out of a special
fund the project lends money to needy pa-
rolees to tide them over until they receive
their first paycheck, The parole division
expects the addict to relapse at least once,
but unless he commits a crime he is not
returned to jail; rehablilitation continues,

The project, for which the State legisla-
ture had appropriated 40,000 a year, covered
346 parolees up to the end of 1959 (the last
period for which complete statistics are
available). Almost half had never relapsed,
an unheard-of percentage. Sixty-four have
since finished their paroles with clean slates.
Pennsylvania and California have instituted
similar projects.

“We have stopped treating our insane pop-
ulation as felons,” writes Rufus King, sum-
marizing the aims of his fellow reformers,
“we have raised the stigma from leprosy and
epilepsy and transformed our penal philoso-
phy from one of vengeance to one of
rehabilitation. But we have not shown com-
parable understanding of the addict.

“All the billions our soclety has spent en-
foreing criminal measures against the addict
have had the sole practical result of protect-
ing the peddler'’s market. No other nation
hounds its addicts as we do, and no other
nation faces anything remotely resembling
our problem.”

For the moment, King adds, no ideal
solution is in view. To reach one, various
roads must be explored. They lead to relief
from persecution for the addict, to therapy
programs and followups, and to provisions
for incurable addicts.

How far along those roads the United
States may travel depends largely on the
outcome of the approaching White House
Conference. To succeed Anslinger, President
Kennedy nominated—and the Senate has
confirmed—Deputy Commissioner Henry L.
Glordano, a soft-spoken, vigorous, deadly
efficlent man of 48, who joined the Bureau
in 1941. “I plan,” says Gilordano “to con-
tinue the general policies of Mr. Anslinger.”

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ACT OF 1962

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3615) to authorize the
Housing and Home Finance Administra-
tor to provide additional assistance for
the development of comprehensive and
coordinated mass transportation sys-
tems, both public and private, in metro-
politan and other urban areas, and for
other purposes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am
much concerned about the consequences
and disputes growing out of the quest
for a utopian “balanced” transportation
system in urban areas.

It is my belief that instead of striv-
ing for so-called balance, our transporta-
tion planners should be endeavoring to
develop an all-modes and all-facilities
system based on progress, adequacy, and
ability to meet needs.

And, Mr. President, when I speak of
“ability to meet needs,” I refer not only
to the requirements of rail and bus citi-
zen-commuters in the urban areas; my
concept of “ability to meet need” em-
braces also the consideration of ways
and means to accommodate the massive
and inecreasing requirements of both
passenger automobiles and commercial
trucks which will continue to virtually
clog the highways of urban areas, no
matter what is done in the field of mass
transit by bus or rail,

In the Washington Post this morning
I noted a reference in a news article to
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the Nation’'s Capital “where highway and
transit partisans have been locked in a
bitter dispute that has brought the city’s
freeway program to a near standstill.”

Unfortunately, that appraisal is essen-
tially correct. There is such a dispute
and the highway—especially interstate—
program of the Metropolitan Washing-
ton area is in virtually a stalemated
condition.

As a member of the Public Works
Committee’s Subcommittee on Roads, I
am not a so-called highway partisan. I
certainly do not propose that all atten-
tion be focused on highways and all
available funds be spent on freeways to
the exclusion of consideration and fi-
nancing for other facets of the total
transportation problem.

But, Mr. President, I make my posi-
tion clear in stating emphatically that I
strongly oppose bringing highway plan-
ning and construction to a halt in urban
areas—especially in the Metropolitan
Washington area—while there is a
search for a transportation system with
a magical term.

In spite of recent attacks on the lan-
guage written into the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1962, as passed by the
House and as recommended by the Sen-
ate Public Works Committee, I believe
it i1s thoroughly realistic in the section
having to do with “Transportation
Planning in Certain Urban Areas.” So-
called highway interests, as alleged, did
not rewrite that section. Members of
Congress who studied the problem care-
fully and considered in a realistic man-
ner conditions of the present, and those
most likely to prevail in the immediate
future, are responsible for the few devi-
ations from the provisions included in
the legislation as originally introduced.

We should not be searching in this
country for a will-o’-the-wisp “balanced
transportation system embracing all ap-
propriate modes of transport.” Ours
should be a striving for something prac-
tical—“the development of transporta-
tion systems, embracing various modes
of transport in a manner that will serve
the States and local communities effi-
ciently and effectively.”

I believe ecriticism of the changes
recommended by the House Public Works
Committee and accepted by the House
and as recommended by the Senate Pub-
lic Works Committee, in the section of
“Transportation Planning in Certain
Urban Areas,” is unwarranted and un-
realistie.

Perhaps there is no urban area in the
United States more plagued than is the
Nation's Capital with the vexing prob-
lem growing out of exercises in semantics
and of highway stagnation as a conse-
quence of the efforts of mass transit ad-
vocates of delay.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Roads of the Senate Committee on Pub-
lic Works and as a Member of the Con-
gress earnestly concerned with this prob-
lem in the Nation's Capital, I have
written a letter on the subject to the
Subcommittee on District of Columbia
of the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions, through its diligent chairman, my
colleague from West Virginia [Mr,
ByRrpl.
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Mr. President, I request unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
at this point the text of my letter in
which I urge that provision be made
for keeping the District of Columbia
highway program on schedule, insofar
as possible, through appropriations leg-
islation.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON LABOR
AND PuBLIC WELFARE,
September 13, 1962,

Hon. RoserT C. BYRD,

Chairman, Subcommittee on District of Co-
lumbia, Commitiee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Bos: Attacks on the proposed capital
outlay budget for highways contained in the
District of Columbia budget proposal for
the fiscal year 1963 have created much con-
fusion concerning the transportation prob-
lem in the District of Columbia metropoli-
tan area.

The National Capital Transportation
Agency has requested delayed actlon on four
specific projects contained in the budget,
pending the reports on certain studies
scheduled for delivery to Congress by No-
vember 1, 1962. These are the east leg of
the inner loop freeway, the Northeast Free-
way, interchange “0,"” and the Three Sisters
Bridge. Those who would delay the District
of Columbia freeway program apparently are
obscuring a number of facts which should
be brought into focus.

The capital outlay budget for highways
for the fiscal year 1963 represents, I am in-
formed, the minimum highway needs that
should be provided if the District of Co-
lumbia is to keep pace with regional and
national highway development. That pro-
gram was based on the balanced transpor-
tation system called for by the Mass Trans-
portation Survey Report, 1959, and approved
by the National Capital Regional Planning
Couneil.

The proposed freeway network for the Dis-
trict of Columbia has been designed as part
of a transportation system that is expected
to include rapid transit by rall and nonrail.
Actually, if there should not be brought
into being a rapid transit program, the pro-
posed freeway planning will of necessity
have to be much enlarged.

Those who have sought delays in the high-
way development apparently have done so
on the premise that there is a question of
highway versus nonhighway facllities for
serving the transportation needs of the Na-
tional Capital metropolitan area. This is an
unfortunate mistake as it now threatens the
highway expansion and, if continued, could
threaten the rapid transit program. Ad-
vanced highway planning, as you know, was
made feasible by enactment of the Federal-
Ald Highway Act of 1856. Following the 1959
survey it was possible, because of 1961 High-
way Act amendments, to proceed on & broader
basis than was formerly true. Thus, the
highway program proposed in the current
budget is not an “accelerated” one, except
in the sense that the availability of Federal
matching funds has made it possible to pro-
ceed with the original program at a more
rapid pace.

Following approval of the transportation
plan for the metropolitan region, Congress
established the National Capital Transporta-
tion Agency to study the rapid transit phase
of the overall transportation plan, with spe-
cific direction to evaluate the feasibility of
subways in the Nation's Capital. This meant
that the second part of the overall transport
plan was underway; the highway phase al-
ready had begun.

There is additional misunderstanding as
to the actual roles of the enlarged highway
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network as compared with the proposed
rapid transit system. The latter, be it sub-
ways or some other form of rail transit, is
being designed around the home-to-work
movement while the highway program is be-
ing designed to handle the every day de-
mands of modern motor vehicle traffic. This
traffic is only partly involved in the home-
to-work movement.

Independent of the need for citizens to
move between home and place of employ-
ment or business, there is an ever-growing
volume of motor vehicle traffic of all types
that must be served. The increased travel
and commercial needs of the metropolitan
area are placing tremendous demands on our
road and street facilities that have nothing
to do with commuter traffic. Unless these
demands are met, this area will be faced with
a staggering problem of traffic congestion.
Any delay in the current program will only
multiply the many serious problems that
ultimately must be solved.

If the present highway program is sus-
pended until there is a determination of
what can be done with a subway system, no
provisions will have been made for ever-
mounting motor vehicle traffic that is not and
never will be susceptible to subway travel.
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Annually, millions of people visit the Na-
tion's Capital. Tourism is the District’s
second largest industry. More than 90 per-
cent of visitors travel in their own auto-
mobiles. It would be tragic if Washington's
highway condition became such that the city
would be classed as a place to avoid.

The report of the National Capital Trans-
portation Agency, to be filed in November,
must of necessity undergo a series of inten-
sive hearings in order to determine whether
its recommendations are (1) physically
possible, and (2) financially reasonable.
This may well take a year or more. In the
meantime, highway traffic volume increases
almost daily, endangering the commerce of
the city and posing a serious problem of
public safety.

If the highway program is financed to con-
tinue as planned, it is doubtful if loss would
be sustained even though the transit pro-
gram might demonstrate a need for some ad-
justment in future highway planning. How-
ever, if the highway program is stopped until
the subway plan is fully evaluated, the time
lost can never be regained.

This table shows that the District has been
making some progress in the “work under-
way" category, but lags behind the national
average:

Miles of Interstate System Percent of total

District of United District of United

Columbia States Columbia Btates
Miléa open to traffie. . oo aen e 2.6 12,549.9 9.3 30.7

Work in progress: T

Under construction . -oaco o oo olo ool 4.5 4,801.3 16.0 11.8
Engineering or right-of-way. 4.9 10, 926. 8 17. 4 26. 8
Total underway.....-.._.- 9.4 15,728.1 33.5 38.6
TR e e S SRR SR S e e 16.1 12,519. 8 57.2 30.7
3 ) S S = SR R S 28.1 40,707.8 100.0 100.0

Another matter of grave concern to the
District of Columbia metropolitan area is the
possibility that any substantial alteration in
the comprehensive highway plan for the
District of Columbia might result in altering
the roads of interstate character. The
projects involved in the current dispute are
all links in the National Interstate System
and as such must be coordinated with roads
in other States to form an integrated system.
Changes in the vital parts of the plan could
result in these roads being considered in-
eligible for inclusion in the interstate pro-
gram.

I believe it is imperative that the proposed
District of Columbia highway program be
kept on schedule and I urge that this be
made possible in appropriations legislation.
Delays doubtless will lead to ultimate added
costs rather than savings. Another probable
byproduct of delays doubtless will be further
deterioration of the downtown section and a
resultant loss in revenues. And there should
be avoldance of the possible loss of Inter-
state Highway System funds.

These observations and recommendations
are set forth in my capacity as a member of
the Subcommittee on Roads of the Senate
Committee on Public Works and as a Mem-
ber of the Congress earnestly concerned with
this problem in our Nation's Capital.

With recognition and appreciation for
your diligent efforts in providing for the
needs of the District of Columbia, I am,

Very truly yours,
JENNINGS RANDOLFPH,

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY TO
MEET DURING THE SENATE SES-
SION TOMORROW
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. Presidenf, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 42 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, under the previous order, un-
til tomorrow, Friday, September 14, 1962,
at 10 oclock a.m.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate September 13, 1962.
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS
Corwin S. Snyder, of North Dakota, to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 34, with headquarters at Pem-
bina, N. Dak.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSPAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 1962

The House mef at 11 o'clock, a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

I Samuel 12: 23: God forbid that I
should sin against the Lord in ceasing
to pray for you.

Almighty God, in our prayer of inter-
cession, we are now bringing to Thy
throne of grace, all whose lives are
haunted by fears, harassed by doubt,
heavy with sorrow and stained by sin.

Inspire us to grasp the eternal truth
that we must accept life with all of its
blessings and bereavements, its satisfac-
tions and struggles; its opportunities and
obligations, as an adventure and a dis-
cipline meant to make us strong and
steadfast.

May our hearts be aglow with the en-
thusiasm of high ideals and may we
never become cynical and embittered
when we fail to attain those goals upon
which we have centered our aspirations
and ambitions.

Grant that our President, our Speak-
er, and the Members of Congress may
courageously face without reservation
or retreat our difficult and dangerous in-
ternational problems, confident that
Thou wilt sustain us in our high en-
deavor for freedom, which can only be
the sure possession of those who have the
faith and fortitude to defend it.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 208. An act to provide for the recovery
from tortlously liable third persons of the
cost of hospital and medical care and treat-
ment furnished by the United States;

H.R. 5393. An act to amend the Bankruptey
Act, as amended;

H.R.9728. An act to amend the Coopera-
tive Forest Management Act;

H.R. 10160. An act for the relief of Mrs.
A. R. Lendian; and

H.R. 12459, An act to provide for the relief
of certain enlisted members of the Coast
Guard.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

S.3064. An act to amend section 9 of the
act of May 22, 1928, as amended, authoriz-
ing and directing a national survey of forest
resources.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 12180) entitled “An act
to extend for a temporary period the
existing provisions of law relating to the
free importation of personal and house-
hold effects brought into the United
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