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By Mr. HAGAN of Georgla:
H.R.13223. A bill for the rellef of Ioannis
- @, Assimakopoulos; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 13224, A bill for the relief of Pena~
glotis A. Skountzos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LINDSAY:

H.R.13225. A bill for the relief of Elena

Corallo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MONTOYA:

H.R, 13226. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Esther Hernando-Perez de Lucero; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RUTHERFORD:

H.R.13227. A bill for the relief of Chau
Po-Cheuck; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. SIBAL:

H.R.13228. A bill for the relief of Christos
(Yonclas) Giannouklas; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. UTT:

H.E.13229. A bill for the relief of Heydar
Nadjafinia; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 13230. A bill for the rellef of Juanita
Cereguine De Burgh; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

SENATE

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1962

The Senate met at 10 o'clo¢k a.m., and
was called to order by the Vice President.

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

God, our Father, unchanging amid the
changing years, we come to this daily
fellowship of prayer, not so much to seek
Thee as to keep open our faltering lives
in penitence and a sense of dire need of
Thy waiting strength.

Thou art the God of hope. In a world
filled with sights that sadden and thorny
problems that bewilder and perplex, may
our hearts be lifted up by the realiza-
tion that ours is also a time arched with
the promise of a better tomorrow.

Following the gleam of the hope that
sends a shining ray along the future’s
broadening way, give us, we pray, sagac-
ity, spaciousness of mind and a trans-
parent purity of heart, that even sur-
rounded by hatred and pride and greed,
we may see God and the godlike as we
walk humbly the ascending path of a
climbing faith that has a better air to
breathe than the smog of cynicism and
doubt and denial.

We ask it in the Redeemer's name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrFieLp and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
September 24, 1962, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nomi-
nation of Capt. Mary J. Wettle for ap-
pointment in the Regular Air Force,
which was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services, and withdrawing the
nomination of Ella E. Johnson, to be
postmaster at Bovill, Idaho.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrieLp, and by
unanimous consent, the following com-
mittees were authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today:

The Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, in executive session.

The Judiciary Committee,

The Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SEN-
ATE SESSION TOMORROW

On request of Mr, HuMrHREY, and by
unanimous consent, the Intergovern-
mental Relations Subcommittee of the
Committee on Government Operations
was authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate tomorrow.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Montana will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement which has been
entered into, has provision been made
for a morning hour today, or does the
time limitation begin immediately?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
agreement, no provision for a morning
hour has been made.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962—CONFERENCE REPORT

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
order of the 20th instant, the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of the con-
fercnee report on H.R. 12391, the so-
called farm bill, to be presented by the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr, ELLENDER],
with the time until 3 p.m. to be divided
equally and controlled, respectively, by
the chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry [Mr. ELLEndpER] and
the ranking minority member [Mr.
Amen]; and at the hour of 3 p.m. the
Senate will proceed to vote, without fur-
ther debate, on the question of agreeing
to the report.

Mr, MANSFIELD., My, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and
ask unanimous consent that the time re-
quired for it be charged equally to both
sides.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
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Montana? Without objection, it is so
ordered; and the elerk will call the roll

The Chief Clerk proceeded to ecall the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call may be
dispensed with.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate
to the bill, HR. 12391, to improve and
protect farm income, to reduce costs of
farm programs to the Federal Govern-
ment, to reduce the Federal Govern-
ment’s excessive stocks of agricultural
commodities, to maintain reasonable and
stable prices of agricultural commodi-
ties and products to consumers, to pro-
vide adequate supplies of agricultural
commodities for domestic and foreign
needs, to conserve natural resources,
and for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the report. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL-
LAND in the chair). The report will be
read for the information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of Sept. 20, 1962, pp. 20094-
20105, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair announces that under the unani-
mous-consent agreement which has been
entered into it was ordered that the con-
ference report become the business of
the Senate following the reading of the
Journal today and that the final vote be
taken at 3 o’clock, the time in the mean-
while to be equally divided.

The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr,. President, there
were a number of differences between
the House farm bill and the Senate
amendment to H.R. 12391, However, the
greatest interest has been centered on
the feed grain and wheat provisions.
Although the details were different, both
versions extended again for 1963 the so-
called emergency feed grain program.
In addition, both versions also departed,
beginning in 1964, from the permanent
price-support provisions which were en-
acted in 1958.

THE 1863 FEED GRAIN PROGRAM

For 1963, the House bill provided for
a single program for corn, sorghum, and
barley, and contained a number of other
changes from the 1962 program, The
Senate 1963 feed grain provisions were
basically the same as those for the 1962
program, as they existed at the time S.
3225 was reported to the Senate in April.
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The conference substitute, in general,
follows the House 1963 feed grain provi-
sions. Neither bill contained any man-
datory control features for feed grains.
Neither does the conference substitute.

I emphasize that insofar as the feed
grain provisions of this bill are con-
cerned, there are to be no acreage con-
trols whatever, and none in contempla-
tion.

Price supports for corn would not be
less than 65 percent of parity with other
feed grains at comparable levels. How-
ever, the Secretary of Agriculture has
indicated that price supports for corn
would be set at a national average of
$1.20 per bushel.

As a condition of eligibility for price
supports, producers would be required to
divert at least 20 percent, and could di-
vert to conserving uses up to 50 percent,
of their 1959-60 feed grain base acre-
age, The base acreage would be the
combined acreages of corn, grain sor-
ghum, and barley.

Producers who chose to divert feed
grain acreage would receive payments
in cash or in kind on the first 20 per-
cent and payments in kind only on the
additional 30 percent permitted by the
bill.

The rate of payment in both cases
would be not in excess of 50 percent of
the support price for the normal produc-
tion of the acreage diverted from the
commuodity on the farm, based on its ad-
justed average yield per acre for the 1959
and 1960 crop acreage.

The Secretary may make adjustments
in acreage and yields for the 1959 and
1960 crop years to correct for abnormal
factors affecting produetion, including—
in the case of the first 20-percent reduc-
tion—adjustments to reflect increases in
yields due to the adoption or improve-
ments of irrigation systems prior to pas-
sage of the bill. In addition, actual
yields must be used if proved by the
producer.

The Secretary of Agriculture could ex-
empt, but would not be required to ex-
empt, malting barley producers meeting
conditions similar to those of the 1962
program from participating in the 1963
program as a condition of barley price
supports. Exempt malting barley pro-
ducers would still be required to par-
ticipate in the program as a condition
for price support for corn and sorghum,
but their participation would be limited
to corn and sorghum.

The Secretary could permit diversion
to be made to guar, sesame, safflower,
sunflower, castor beans, and flax, with
payments at up to 50 percent of the reg-
ular diversion payment rate. Any pro-
ducer would be permitted to put up to
25 acres in the program and a single
payment rate of not to exceed 50 percent
of the normal production of the diverted
acreage would be provided.

The producers participating in the
program might divert as little as 20 per-
cent of their 1959 or 1960 acreage, or as
much as 50 percent.

The amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota, requiring producers to
take appropriate erosion control meas-
ures on diverted acres, was included in
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both the feed grain and wheat provi-
sions of the conference substitute.

Price supports on 1963 feed grains to
participants in the program will be the
same as in 1962, based on a national
average of $1.20 per bushel for corn.
However, the support program will be
carried out partially by payments in
kind and partially by the usual loans
and purchase agreements, Price sup-
port payments in kind at 18 cents per
bushel on corn, and at comparable rates
on grain sorghums and barley, would
be made on the normal production of the
1963 acreage. The balance of the sup-
port price would be made available in
the usual manner on actual production.
In determining the normal production
of the 1963 acreage for the purpose of
price support payments it is anticipated
that the same yield figures would be used
as in determining payments on the first
20 percent acreage diversion. If 1959-
60 yields were adjusted to reflect the
adoption of irrigation for the purpose of
the first 20-percent diversion, they would
also be adjusted for the purpose of price
support payments.

All payment-in-kind certificates would
be redeemed in feed grains valued at the
loan rate. Payment-in-kind certificates
would be handled in the same manner
as under the 1961 and 1962 feed grain
programs, except that the minimum re-
sale price of feed grains represented by
such certificates could not be less than
the loan rate. Cooperating farmers re-
ceiving such certificates have three
choices: (A) to exchange them for ac-
tual grain from CCC stocks; (B) to sell
the ecertificates; (C) to request CCC to
market the certificates for them, in
which event the CCC would advance the
producer the face value of the certifi-
cates.

This procedure is substantially the
same as in effect in 1962, except that it
would give assurance to the grain trade
of a stable feed grain market at about
the loan level of $1.02, whereas in 1962
the Commodity Credit Corporation could
sell certificate grain at the market price.
THE 1964 AND SUBSEQUENT FEED GRAIN CROPS

Both the House bill and the Senate
amendment departed from the provisions
of the Agricultural Act of 1958, dealing
with price supports for feed grains after
1963.

The House bill provided for support
for corn at 80 percent of the 3-year aver-
age price instead of 90 percent of the 3-
year average price or 65 percent of
parity, whichever was lower. The Sen-
ate amendment provided for price sup-
ports at such level not exceeding 90
percent of parity as would not result in
increasing Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion stocks. The Senate also struck out
the provisions of the 1958 law providing
mandatory support of the other feed
grains and increased the minimum Com-
modity Credit Corporation retail price
for feed grains to 65 percent of parity
plus reasonable carrying charges.

The conference substitute provided for
support for corn at such level from 50 to
90 percent of parity as would not in-
crease Commodity Credit Corporation
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stocks, left mandatory support for the
other feed grains as provided by the 1958
law, and left the Commeodity Credit
Corporation minimum resale price for
unrestricted use at 105 percent of the
current support price plus reasonable
carrying charges.

Provisions of the Senate amendment
directing the Secretary to make recom-
mendations for further legislation next
yvear were omitted as unnecessary since
the Secretary is expected to submit rec-
ommendations for any legislation that
he believes appropriate.

THE 1963 WHEAT PROGRAM

When the Senate passed H.R. 12391, it
was realized that it was then too late to
revise the marketing quota law for
wheat and put a marketing certificate
program into effect for 1963. The con-
ference substitute, therefore, provides for
a voluntary program for 1963, some-
what along the lines of the House pro-
vision but with no mandatory allotment
reductions and with a number of im-
provements.

Producers would be given the oppor-
tunity to divert from 20 to 50 percent of
their allotments to conserving uses or
named oilseed crops. For participating
in this diversion program they would
receive, first, payments-in-kind of up to
50 percent of the normal yield of the
diverted acreage multiplied by the county
loan level—based on a national level of
$1.82—and, second, additional payments-
in-kind of 18 cents per bushel on the
normal yield of their planted acreage.
The normal yield for computing both of
these payments would be based on 1959
to 1960 yields.

Producers with a small-farm exemp-
tion would divert from the average acre-
age planted by them in 1950, 1960, and
1961 or 15 acres, whichever was less.

The conference substitute also con-
tains a provision, somewhat similar to
that in effect for 1962, making the small-
farm exemption for 1963 the highest
acreage planted in 1959, 1960, or 1961,
but not more than 15 acres.

THE 19264 WHEAT PROGRAM

The wheat marketing certificate pro-
gram and the other Senate provisions re-
lating to wheat are contained in the con-
ference substitute with minor changes,
except that they would be made effective
in 1964 instead of 1963. As a result of
this change, and in view of the voluntary
1963 diversion payment program pro-
vided by the conference substitute, diver-
sion payments under the Senate provi-
sions would be limited to 1964 and 1965.
The only other changes, other than
merely technical ones are as follows:

First, If a feed grain diversion pro-
gram should be provided after 1963, sub-
stitution of feed grain and wheat acreage
would be permitted to such extent as
would not adversely affect the feed grain
and wheat programs.

Second. The small farm base would be
based on a 3-year adjusted average acre-
age, instead of a more complicated base
involving the 3 years of highest acreage
out of a 5-year period. Also the year
1963 would be excluded from the base
years.
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Third. The crops to which acreage
‘might be diverted without losing the full
diversion payment would be limited to
the same oilseeds provided for in the
1962 wheat and feed grain programs.

Fourth. The provision of the Senate
amendment permitting the Secretary to
provide equitable treatment to producers
who rendered performance in good faith
in reliance upon the advice of the De-
partment under the 1962 and subsequent
wheat programs would be extended to
apply to the 1961 and subsequent feed
grain programs. The Senate previously
passed such a provision in S. 3225; and
the Senators from Missouri [Mr.
SymineToN and Mr. Lone] have intro-
duced S. 3667 to accomplish this purpose,

DAIRY

The conference substitute does not
contain any provisions relating to dairy
products. The House bill contained pro-
visions for a voluntary diversion program
for milk, but this has been omitted from
the conference substitute.

There is pending now before the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry a
dairy bill which I have introduced. I
hope that during the fall or early in Jan-
uary, the committee may see fit to hold
hearings on the subject of dairying, not
only in Washington, but also at the
grassroots. I am particularly eager to
have some hearings held in New York,
Vermont, Ohio, Minnesota, probably
some Western State, and in Louisiana.

INDUSTRIAL TUSES

The House bill had no provisions re-
lating to industrial uses research, and
the House conferees were unwilling to
accept the Senate provisions on this sub-
ject. The conference substitute there-
fore does not contain them.

LAND UTILIZATION

The remaining provisions of the bill
were not as controversial as the feed
grain and wheat provisions.

Both Houses provided for long-term
diversion contracts with farmers under
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Al-
lotment Act, but differed in details. The
conference substitute provides for con-
tracts covering up to 10 years and for
diversion to recreation but not to non-
agricultural purposes. Payments for
tree cover could not be made for more
than 5 years, and contracts could not be
entered into with new owners, except in
specified cases. Acreage history could
be preserved or surrendered as provided
in the Senate amendment. Payments
would be limited to $10 million in any
years as provided by the Senate amend-
ment, except that for 1963 an additional
$15 million might be paid on lands pre-
viously covered by conservation reserve
contracts. The committee anticipates
receiving recommendations from the De-
partment of Agriculfure, and holding
hearings next year, to determine what
ought to be done after 1963 for land com-
ing out of the conservation reserve pro-

gram.

The conference substitute adopts the
House language amending the policy pro-
visions of section 31 of the Bankhead-
Jones Farm Tenant Act. This would
prohibit the building of private industrial
parks, and omit the Senate language
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with respect to providing public recrea-
tion.

The Senate provisions repealing the
authority for Federal land acquisition
under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Ten-
ant Act, and providing for loans to State
and local public agencies to carry out
land utilization plans are retained in the
conference substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEUBERGER in the chair). The time the
Senator has allotted to himself has ex-
pired.

Mr. ELLENDER.
additional minutes.

The Senate provision amending the
Watershed Protection and Flood Preven-
tion Act are refained with an amend-
ment limiting Federal participation in
recreational development to not more
than one such development in each 75,-
000 acres.

The House provisions amending the
Watershed Act to provide for deferred
repayment for storage capacity to meet
anticipated municipal and industrial wa-
fer supply needs and clarifying secfions
5 and 7 of the act are also included in
the conference substitute. The provi-
sion for anticipated municipal and in-
dustrial water needs corresponds to pro-
visions of the Water Supply Act of 1958
and gives the Secretary of Agriculture
the same authority with respect to wa-
tershed projects that the Seeretary of
the Army and the Secretary of the In-
terior have with respect to flood control
and reclamation projects. The amend-
ment to section 5 is purely a clarifying
revision of that section without substan-
tive change, while the amendment to
section 7 makes it clear that past and
future amendments of section 4 of the
act, which sets out the conditions upon
which assistance may be given, would
be applicable to additional works of im-
provement prosecuted in connection with
the 11 watershed programs authorized
by the Flood Control Act of 1944, See-
tion 4 is already applicable to such addi-
tional works, so that this provision of
the House bill appears to represent the
exercise of an overabundance of caution,
and the Senate conferees therefore did
not object to its inclusion in the confer-
ence substitute.

The House bill did have a provision in-
creasing the maximum flood detention
capacity for any structure in a project
to 12,500 acre-feet, from the present
maximum of 5,000 acre-feet. This pro-
vision is not in the conference substitute.

The present provisions in title I of
the conference report relating to land
use adjustment severely limit the scope
and the size of the program from that
envisioned in the original bill.

For example, long-term agreements
with producers authorized under the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended, are limited to $10 mil-
lion, whereas both the original bill and
the House provisions of H.R. 12391 con-
tained no such limitation. In effect, this
would authorize only a so-called pilot
program. As a matter of fact, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture in his testimony be-

I yield myself 14

for the committee indicated that only a

pilot program was intended under the
authority requested.

September 25

Further, while the amendments to the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as
proposed originally, authorized unlimited
acquisition of lands, the conference re-
port actually repeals this authority, and
additionally limits any program under
section 32 of the act to one of loans to
local public organizations to carry out
land utilization plans.

TITLE II—FUBLIC LAW 480

The conference substitute on Public
Law 480 amendments provides for:

First. Sales of surplus agricultural
commodities for dollars through the ex-
tension of long-term credit under agree-
ments either with friendly nations or
with the private trade.

The House bill did not limit agree-
ments with the private trade to the sale
of surplus commodities for shipment to
underdeveloped countries, although the
Senate bill did. The conference substi-
tute follows the House bill in this respect.

In accepting this House provision the
Senate conferees understood that sales
under title IV are to be carried ouf in
conformity with the provisions of sec-
tion 404 of the act, which directs the
Secretary to maximize the sale of U.S.
agricultural commodities, taking such
reasonable precautions as he deems nec-
essary to avoid replacing any sales which
would otherwise be made for cash dol-
lars. The objective of this provision is
to maximize dollar sales and not to re-
place sales which would otherwise be
made for cash. Agreements under this
provision would, of course, be limited to
agricultural commodities and products
thereof which are surplus at the time of
their exportation.

Second. The furnishing of credit se-
curity by the private trade under any
agreement entered into.

The House accepted this Senate pro-
vision. In addition to reasonable secu-
rity the conferees agreed that the re-
quired security would be adequate as well
as reasonable.

Third. Donations to school lunch pro-
grams abroad.

The Senate conferees accepted this
House amendment after requiring that
commodities made available under sec-

- tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949

would be accordance with the priorities
established in that section. The Secre-
tary would receive assurances that there
would be student participation in the
financing of the program on the basis of
ability to pay.

LOANS AND MISCELLANEOUS

Title V of the substitute contains loan
and miscellaneous provisions.

Both the House and Senate provided
for Farmers Home Administration loans
for recreational facilities, but the Senate
version would have permitted real estate
loans for such purposes fo be made to
noncitizens, who had no previous farm-
ing experience, and owned or operated
larger than family-size farms. The sub-
stitute adopts the citizenship, experi-
ence, and farm size qualifications of the
House bill.

Provisions of the Senate amendment
for sewer loans, an REA direct loan ac-
count, and congressional policy in the
use of farmer cooperatives were objected
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to by the House conferees and have been
omitted from the substitute,

The conference substitute retains the
amendment of the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FPorericHT] providing for leans
to fish farmers; the amendment of the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HumM-
PHREY] with respect to congressional pol-
icy on the use of normal trade channels
by CCC; the amendment of the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Hart] providing for
advertising under cherry marketing or-
ders; and the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] pro-
viding for making CCC feed available to
milk producers fo assure an adequate
supply free from radioactive fallout con-
tamination. This last provision, how-
ever, was limited in the conference sub-
stitute to the period prior to December
31, 1963.

Madam President, I have given an out-
line of what the conferees did. I am
very hopeful that the Senate will vote
in favor of the conference report.

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I yield
myself up to 10 minutes.

I assume that the presence of six Sen-
ators in the Chamber and seven mem-
bers of the press and radio in the gallery
is indicative of the intense public interest
in devising a new farm program. I re-
call that when I first came to the Sen-
ate, and for many years thereafter, up
to about 1953, the presence of proposed
farm legislation in this body would bring
out about three-fourths of the Members
of the Senate and 40 or 50 reporters of
the news media, and there would be
hardly an empty seat in the galleries. I
interpret the situation today to be a tes-
timonial to the great improvement that
has been made in agriculture in the
United States from 1953 fo 1961, and an
indieation that the people are fairly well
satisfied with the condition of our agri-
cultural economy at the present time.

However, there are those who believe it
is necessary to have a new farm pro-
gram. They could not let well enough
alone; they would not be content merely
to amend or to correct the weak spots
or to make the changes needed in exist-
ing programs as time went on. We have
before us now pretty much the prelude to
a complete revolution in farm programs
in the United States.

The bill before the Senate is not all
bad. I did not sign the conference re-
port; neither did any of the other Mem-~
bers of the Senate on my side of the
aisle, but the bill is not all bad. I be-
lieve that title I and title IV have much
potential good in them. These are the
titles which would authorize the Federal
Government to make loans and grants
to municipalities and public bodies and
to farmers for the establishment of rec-
reational areas.

I think title I would go far toward
resolving the social conflict which still
exists in some areas of the country, be-
cause it should be thoroughly understood
that no loans or grants may be made to
any community or any public body if
that community or public body discrim-
inates against any person because of his
race, color, or creed.

Title IV provides that the Farmers
Home Administration may make loans to
farmers for converting their land into
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recreational facilities. I believe these
two titles are very good.

Title II relates to exports. I am not
sure how that title will work. It will
probably depend on the manner in which
it is administered.

Title III, which changes the program
for feed grains and wheat, is, in my
opinion, very bad. I think that if it
were not for the public apathy toward
any farm program at all, title IIT would
be ousted completely from the bill be-
cause of the public attitude. However,
apparently the public is not aware of or
is indifferent to the terms of title IIIL.
Ostensibly, the purpose of title III is to
reduce the production of feed grains and
wheat in the United States. It should
be obvious by now that the real purpose
of title III is to control the food supply
of the United States; and the control of
the food supply is the first step toward
controlling the people, particularly the
people of our great cities.

The excuse for controlling the food
production of the United States and the
supply of food is the contention that a
burdensome surplus of feed grains and
wheat exists in this country. In answer
to that contention, I maintain that there
is no burdensome surplus of feed grains
and wheat in the United States. This
answer is fully substantiated by the facts.

There has been a rather sharp decline
in the production and supply of oats and
barley during the past 2 years, and also
a decrease in the production of sorghum.

Corn is easily the most important of
the feed grains, so an analysis of the
corn situation will give us a pretty good
birdseye view of the feed grain position
as a whole.

Last year we consumed in this coun-
try and sold for export 3,983 million
bushels of corn. Last year we produced
3,624 million bushels of corn, thus re-
ducing the available supply by about 350
million bushels. The New Frontier
claims much credit for reducing the corn
carryover by 350 million bushels in 1
year. What they neglect to tell us is
that only 100 million bushels of this de-
crease was due to the almost $1 billion
emergency feed grain program of 1961,
while 250 million bushels of the reduc-
tion was due to increased feeding and
exports of corn; and the corn we ex-
ported was exported for dollars, not for
foreign currency.

This year—1962—it is estimated that
the marketing and feeding of corn will
be far in excess of what they were in
1961. The latest reports show that 4
percent more cattle are being fed this
year than were being fed last year, and
that the rafe of feeding is 10 percent
greater than it was 5 years ago.

The estimated carryover for October
1 of this year is 1,650 million bushels, or
only about a 4- to 5-month supply at
this year's increased rate of feeding.

Feed grains are now being used in this
country at a rate in excess of our total
production for the record years of 1959
and 1960. No one who exercises sound
judgment can claim that a 4-month re-
serve supply of feed is a bur sur-
plus.

I shall not discuss the wheat situa-
tion at length, except to say that a 10
or 11 months’ supply of wheat exists in
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this country over and above the actual
need. This supply is expected to be re-
duced for the coming year by reason of
this year's reduced acreage.

I maintain that with the world situ-
ation as it is today, we ought not to per-
mit our reserve supply of wheat to drop
much below a year's supply. Our wheat
supply has kept the countries of Asia
and elsewhere in the world from “going
over the hill” and joining the camp of
the enemy. Wheat and our other sur-
plus foods have been our most potent
weapon in the cold war. So there is no
burdensome supply of wheat and feed
grains today in this country.

The next question is: If there were a
big surplus, would the bill be effective in
reducing it? The answer is that it would
not be, because it would best pay the
producer to reduce his planting the mini-
mum of 20 percent rather than 45 per-
cent, as many of them have done during
the last year; for if he made a 20-percent
reduction in planting, he would receive
larger benefits upon his entire erop than
he would if he reduced his produetion by
30 or 40 percent.

So if there were excess production and
a burdensome surplus, the bill would not
be the way to correct such a condition.

The next question is: Would the bill
relieve any of the burden of the tax-
payer? The answer is that the bill
would probably double the cost to the
taxpayer for feed grains during the com-
ing year and increase the cost of the
wheat program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time the Senator from Vermont has
yvielded to himself has expired.

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I
yvield myself 5 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized for
5 additional minutes.

Mr. ATIKEN. Madam President, the
House of Representatives which the oth-
er day approved the conference report by
a vote of 202 to 197, had been furnished
false estimates of the cost of the present
program, as compared with the cost of
the program provided for in this report.
I shall not go into that matter now, be-
cause I think other Senators will pre-
sent those figures. But there would be a
drastic increase in the cost. The last
cost estimate I have seen for this year
is $1,100 million for feed grains alome.
The highest estimate I have seen comes
to nearly $3 billion for feed grains and
wheat. Somewhere beftween those two
is probably the actual cost of the pro-
gram for next year if the conference re-
port is adopted; it all depends on whose
pencil is used in arriving at the figures.

The next question is whether the pres-
ent Secretary of Agriculfure and his the-
oretical advisers have demonstrated
their qualifications to control the farms
of the United States. The answer is
that last year in a period of 8 months
they demoralized the milk situation in
the country and made it necessary for
the Federal Government to change its
position from holding no butter and
cheese at all to holding up to several
hundred million pounds of each of those
commodities. They have nearly de-
stroyed the cotton exports of the coun-
try, which, following enactment of the
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1958 act, increased to 7 million bales
the first year and almost that amount
the second. But under the first year of
the new management, cotton exports
dropped to a little less than 5 million
bales; and for the first 2 months of this
year, cotton exports are running only
about 40 percent of what they were last
year. Although we have recovered our
cotton export market, with a great deal
of difficulty, I feel that we are virtually
going to lose our entire cotton export
market within the next 2 years unless
those in the Department of Agriculture
change their administrative tactics.

The President has been speaking on
the television and radio and also has
been pleading through the press and by
means of all other media of communica-
tion for Congress to restore the cut the
House made in the foreign-aid appro-
priations. The President asks us to re-
store the full $4,750 million of foreign-
aid appropriations, yet he also asks us to
authorize the expenditure of up to $3
billion to destroy the most potent weapon
we possess in fighting the cold war to-
day, which is our bountiful agricultural
production and the fact that the United
States has some agricultural commodity
surpluses. It is hypocrisy compounded
to insist that we increase the foreign-aid
appropriation at the same time that the
President is asking for authority to de-
stroy the most potent weapon available
to us in fighting the cold war. Unless
we are planning to end the cold war
against the Communist bloc, we should
not accept the so-called compromise
conference report which we are asked
to adopt today.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
will the Senator from Vermont yield for
a slight correction? I am sure he did
not intend to make an error.

Mr. AIKEN. 1yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The record shows
that the emergency program in 1961
made it possible for the production of
corn and sorghums to be 421 million
bushels less than the year before, in 1960.
The present emergency program for 1962
will, it is estimated, result in reducing
the production of corn, sorghums, and
barley 528 million bushels. But I con-
tend that these emergency programs are
entirely too expensive.

Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, I
maintain that with the use and disap-
pearance of corn and feed grains in this
country increasing at the rate of ap-
proximately 300 million to 350 million
bushels more a year, it is dangerous to
continue any program which results in a
reduction of the supply of feed grains to
the extent of 300 million or 400 million
bushels a year. That is the basis of my
argument. We do not have a surplus;
and it is dangerous to our national se-
curity and to the national economy to
continue to reduce the production of
food and feed grains.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
will the Senator from Vermont yield
again?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Vermont is in favor of continuing the
emergency program, is he not?

Mr. AIKEN. No. I voted aganst con-
tinuing the present program.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
from Vermont advocate no program at
all for corn?

Mr. AIKEN. I am advocating the
program we had, which we adopted in
1958 and which was working success-
fully, because today we are consuming
more grain than was produced under
the 1958 law.

Mr. ELLENDER. Then why does not
the Senator from Vermont make a com-
parison with the figures for 1950? In
that way he would make a better case.

The point is that in 1959 the produc-
tion of corn, alone, was 3,824 million
bushels. In 1960 it increased to 3,908
million bushels; and it is because of that
increased production and a lack of con-
sumption of the corn and other feed
grains that the emergency programs were
adopted.

Mr. AIKEN. But this country will
consume or sell overseas more than 4 bil-
lion bushels of corn in the marketing
year beginning this October 1.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

Mr. HOLLAND. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a gquorum.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time re-
quired for the gquorum call be charged
equally to both sides.

Mr. AIKEN. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered; and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HOLLAND. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, I
vield 20 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
the conference report before the Senate
is one of the most important legislative
proposals considered in this session of
Congress. It represents a basic revision
of agricultural legislation and agricul-
tural policy.

I commend the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, Sen-
ator ELLENDER, for his excellent work, not
only in connection with the legislative
program, but also in connection with this
conference report. The Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] has led the
fieht not only once, but three times this
year, in an effort to obtain a more con-
structive agricultural policy for our
Government.

Because there has been so much con-
fusion and emotionalism and, I regret to
say, so much misinformation, either de-
liberately or innocently generated con-
cerning the Agricultural Act of 1962, I
should like to take a few moments to
state factually what is and what is not
3;1 the bill, and what it will and will not

0.

First of all, expressing a personal
opinion, this is a good farm bill. It is
constructive legislation. It is not per-
fect, by any means. But the conference
report represents a reasonable, sensible,
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and constructive compromise. It is a
giant step forward from what we would
have had if the Congress had passed no
farm bill at all, and permitted the pres-
ent legislative policy to continue.

It is this background and this sharply
defined alternative that we must con-
sider when we vote on whether we want
this program or want to return to the
1958 Farm Act, which has aggravated
the farm problem rather than eased it.

The farm problem has begged solution
for many years. This administration is
committed to trying to solve it, if that
is possible. But the solution is possible
only if there is cooperation among us,
only if there is a conscientious desire
among us to solve it, and only if our
judgment and vote are based on facts.

Emotionalism, partisan whip cracking,
name calling, and blind obstruction will
get us nowhere. The only ones who will
really suffer from this kind of activity
are the farmers themselves, rural Amer-
ica, and ultimately the entire Nation.

What about the bill itself? The hill
has been explained in detail by the chair-
man of the committee, the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENpER] in his report
to the Senate today.

Let me start with title III of the bill,
which seems to be the most misunder-
stood section.

Title III provides for a 1-year exten-
sion of the voluntary feed grain and
wheat programs which have been suc-
cessful in reducing surpluses, raising
farm income, and reducing the tax bur-
den. This section also provides for a
long-range wheat program—which I
shall explain a little later—and an end
to the feed grain program in the Agri-
cultural Act of 1958.

I am sure I do not have to remind
Senators that the voluntary wheat and
feed grain programs have exceeded our
highest expectations. The record shows
it. Indeed, the support of so many
Members of the Senate, and Members of
the other body, on both sides of the aisle,
shows it. Enthusiasm for the voluntary
feed grain program seemed to grow week
by week as we discussed proposed agricul-
tural legislation. I heard resounding
praise of the feed grain program from
Senators on both sides of the aisle.

The 1961 feed grain program alone
reduced Government stocks of corn by
400 million bushels—instead of adding to
the surplus as would have been inevitable
without the program. Taxpayers saved
over $213 million in storage and interest
charges. Net farm income rose more
than $1 billion. This was the first rise
in farm income since 1953. There is no
doubt about it. That is a statistical fact
reported by the Department of Agricul-
ture, by the Federal Reserve Board, and
by a number of other responsible bodies.

The long-range wheat program pro-
vided for in title III of this bill is the
result of 6 years of effort to improve the
wheat program.

A provision of the 1964 wheat pro-
gram in the conference report would
authorize the Secretary to permit wheat
to be produced as a feed grain. The
bill also provides price support at a
level related to the world and the feed
price of wheat for that part of the crop
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not accompanied by wheat marketing
certificates. 2

Use of the authority to produce wheat
on feed grain acreage would be limited
to years in which an acreage diversion
program is in effect for feed grains.
When such an acreage diversion program
is in effect, it is expected the price sup-
port for corn and other feed grains
would be approximately at the 1961 and
1962 levels—$1.20 per bushel for corn, for
example. The appropriate price support
level for wheat not accompanied by mar-
keting certificates would be around $1.30
per bushel, when corn was at $1.20 per
bushel. The figure of $1.30 can be looked
-upon as a practical minimum price sup-
port level for wheat not accompanied by
marketing certificates.

If there is no acreage diversion pro-
gram for feed grains in effect in 1964,
and if the price support level for feed
grains were to be set near the minimum
of 50 percent of parity, the price sup-
port level for wheat not accompanied
by marketing certificates would have to
be related primarily to the world price
of wheat, not to the level of price sup-
port for feed grains.

I think this point needs to be empha-
sized, because an attempt has been made
throughout this country—my office is
filled with letters of misrepresentation—
to claim that the wheat price would be
related to the 50 percent of parity price
on feed grains in 1964 if there were no
diversion program, rather than related
to the world price for wheat. :

The minimum price support for wheat
not accompanied by marketing certifi-
cates would be $1.30 to $1.40. I would
like to ask the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ErLENDER], the chairman of the
Agriculture and Forestry Committee, if
I am not correct in this statement.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect, particularly in respect to the world
price. That must be given weight by
the Secretary in fixing the price of
wheat.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the chair-
man. I might add, Madam President,
that to make the assertion, in the first
place, that the support level for feed
grains would be set at or near 50 percent
of parity is entirely unrealistic.

Mr. COOPER. Madam President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I should like fo have
this information for the Recorp, and for
my enlightenment. I should like to have
the judgment of the chairman of the
committee on this also.

The conference report, on page 34,
referring to price-support levels for corn
after 1963, states:

Conference agreed to—

(1) Price support for corn at such level
between 50 and 90 pewant of parity as will
not result in increasing Commodity Credit
Corporation stocks;

My question is, With the limitation,
“as will not result in increasing Com-~-
modity Credit Corporation stocks,” would
the provision mean, in practice, that
there could be no price support?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The language is
quite clear, of course, that if the Con-
gress of the United States should
abdicate its responsibilities, if the Con-
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gress had no regard whatsoever for the
producers of foodstuffs, the minimum
price support of 50 percent of parity
would be theoretically possible.

However, I expect that next year, as
the chairman of the committee has made
so clear in his presentation, and as has
been made clear repeatedly in the de-
bate, one of the first items of business of
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry will be the feed-grain pro-
gram.,

Mr. COOPER. I understand.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Moreover, the Sec~
retary of Agriculture says he will present
a new feed grain program to the Con-

Eress.

Mr. COOPER. The basis for the pro-
vision is the surplus of corn today. Lef
us assume that in 1964 there is a sur-
plus. Would it be possible for the Secre-
tary to take any corn at all? To do so
the Commodity Credit Corporation
stocks would increase.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In 1964?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If there were a
surplus? v

Mr. COOPER. . Yes. Then they could
not take any corn.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would say they
could take corn, but would have to take
it at the minimum.

Mr. COOPER, Suppose the price sup-
ports were to be set at 50 percent of
parity, but that taking any corn would
increase the stocks of the Commodity
Credit Corporation. How could it be
taken?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It cannot be less
than 50 percent.

Mr. COOPER. I know, but there is
another limitation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. It is that, at whatever
figure corn is supported, it must be at
such level as will not increase Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It was the view, I
am sure, of those who prepared the re-
port, in the light of the history of the
debate on the whole question of price
support levels, that the low support level
would not result in increased surplus
stocks. :

More realistically, the whole purpose
behind the repeal of the 1958 provision
was to compel the Congress to come to
its senses on a feed grain program. We
cannot justify the 1958 provision, which
permits the accumulation of untold
amounts of goods in the Commodity
Credit Corporation, and threatens the
entire program.

I come from a corn producing State.
I come from a rather substantial agri-
cultural State. I have a goodly number
of friends in the rural communities of
Minnesota. They vote for me and sup-
port me because they trust me. They do
not want an open-end support program.
Our farm people are not asking for a
“gravy train.” They want a support
program which is sensible, which is re-
lated to a balance of production. They
are willing to take controls if there is a
support program.

Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator yield
for one moment?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to
complete this thought.
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What we hope to do, what we plan to
do, and what the Secretary said he will
do, is present another feed grain pro-
gram to the Congress, so there can be a
realistic feed grain program and not one
which accumulates surpluses. The pur-
pose of the 50 to 90 percent support level
is simply to bring Congress to its senses.

Mr. COOPER. I think the Senator
has answered the question. The Sena-
tor will remember that in 1958 I sup-
ported him on his feed-grain amend-
ment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree, The Sen-
ator surely did.

Mr. COOPER. I think it was a proper
amendment. If it had been adopted, we
would not have had a program which
led to lower prices and the unlimited pro-
duction of corn. 3

The problem I see in regard to this
proposal is that it could have the same
effect. If in 1964 there should be a sur-
plus, and if the Secretary could not ac-
cept corn, because doing so would in-
crease CCC stocks, the support price
would have no effect; unlimited produc-
tion of corn would be dumped on the
market. The basis for price-support
program is the ability of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to take over and
store corn. With this provision in the
law, and the Secretary not able to ac-
cept corn, there would be no program.
That is one point which I think ought
to be understood.

I think the Senator has properly
stated the purpose of the proposal,
which really is to finally coerce the Con-
gress into adopting a program which
the Secretary of Agriculture has insist-
ed is the only proper program.

I do not like the idea of coercion.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say mostrespect-
fully it is not the purpose of this pro-
vision to coerce the Congress to adopt
any program the Secretary may send to
the Congress. It is the purpose of the
provision to cause the Congress to face
up to the problem of feed grain pro-
duction, rather than to provide not a
free ride, but the expensive ride of 1958.

The Secretary will present a program.
To be frank with Senators, I hope the
Secretary will present a somewhat dif-
ferent program than he did with relation
to feed grains earlier this year. That is
no secret. I do not think that program
was the last word in the feed grains
programs. - I have said privately to the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CoorEr]l, for whom I have the
greafest regard and respect, that I was
not fully happy with the feed grain pro-
gram. But it is the duty of the Congress
to face the program rather than con-
stantly talk about the costs of the farm
program, many of which are built into
the action that was taken in 1958. I
‘wish to bring that kind of program to a
halt. I do not want to see a program
which provides an 80-cent price support
for corn.

If the Lord is willing, I shall be here
next year. I intend to do what I can
to see a more reasonable and sensible
feed grain program developed.

I am not at all sure the so-called com-
pulsory program is the kind of a pro-
gram we ought to have. Frankly, I have
been quite satisfied with the voluntary
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program we have had. It has worked

pretty well.
Mr. AIKEN. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator stated that
the bill being acted upon today is a first
step toward something, The adminis-
tration will ask for another bill next
January?

Mr. HUMPHREY.
feed grain section.

Mr, ATKEN. Will the Senator tell us
what the ultimate objective of the pro-
gram is? It seems a bit ominous to me.
I hope that it is not as ominous as it
appears to be.

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the
able Senator from Vermont, whose word
on agriculture policy as well as on other
subjects means a great deal, that the
objective which the administration
seeks, as I understand, and the objec-
tive which I shall try to help it seek
if it is not their objective—and I think
it is—is a better balance between pro-
duction on the one hand and consump-
tion of available supplies on the other.
By that I mean we must have a carry-
over. We must have some reserve. We
must plan for the unhappy day of a
drought or weather conditions that
might jeopardize our supply of feed
grains. But we do not have to see
whether or not we can accumulate
everything people produce. What Mr.
Freeman has suggested is a managed
abundance. He has suggested a better
balance between the supply of feed
grains, on the one hand, and utilization
on the other. I think this is his objec-
tive.

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator explain
why it is necessary to reduce our abun-
dance to what I consider to be an un-
safe level before starting to operate un-
der a managed abundance? What is the
idea of reducing our production at this
time when our consumption and exports
are increasing so rapidly?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say mostrespect-
fully that if the consumption and ex-
ports of our feed grains increase as much
as the Senator from Vermont and the
Senator from Minnesota would like them
to increase, we will not cut back on our
feed grain production.

Being realistic, what the Secretary has
sought to do is, first, to say, “We have
too much corn and wheat that gualifies
as a feed grain and not as a wheat for
purposes of baking or cereal purposes.”

The Secretary has said, “We must see

In relation to the

to it that those stocks are brought into.

better balance with world and domestic
needs, the availability of commercial ex-
ports, and the availability of what we
call soft currency exports.”

That is what the Secretary of Agri-
culture is seeking to do. I do not say
he has evolved the perfect solution to
the problem. But he has faced the fact
about which every Member of the Con-
gress, with few exceptions, has com-
plained for years—that the program has
gotten out of hand. We have accumu-
lated too much. Costs are ou
the willingness of the public to pay them.
And the condition does not help the
farmer or the public.
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I believe that now we must review the
program, and do so continuously. Not
only that, but we ought to have the kind
of legislative program that will permit
the Secretary and the farm producers
to have a better balance in terms of pro-
duction and utilization. I think we can.

I have thought that the voluntary feed
grain program has been a good one. I
think it is a good one. I do not say it is
necessarily the final answer, because it is
quite obvious we would like to review
the program in terms of its cost and
what it produces in results.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
will the Senator yield an additional 10
minutes?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield 10 more min-
utes to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
I have said in the past, and I repeat,
that Secretary of Agriculture Freeman
will not permit a return to the previous
costly programs of guaranteed price sup-
ports and unlimited production. That
is why the 1958 law is being amended.
He will not permit programs which would
place our farmers in a position worse
than they are in now. He has stated he
will come to the Congress next year and
present a permanent feed grains pro-
gram.

I wish to make clear that I am not
endorsing ahead of time any particular
type of program. I think that would be
a mistake.

It is a mistake for farm organizations
willingly to endorse some general sug-
gestion of a program before they see its
details. The Senator from Minnesota
has so stated to some of the leaders of
our farm organizations. He has said,
“Let us examine the suggestion care-
fully. Let us not talk merely in terms
of ‘referendum,’ ‘mandatory,’ and ‘per-
manent’ without knowing what those
terms mean and what they ultimately
would reflect in terms of legislative
detail.”

I assure Senators I shall approach the
problem of proposed feed grains legisla-
tion with no previous commitments, no
doctrinaire or dogmatic attitude, but on
a very pragmatic basis, on the basis of
whether or not a program will work and
whether or not it will serve the interests
of farmers in terms of price and the
farmers’ fair share of income, and will be
of benefit to the taxpayer and the Fed-
eral Treasury.

Perhaps the 1963 feed grains program
in the bill now before the Senate would
provide a solid foundation for perma-
nent voluntary feed grains legislation
for the 1964 and subsequent crops.
Whatever program the Secretary pre-
sents, I assure Senators it will be thor-
oughly discussed and refined in the Agri-
culture and Forestry Committee. I have
never known that committee to be a rub-
ber stamp for any Secretary or for any
particular program. I served on the
committee long enough to know that.
The only thing that becomes rubbery
about the committee is that one can be
bounced around a great deal whenever
he makes a presentation, because every
member of the committee is as inde-
pendent as he can be.

The
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I am confident the Congress will look
forward to receiving suggestions from
the Department of Agriculture, from
farm organizations, and from individ-
ual Senators, and then will refine and
develop a program worthy of our con-
sideration.

Questions have been raised with re-
spect to the resale policies for wheat and
feed grains under the conference report.
In this connection I would like to quote
from a letter to me from Secretary of
Agriculture Freeman dated September
19, 1962. I inquired of the Secretary,
after reading the conference report and
after hearing about it, as to what the re-
sale policies of the Department of Agri-
culture would be.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed at this point in the Recorp the full
text of the letter dated September 19,
1962, addressed to me and signed by the
Secretary of Agriculture.

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

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., September 19, 1962.
Hon, HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate.

DeAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: In response to
your inquiry concerning the resale policies
for wheat and feed grains under the con-
ference report on farm legislation, the legis-
lation would provide the following:

The provisions of section 407 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1949 providing
for sales for unrestricted use from CCC
stocks at 1056 percent of the current price
support, plus appropriate carrying charges,
would apply to all noncertificated sales of
wheat and feed grains. This would mean a
sales price at a level 5 percent, plus carrying
charges, above the applicable support level
as provided for in the conference report.

The proposed legislation provides for re-
demption of the payment-in-kind certificates
on both wheat and feed grains at not less
than the loan rate—$1.02 per bushel na-
tional average for corn and $1.82 per bushel
national average for wheat. This would ap-
ply when farmers or others ask for delivery
of physical grain against the certificates as
well as when they request the CCC to market
the certificates in their behalf. It is antic-
ipated that the certificated grain sales price
would be determined regularly during the
marketing year so as to provide for appro-
priate adjustments, taking into account rea-
sonable carrying charges and normal sea-
sonal price trends.

We trust this will clarify this matter for
you and your constituents.

Sincerely yours,
OrviLLE L. FREEMAN.

Mr., HUMPHREY. In the second
paragraph of his letter the Secretary
said:

It is anticipated that the certificated grain
sales price would be determined regularly
during the marketing year so as to pro-
vide for appropriate adjustments, taking
into account reasonable carrying charges and
normal seasonal price trends.

The letter states the CCC sales price
will not only be 100 percent of the sup-
port level, but also that reasonable carry-
ing charges will be included in the re-
sale price. This is important, because
we do not wish the Commodity Credit
Corporation under the direction of the
Secretary of Agriculture to dump sup-
plies into the market and break what
would be the normal market price in or-
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der to coerce, compel, or in some other
way enforce its regulations.

We are going to have the same type
of practice that has been included in
legislation throughout the years.

Questions also have been raised con-
cerning the price of wheat in 1964 under
the marketing certificate program and
the relationship of the price of wheat to
the price of flour and bread. The argu-
ment was made that the bill puts a bread
tax “on consumers” and that it would
cost American consumers an additional
$150 million to $200 million each year,
compared with the present system.

This is an old argument. One would
have to eat a great deal of bread to be
affected, in the first place. But, at any
rate, the argument is absolutely fictitious
and in error.

These statements are not true, and
are based upon a misunderstanding of
the wheat provisions. This has been
recognized by the millers ana bakers of
this country. Through their responsible
organizations they have stated there is
no cause for concern that the price of
flour or bread would be increased as a
result of the wheat marketing certificate
program.

The Southwestern Miller of April 17
stated:

The concern of the baking industry over
the imposition of a bread tax through the
certificate plan for wheat has been dispelled
by action in both the House Committee on
Agriculture and through assurances from
the office of Secretary of Agriculture Free-
man, it is indicated in a bulletin issued by
the American Bakers Association.

The Secretary of Agriculture also has
sent a letter to the chairman of the
Wheat Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture restating his as-
surance that the price support level un-
der the marketing certificate program
would be about the same level as for
1962—$2 per bushel.

Members of Congress ought to be
aware also of the very distant relation-
ship of the price of bread to the price of
wheat. From 1947 to 1959 the retail
price of a 1 pound loaf of bread rose from
125 to 21 cents. In that time the farm
value of wheat in that loaf of bread de-
clined from 3 to 2.4 cents.

In other words, as the price of wheat
went down, the price of bread went up.
So there does not seem to be any rea-
son for believing that if the support price
for wheat is $2 a bushel, the price of
bread will go up.

The claim has been made that the
proposed wheat program would add 1
cent to the price of a 1l-pound loaf
of bread. The facts are that the farm
price of wheat would have to be increased
to approximately $3 per bushel before
a 1-cent increase in the price of bread
could be justified on the basis of higher
wheat prices.

Since no increase in wheat prices is
indicated next year under the certificate
program, claims that bread prices will
be raised by this farm bill are in error.

Madam President, one of the great dis-
appointments of this farm bill is that
it contains no section on dairy produects.
This is unfortunate because of the seri-
ousness of the dairy situation and the
extremely critical situation of the dairy
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price support program and drop in dairy
income.

Neither the dairy industry nor the
Congress were able to meet the dairy
problem this year. I introduced legis-
lation in this area and so did many of
my colleagues but, regrettably, we in
the Congress were not able to agree on
a satisfactory program.

I am encouraged, however, that a dairy
program will be a priority item in the
consideration of farm legislation next
year. The chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], has in-
dicated his intention to hold hearings on
dairy legislation early next year. I know
he shares my hope that we can provide
much-needed help to our hard-working
dairy farmers.

Dairy production is costly and demand-
ing in time, resources, and managerial
know-how. Dairy farmers need the sym-
pathetic understanding and cooperation
of their Government.

In 1960, the consumer expenditures for
dairy products alone totaled $11.1 bil-
lion, and consumers paid about $3.8 bil-
lion for the meat produced from dairy
cows and calves sold for meat. This adds
up to total sales from dairying of ap-
proximately $14.9 billion. In other
words, dairying is a $15 billion business—
equal to or even surpassing steel.

There is no question that American
farmers are the most productive and
most efficient in the world. There is
no question that American agriculture
stands out in front of the rest of the
American economy in improving its
productive efficiency. Our farmers, dur-
ing the past 10 years, increased their out-
put per man-hour nearly three times as
much as the average in our economy,
and greatly improved the quality of that
output at the same time they were step-
ping up the quantity.

But in spite of the fabulous job Amer-
ican farmers have done on their farms,
their incomes have fallen while most
other incomes have been rising. Dairy
farmers are among the lowest paid of all.
According to studies by Department of
Agriculture specialists in farm manage-
ment, typical dairy farmers in Minnesota
with investments in their farming opera-
tions averaging $50,000 were able to earn
only 49 cents per hour on their labor in
1960, when milk prices were about the
same as today. This is characteristic of
dairy farmers’ refurns in other sections
also.

The blame for low farm income can be
traced to what goes wrong with the
farmer’s business management after his
product passes beyond the farmer’s gate.

For one thing, the farmer, almost
alone in our economy, has no bargaining
power because he is unable, as an in-
dividual, to keep supply in reasonable
balance with demand at a fair price, The
result is that a tiny surplus of only 3
to 5 percent drives down the price of
milk to unreasonable levels where the
farmer cannot earn a decent living.

This administration believes farmers
should have that power and the right to
use it. We have worked ceaselessly with
dairy farmers and their leaders in an ef-
fort to develop a satisfactory program
whereby milk supply can be kept in bal-
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ance with demand at reasonable prices.
We still are trying and we shall continue
to try.

There are few of us here who have any
serious quarrel with titles I, II, and IV
of this bill.

Title I broadens the conservation and
lending authority of the Department of
Agriculture to encourage diversion of
lands—in other words, putting substance
into the concept of land use rather than
land idleness.

Title II expands our donations to
school-lunch programs abroad and ex-
pands the program under title IV of
Public Law 480 providing for long-term
credit sales, while reaffirming the intent
of Congress that these sales would not
conflict with dollar sales. The purpose
is to stimulate the sale of surplus agri-
cultural commodities for dollars abroad.

Title IV of the bill provides for certain
constructive changes in the lending au-
thority of the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration. It adds “recreational uses and
facilities” to the purposes for which real
estate loans may be made or insured to
owner-operators of not larger than fam-
ily farms. It increases from $10 million
to $25 million the aggregate of real es-
tate loans which the Secretary may make
out of the insurance fund to be sold and
insured, which are on hand and not dis-
posed of at any one time.

I submit that this is a good bill—a
workable bill. It will increase farm in-
come. It will bring production in line
with consumption. It will reduce our
surplus stockpiles. It will reduce the
tax burden.

I say that because the evidence of the
emergency programs proves it. It will
enhance and expand our foreign dis-
posal and export program. It will pro-
vide for orderly transition of present
programs to the new program. It will
reverse a policy of land idleness to mul-
tiple land use. It will secure farm fam-
ilies on the land. It will provide new
opportunities for rural America through
the rural area development program.

Can any other program offer so much?
I have seen no evidence from those who
oppose this program that they have any-
thing nearly as good. In fact, I have
seen no farm program of theirs at all
except to arbitrarily retire about 75 mil-
lion acres of land, or a program that
merely returns to the 1958 farm act
which has been a sad failure. And I
have heard that there are those who ad-
vocate no program whatsoever—a pro-
gram based on the anarchy of the free
market. Does anyone really want that?

I say we cannot, we must not abrogate
our responsibilities to the farmers of this
Nation by going home without passing
this program.

All rural America will be affected by
what we do or do not do with this bill.
Not only farmers or small towns will be
affected—the entire economy of the Na-
tion will be helped or hurt if we pass or
defeat this bill. Sixteen million off-
farm jobs depend in large measure on
what happens to agriculture; $200 bil-
lion is invested in agriculture—more
than the entire assets of three-fourths
of all our corporations. Agriculture is
a sizable, major segment of our economy.
Can we in all good faith go home and
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have nothing about the farm problem?
I, for one, hope we do not.

Madam President, before I yield the
floor I would like to ask some questions
of the chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

It is my understanding that it was the
intention of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry and the Con-
gress in the Agricultural Act of 1961 to
broaden the provisions of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act to in-
clude all commodities except the basic
commodities where other legislation
and programs are in operation and in
addition, certain other selected com-
modities. All of these the Congress
specifically excluded in the legislation
either in the committee or on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 3 more min-
utes to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is this not the un-
derstanding of the chairman of the in-
tent of the committee and of the Senate?

Mr. ELLENDER. Itis.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Therefore is it not
the Chairman’s understanding that in
the Agricultural Act of 1961 it was the
intent of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry and the Congress to exclude
from coverage under the Agricultural
Agreement Act by specific provisions, un-
der section (3) of subtitle D, all those
agricultural commodities which we did
not intend to include and make subject
to the provisions and opportunities under
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Therefore is it not
also the Senator’s opinion that it was
the intent of the committee and the
Congress in last year’s legislation to in-
clude all agricultural commodities which
we did not specifically exclude and make
them subject to the provisions of the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act?
m(;l?' ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-

Mr. HUMPHREY. To clarify one
more point I call attention to an amend-
ment of mine which was adopted by the
Senate on both occasions this year dur-
ing consideration of agricultural legis-
lation. This amendment states:

It is hereby declared to be the sense of
the Congress that the Secretary of Agri-
culture should, whenever he determines such
action will result in more effective or more
economical administration of this or any
other act administered by him, utilize the
services and facilitles of farmer-owned,
farmer-managed associations of producers,
and accord such associations no less favorahble
treatment under any such act than that
accorded individual producers or farmers.

I notice in the bill as reported by the
conference committee that this amend-
ment is not included. I take it this was
not made a part of the bill because it
presently is the sense of the Congress
that the Secretary of Agriculture act in
accordance with the language of this
amendment and that, therefore, the
amendment is repetitious and is not
needed. Isthat correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. That was one of the
reasons given. The House conferees ob-
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jected to it because of some rumors from
cooperatives that it might affect them
adversely. Since the Commodity Credit
Corporation’s charter contains language
very similar to that which was contained
in the Senator’s amendment, the Senate
conferees receded.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I understand that.
I have studied this subject and it is my
view that the charter of the Commodity
Credit Corporation, along with the exist-
ing program, would make the amend-
ment unnecessary, even though I like to
see these provisions enacted into statu-
tory law.

Mr. ATKEN. I interpret the confer-
ence report to mean that there will be
no diserimination against farm coopera-~
tives in carrying out this entire program.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my under-
standing,

Mr. ATKEN. Ihave heard rumors, but
they came from the other side of the
fence, from those who would like to see
farm cooperatives weakened or put out
of business. We ought to make it clear
that this language is intended to mean
that there shall be no discrimination
against farm cooperatives in the han-
dling of Government commodities or in
carrying out Government programs. Is
that the understanding of the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. ELLENDER. I recall that the
House conferees indicated in the con-
ference that the opposition came from
the cooperatives. Why, I do not know.

Mr. AIKEN. No.

Mr. HUMPHREY., No.

Mr. ELLENDER. That was my under-
standing. At any rate, as I said, because
the conferees concluded that the lan-
guage added by the Senator from Minne-
sota was already in the law and that the
practices were already being carried out,
it was decided that the Senate conferees
would recede.

Mr, AIKEN. Iam very sorry that the
amendment of the Senator from Minne-
sota has been eliminated, because when
an amendment is offered and is adopted,
and then when the amendment is thrown
out, even if the contention is made that
the purpose of the amendment is al-
ready covered by the law and is there-
fore unnecessary, the impression is
given that that is not the intention or
the understanding. I wish to say here
and now that I believe, so far as the
Senate is concerned, it is definitely the
intention that there shall be no discrimi-
nation against farm cooperatives or
against farmer-owned operations.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my under-
standing. I gather from these remarks
that the understanding is that there will
be no discrimination.

Mr. ELLENDER. That contention is
borne out by the fact that the Senate
adopted the provision offered by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. I am merely say-
ing, by way of repetition, that it is not
only in the law already, but the reason
given by Mr. CooLEY was that the rumors
came from the cooperatives. Whether
or not that is true, I do not know.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If that is the case,
they were in error. At any rate, the
matter has been fully explained by the
Senator from Vermont and by this dis-
cussion.
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The Senate adopted it unanimously.
It does not provide any favoritism; it
merely provides that there shall be no
discrimination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Minnesota has
expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the Senator
5 more minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota.
Madam President, will the Senator from
Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Asone
of the Senate conferees, it was my un-
derstanding that the only reason why
the amendment was deleted was that it
was felt that the same language was
contained in the charter of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. There was
no intention whatsoever to discriminate
against cooperatives; in fact, it was de-
sired to protect them.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from North Dakota. 2

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
that that was the position of the Senate
conferees. There is no question about it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Louisiana and the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President,
will the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator de-
scribed the good that will result from the
bill. He said it would provide relief to
the taxpayers; that it would reduce sur-
pluses; that it would be helpful to the
farmers and would be in the interest of
the country generally.

The Senator also said that in 1963 the
Secrefary of Agriculture would submit to
Congress a permanent program, one
which probably ought to be adopted.

My question is: If the program pro-
vided in the bill is as good as the Senator
from Minnesota has described it to be,
;vsl'g; ?wm a new program be needed in

Mr. HUMPHREY. At the beginning
of my remarks, I said I did not consider
this program to be anywhere nearly per-
fect. I said it was compromise legisla-
tion, but that I thought it was an im-
provement.

I said that although we are expanding
the voluntary feed-grain program—
which, by the way, makes a great deal of
sense to me, and I wish to go on record
as saying that I like it—and while we are
expanding the wheat program, it was
understood that in 1963 the Secretary
would present additional recommenda-
tions for a feed-grain program. I did
not say I would support those recom-
mendations. I think the REcorp is clear
that I said I would consider them objec-
tively. I do not want to be committed.
I said I would not take a dogmatic ap-
proach; that I have serious doubts about
certain aspects of the feed-grain pro-
gram that was presented earlier this
year and that next year Congress would
have to work its will on what would be
not merely an emergency feed-grain
program, but a permanent type of pro-
gram. I hope it may be as good as the
present voluntary program, and even
better.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from
Minnesota further said that a voluntary
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program might be evolved in the 1963
program.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does that mean that
the Senator looks toward a voluntary
program rather than a mandatory pro-
gram having severe provisions, limiting
the freedom of the farmer?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Speaking for the
Senator from Minnesota, I should prefer
that: but I do not know what will hap-
pen in determining the will of the Sen-
ate. I do not even know what the Sec-
retary will present. But I have a feeling,
in the light of some argument over the
feed-grain programs, that he is giving
the situation a second look.

Mr. ATKEN. Will that not depend on
the will of the public on November 6?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Vermont is correet. I thought I would
like to keep that happy moment out of
the discussion.

Mr. AIKEN. I thought I would try to
interpret what was in the Senator's
mind.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Vermont is always helpful. I thank him.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Madam President,
will the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is it not true that
having found ourselves in such a plight,
with so large an amount of surplus on
hand, it is impossible at this time to do
what most of us would like to do?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is where the
trouble lies at this time. We must con-
sider the farm situation from that
standpoint in order to understand ex-
actly what we are doing now.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp a statement I have prepared
relating to the effect of the 1963 feed-
grain program on a midwestern farm.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered io be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

THE 1963 FEED-GRAIN PROGRAM ON A
MIDWESTERN FARM

This describes the situation of a 200-acre
farm in the Midwest producing corn, soy-
beans, and livestock:

Non- Cooperator
cooperator in 1963
Crop aeres and yield: Acres|Bushels| Acres| Bushels
Corno oo oo 100 60 70 61
Soybeans. .._.___..___. 50 25 50 25
Pastate o= o i o || N SRS ML sl
Diverted acreage. ... -|-ceooc|oceeana- ST
Production:
T o e e e m e I e 6,000 |___.__ 4,270
Boybeans. .. .__..|-2.l.. 1,260 | . . 1, 250
Returns:
GO it $6,000 |_____ , 55
Soybean sales..__..._._ S N B ) e 2,812
Price support in kind
(18 cents per bushel
on 4,200 bushels nor-
mal production on 70
oy e s SRR RO (ST SRR f 756
Diversion payment (60
cents per bushel on
1,800 bushels normal
production on 30
(1 P e R L 1, 080
otal s 8,812 |..... 9,003
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This farmer would have an advantage of
about $200 from participating. In addition,
of course, he would have lower production
expenses. He would probably receive half
his diversion payment when he agreed to
participate early in 1963. The other half
would be paid after harvest in the fall of
1963.

Price support to the cooperator would in-
volve a loan on all or a part of the crop
handled in the regular manner familiar to
all farms, and a payment-in-kind on the
normal production on 70 acres. It would
be contingent on compliance, and would be
made after compliance is checked. The
farmer could accept grain from CCC; he
could accept a certificate which he would
sell; or he could receive cash and let CCC
market the grain. .

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
I yield the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum; and
I ask unanimous consent that the time
consumed for the quorum call be charged
equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr., ATKEN. Madam President, I yield
10 minutes to the senior Senator from
Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Madam Pres-
ident, at the outset I wish to say that the
major features of this measure which af-
fect the agricultural program have their
impact primarily on the feed grains sec-
tions and the wheat sections of this
country; and I think it is one of the most
ominous and dangerous measures for the
overall, long-range good of agriculture
and a sound agricultural program that I
have ever seen proposed.

I wish to speak briefly about the pend-
ing measure, and I shall point out why I
think it is dangerous.

In the spring of 1961 the Congress
got its first look at the agricultural pro-
posals of the Kennedy administration.

To those of us seeking to: First,
strengthen the market system; second,
reduce Government regulation of indi-
vidual farming operations; third, pre-
serve the opportunity of farmers to
adjust to changing conditions; fourth,
expand domestic and foreign markets;
and fifth, increase per family net farm
income, the Cochrane-Freeman plan
came as a shocking disappointment.

In contrast to what I believe in and
support, the administration’s 1961 pro-
posals called for a major extension of
Government efforts to fix farm prices
and restrict or ration the rigl¢ to pro-
duce farm products in keeping with a
theory described as supply-management.
Worse still, these proposals by the execu-
tive branch of the Government called
upon the Congress to abdicate its con-
stitutional responsibility to determine
governmental policy, and, instead, would
have turned this responsibility as it re-
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lates to Government farm policy over
to the Secretary of Agriculture and the
controllers who surround him. Fortu-
nately for farmers and ranchers, and for
America, the Congress said no to this
brazen bid for power to control Ameri-
can agriculture.

The basic difference between the ad-
ministration’s 1962 proposals and those
presented last year is simply that this
year’s proposals spell out the details of
certain commodity programs for which
general enabling authority was requested
last year. When the Congress under-
stood what really was involved in what
was being proposed in the way of Gov-
ernment controls on the producers of
feed grains and dairy products, the Con-
gress again flatly rejected the control
schemes proposed.

I should like to interrupt the chro-
nology of this statement by referring to
a highly significant news story which ap-
peared about a year ago. The article
indicated that—

Kennedy administration planners are
quietly abandoning hopes of bringing off a
revolution in Government management of
agriculture.

Instead, they're inclined to let time, fuzz,
and mirrors slowly accomplish their basic
objectives.

I read further from the same article:

So, for the present, these officials reason
it's politically necessary to “fuzz things up.”
For several years, they'd settle for stopgap,
compromise crop-by-crop production con-
trols headed toward their long-range goals,
and they'd disguise increased farm income
assistance by doling out more money little
by little in a variety of ways under a variety
of titles.

“Maybe it'll have to be done with mir-
rors,” remarks an ald to farm boss Free-
man.

I call this to the attention of the Sen-
ate because this newspaper article of a
year ago describes more accurately what
has happened and what is happening to-
day in this field than anything I have
seen written in the intervening period.

Let us take a look at all three counts.

First, time has elapsed—1 year of it;
and probably some have forgotten the
shameful assault on constitutional gov-
ernment involved in the original Coch-
rane-Freeman proposal; however, I can
assure you that Iowa farmers will not
soon forget it. z

Secondly, things are “fuzzed up”"—
that is for sure. In the spring of 1961
the supply and demand for soybeans
were reasonably in balance. The mar-
ket system was working. Soybean pro-
ducers were content to leave “well
enough” alone. But not Mr. Freeman.
He raised the price support on soybeans
from $1.85 to $2.30 per bushel. Soybean
output increased from 555 million bush-
els in 1960 to a record crop of 703 million
bushels scheduled for 1962 harvest.

But that is not the worst of it. Price
supports on cottonseed and butter were
raised, too—with the net result that the
U.S. carryover of edible fats and oils
this year will total 2.2 billion pounds,
which is 50 percent more than last year,
and is a new record.

Madam President, what do you sup-
pose the next move will be? I doubt that
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one needs a crystal ball to figure it out.
The answer, of course, is “supply-man-
agement.” Wrong Government policy
creates a surplus problem that did not
exist before; and then the controllers
propose more Government intervention
in order to deal with the difficulties which
could have been avoided in the first place.

In nautical terms—which seem to have
a certain currency these days—what the
administration has done recently to
many farmers is somewhat like shoving
an innocent man overboard and then try-
ing to get a hero badge for throwing the
victim a lifeline. It is actually worse
than that, because these Government
control schemes actually are more akin
to an anchor than a lifeline.

Third, mirrors are being used to de-
lude American taxpayers into thinking
they are getting their money's worth out
of certain of these Government farm
programs, when they are not. Mirrors
have been used to juggle the statistics
with respect to the cost of the emergency
feed grain program, and they are now
being used in efforts to mislead Members
of the Senate into thinking that H.R.
12391 will cut the cost to taxpayers.

Some may wonder why a U.S. Senator
from the No. 1 corn State should ques-
tion these expenditures, since many of
his constituents will be on the receiving
end of these feed grain subsidies. Let
me state a few of the reasons why the
citizens of ITowa oppose H.R. 12391.

First. It will take more than “mirrors”
to justify the expenditures provided for
in the 1963 wheat and feed grain pro-
grams. All Towans, including farmers,
are taxpayers. They want to get a dol-
lar return for every dollar they spend;
and they know double payments for any-
thing is wrong, especially when one of
the payments is of the compensatory
payment variety, which Iowa farmers
have consistently opposed over the years.

Second. Jowa farmers are concerned
about agriculture’s public relations, and
they know the proposed 1963 program
will give farmers a “black eye” with the
public. Who is going to defend spend-
ing $1.8 billion a year for not growing
feed grains? Certainly such a figure is
possible when one takes into account the
double payments proposed and the full
participation that would be expected.

Third. Towa farmers are not easily
fooled. Therefore, they understand that
the double payment provided in 1963 is
not the “wave of the future” but, instead,
is merely the bait in the trap.

The trap in this instance has a double
spring, the kind used when going for big
game.

On the one hand, the provision of the
1958 law relating price supports on feed
grains to the market is repealed, and in
its place the Congress would authorize
the Secretary of Agriculture to establish
such supports between 50 and 90 percent
of parity. The proponents of this pro-
vision apparently intend that it be used
to lower price supports on corn, for ex-
ample, to 80 cents per bushel, with the
hope that the prospect of such a drop
will scare midwestern farmers into the
snare of compulsory controls and all that
goes with them.
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This is a ruthless and calloused politi-
cal move. No wonder the administration
wants to camouflage it with a lush look-
ing program in 1963. After all, a con-
demned man gets at least one good meal
before his execution.

Mr. AIEEN. Madam President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. The Senator from Iowa
might point out that the price-support
level within the 50 to 90 percent of par-
ity support range would be applied to
corn, so as to make it unnecessary for
the Government to acquire any surplus
which might be produced. That inevita-
bly would mean that the support price
would be 50 percent of parity, or 80 cents
a bushel, because if it were 90 percent
of parity, that would encourage over-
production of corn, and would be a level
that would result in acquisition of more
Government stocks. So the proposed
program is a mess.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator
from Vermont is accurate and right, as
he almost invariably is on agricultural
matters.

Mr. ATKEN. They might as well have
provided the 50-percent price support
and left out the rest of the language.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Reading the
law as it would be, as written in the
conference report, I fail to see how they
can put on 50-percent price supports if
they honestly and conscientiously follow
the law, because as it reads, they could
not put on any supports at all if it
would contribute to the CCC stocks.

Mr. ATKEN. And if they have to buy
any of them.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If they have
to buy any of them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. May I have 5
more minutes?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield another 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. However, I
am not persuaded that the law as it is
written will be meticulously followed,
political expediency will probably gov-
ern.

Mr. AIKEN. I point out that there
has been no precedent in the past 2 years
for doing so.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor-
rect. There is no indication that the
law will be meticulously followed.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator has
stated that we might be wondering why
he is opposing the bill in face of the fact
that many corn producers in his State
would be benefited by the first year of
the operation of the law. Will the Sen-
ator point out how that would be so0?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Because they
have put bait on the trap for 1963 in
order to encourage acceptance of the
report, and the bait on the trap is an
increase, in a substantial amount, of
payment for retired acres. The way it
will work, nobody knows, but there will
be an increase. I think the increase will
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be out of all proportion to the real value,
and in the long run it will injure agricul-
ture and give agriculture a black eye
and result even in some claims that the
beneficiaries are Treasury looters.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the purpose
of the 18 cents a bushel? Is that to in-
duce producers to enter the program?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is part
of the bait on the trap. That applies
to all the corn the complier grows——

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
if the Senator will yleld, is it not a fact
that the price support for corn is $1.20,
the same for next year as this year?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No. Itis$1.02
plus 18 cents——

Mr., ELLENDER. That is $1.20; is it
not?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No, The 18
cents is to be paid in kind.

Mr. ELLENDER. The farmer will get
the same next year as he gets this year.
That is $1.20 a bushel, paid in two differ-
ent ways.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is a clev-
erly, and almost diabolically, conceived
program to bait this trap for 1963, and
the guillotine will fall on the farm pro-
gram in 1964, when supports drop to 80
Egnts. See what happens to the plan

en,

Mr. ELLENDER. I suggest that the
Senator should have been one of the
conferees. I was in the conference, and
I tell the Senator there was no politics
in it. The amount of support the farmer
will be paid next year will be the same
as he received this year. The only dif-
ference is that this year he got the price
support of $1.20 by way of loan and pur-
chase, and next year he will get a loan
of $1.02 and 18 cents in kind.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Plus a great
deal more “sugar on the plate” in the
way of contributions, as we can bring
out later.

Mr. ELLENDER. That suggestion was
made by a Republican conferee from
the House, and we accepted it.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I donotknow
who made it. I was not on the confer-
ence committee. I do not know who
made it; I do not care who made it.

Mr. ELLENDER. It was Representa-
tive Quie, from the State of Minnesota.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. He did not
sign the report.

Mr. ELLENDER. No; he did not. I
did not expect him to do so.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I take the
Senator’s word. I am not doubting
the Senator’'s word on anything he has
told me. He has always been honest
and honorable. I am not questioning
the Senator’s word. The only suggestion
I make is that the Member of the House
to whom the Senator has referred did
not sign and approve the report.

I now continue with my statement.

On the other hand, the multiple-price
“certificate’” plan for wheat could jeop-
ardize still further interests of the pro-
ducers of feed grains, livestock, dairy
and poultry.

T_.is bill contains the latest and most
unworkable version of the costly multi-
ple-price plan for wheat. The proposed
plan is by far the most objectionable
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version of any multiple-price plan that
has been considered by the Senate since
I have been here.

There are many reasons why the mul-
tiple-price wheat plan in HR. 12391
would be bad for farmers, consumers,
taxpayers, and for our international re-
lations. I will list and briefly discuss
some of these reasons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask for an-
other 5 minutes.

Mr. AIKEN, 1 yield 5 more minufes to
the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. This multiple-
price wheat plan if enacted into law
would:

First. Guarantee a shortage of needed
types of wheat production for the fu-
ture—because it proposes to cut back ar-
bitrarily the acreage of all wheat pro-
ducers the same percentage even though
the type of wheat some producers grow
may be in short supply. I realize the
Secretary is given some administrative
diseretion, to try to avoid this pitfall;
however, as a practical matter he could
not and would not.

Second. Insure that growers of poor
quality milling wheat will continue to
produce in excess of market demand—
because they, too, will get their certifi-
cates on a prv rata basis. Thus we will
continue to pile up unwanted wheat.

Third. Permits all export wheat—in-
cluding Public Law 480 and other give-
away wheat—to be included in the pri-
mary ma-ket, along with domestic food
wheat. This is an insult to the intelli-
gence of American taxpayers. This
move is an inexcusable affront to those
who would like to see an honest, fair,
and reasonable program worked out for
wheat that has some hope of solving the
surplus problem.

Fourth. Be most unfair to feed grain
growers and will lower returns to all
livestock, dairy, and poultry producers—
because of its Government-rigged pricing
mechanism, authorizing a high price for
all domestic food and export wheat (in-
cluding giveaway wheat) and a feed
price for all the surplus. It is unfair be-
cause it permits, by Government rigging
of prices, a high met blend price for
wheat and the consequent dumping of
feed wheat on a subsidized basis, in an
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already glutted feed grain market.
Feed grain growers have always been
willing to compete with wheat growers
on a basis of comparable rules, but never
on a basis of a “stacked deck.” This
kind of a dumping operation would dis-
rupt feed grain-livestock ratios and
lower the returns to all livestock, dairy,
and poultry producers.

Fifth. Raise the price of flour and
bread to consumers. The proponents of
the bill say the incvease in cost of a sack
of flour or a loaf of bread will be small,
whereas the users of flour, including the
bakers, say it will be considerable. My
judgment would be that the users of
flour and bakers of bread are in a much
better position to know what the effect
on costs in their operations would be. I
am confident that the consumers of flour
and bread—many in the lower income
brackets—will resent their Government’s
being a party to a rigged program that
will increase their basic food costs
through a flour or bread tax, even if it is
only one cent on a loaf of bread.

Sixth. Permit unparalleled discretion-
ary authority to be exercised by the Sec-
retary. If Senators have any question
about this, read the bill carefully and
count the number of important areas
where the Secretary is granted almost
unlimited authority. No industry as
important as the wheat industry is
should be subject to the possibility of a
Secretary of Agriculture making political
decisions that might be unwise for the
whole future of the industry.

Seventh. Cause serious international
complications. I am greafly concerned
about our international balance-of-pay-
ments problems and about potential
Common Market restrictions on U.S. ex-
ports, particularly agricultural exports.
But how can we expect to put into effect
the discriminatory multiple-price plan
for wheat and not have repercussions—
not only in the Common Market coun-
tries, but also in other exporting com-
petitor countries, such as Canada and
Australia.

Eighth. Provide by means of so-called
certificates a complicated and little un-
derstood plan. It really is a processing
tax done up in a new sack. Farmers
and others interested in wheat will re-
sist this program because of its compli-
cations, uncertainties, and added costs.
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Bootlegging will be on its way back, not
in bottles and jugs, but in sacks and
bulk. Whenever the opportunity for a
“quick buck” is available, we will al-
ways find some takers. As proof of the
basis for my concern in this regard, just
look at the penalty provisions the pro-
ponents have written into the bill. Even
with these penalty provisions, the door
would be wide open for Estes-type scan-
dals when people start dealing in “cer-
tificates.”

Ninth. Finally, and most important,
this multiple-price wheat plan would
not solve the wheat surplus problem.
Furthermore, it would create many new
areas of confusion in the entire wheat
industry.

The one saving grace about this in-
equitous multiple-price plan is the prob-
ability that it would be rejected by pro-
ducers in a referendum.

Most Members of the Senate realize
that earlier in this session I introduced
a bill, S. 2822, along with the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and the Sena-
tor from Jowa [Mr. Mmierl, known as
the eropland retirement program. This
bill, if enacted into law, would move fur-
ther in the direction of freedom for in-
dividual farmers to make their own deci-
sions in what they plant on their crop
acres, It would relate support prices to
recent average market prices and would
help eliminate much of the cost of cur-
rent farm programs. In my judgment,
such action, together with an extension
of the expiring conservation reserve con-
tracts, would help us on our way to a
solution of the feed grain and wheat
surplus problem. Furthermore, in my
opinion, it would go a long way toward
solving our problems in the whole agri-
cultural field.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
at this point a table showing corn pro-
duction and the amount placed under
loan by States, 1959, 1960, and 1961.
The statistics, I believe, are as of June 1.
There may have been some alteration
of the statistics between June 1 and Sep-
tember 1, but I do not have those with
me at this time. These figures are sub-
ject to correction, as the official figures
may be shown at a later date.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Corn: Production ' and amount placed under loan * by Stale, 1959-61

{In thousands of bushels]

Corn, grain, 1950 | Corn, grain, 1960 | Corn, grain, 1961 Corn, grain, 1950 | Corn, grain, 1960 | Corn, grain, 1961

Produe- | Under | Produe- | Under | Produe- | Under Produe- | Under | Produe- | Under | Produe- | Under

tion loan tion loan tion loan * tion loan tion loan tion loan 3
Alab 46, 982 173 44, 330 126 48,335 S I o o o e e o 780,085 (168,267 | 772,541 (180,864 | 747,252 | 171, 506

Alaska Kansas. , 660 | 14,031 T8, 488 | 18,721 B8, 800 3
Arizona 385 346 L Kenitneky. e 005 | 3,152 73,392 | 1,044 61,380 1, 000
Arkansas 12, 160 48 9, 608 66 8§, 449 12 || Louisi: 12,183 | 2,176 9, 126 2 9,879 G
California ... e ] 11,887 466 9, 360 3056 7,776 57 aine Ll
Colorado. 15, 606 669 12,926 686 204 804 || Maryland . _______J 22 508 282 25, 500 272 22,140 118
C ticut 198 201 132 N tts 189 128 2........
Delaware_ 7, 650 81 9,362 120 7,878 89 || Michigan______.._._______.| 98268 | G378 90,882 | 7,310 | 101,864 6, 430
Florida. .. 8, 502 9 8,003 139 9, 636 180 || Mi 8 303, 960 , 226 | 815,630 | 45,413 | 324,242 082
ﬁeoru};l_ L B8, 077 412 62,312 | 1,218 800 1,150 ot ississippi 35, 808 231 26, 877 102 34, 515 87
b1y gt I T, E——— i Pl e ceccccncanas| 214,438 | 24,770 | 210,132 | 25,147 | 175,808 | 20,1
Jdsho 1, 888 40 1,533 78| 1,817 Mont T P 144 174 ”
-| 655,863 | 80,188 | 678,880 | 00,308 | 638,176 | 135,167 || Nebraska....-ceeesemcacnes | 818,063 | 01,9908 | 333,438 (122,450 | 270,439 | 96,042
.-1 815,088 | 27,546 | 350,336 | 30,903 | 308, 31,045 || Nevada s e

Sece footnotes at end of table.
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Corn: Production ' and amount placed under loan 2 by State 1959-61 - Countinued

[In thousands of bushels]

Corn, grain, 1959 | Corn, grain, 1960 | Corn, grain, 1961 Corn, grain, 1059 | Corn, grain, 1960 | Corn, grain, 1961

Produne- | Under | Produe- | Under | Produc- | Under Produe- | Under | Produe- | Under | Produe- | Undor

tion loan tion loan tion loan # tion loan tion loan tion loan 3

New Hampshire_ .. ... e T SR e 3o e aeeiet South Dakota.. - .o . 6,58 | 119,910 | 17,245 | 100,046 | 14,14
New Jcrse;')f ............... 7,770 106 7,668 103 5, 772 T4 55, 0G8 r 52, Y 45, 408 132
New Mexico. ... . 660 ... 603 | . G256 11 7 7| 31,890 842
New York...... 12, 710 215 11, 816 151 11, 403 144 & 1021 .
North Carolina. L 76, 356 595 84, 000 7 67, 200 626 [ LN R
North Dakota.. = 7,280 084 8, 032 1,14 148 RO 28, 1]
LT A M PR o L 3 219,625 | 14,528 | 230,044 | 13, 4560 187, 788 12,424 2,975 152
6, 502 62 6, 901 95 , 300 10 4, 240 5
1, 065 133 2,217 04 1,632 25 120,377 2,068
67,120 173 58, 1490 137 509, 065 8 1,340 15
South Carolina.... 10,370 |7 2087| 23,010 | 501 | T 20,085 | 242 3,624, 313 | 665,057

| Source: *Crop Production, Annual Summary,” US

DA,
: Source: “Report of Financial Condition snd Operation, COC,” USDA,

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President,
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina may pro-
ceed for 5 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Madam President,
I think all Senators agree that the farm
program has gotten into a terrible mess.
I do not think anyone can dispute that
fact today. Why it has gotten into that
condition might be answered in a great
many different ways by various people.
Personally, I feel it has gotten into that
condition because we have offered price
supports and have provided very few
controls. That being so, a tremendous
surplus has been built up in the United
States.

Madam President, it has been appar-
ent for a good while that some action
should be taken to reduce the excess
Government stocks of wheat and feed
grains, to reduce the costs of the Gov-
ernment programs for these products,
and to put the producers of those com-
modities back in position of producing for
the market at a fair price. Before the
so-called feed grain and wheat program
went into effect the Government had ac-
cumulated about 3 billion bushels of feed
grains valued at $31% billion and 1.4 bil-
lion bushels of wheat valued at $2.7 bil-
lion., These tremendous stocks of com-
modities, which were neither needed nor
desirable, were accumulated under the
programs which were in effect in the
1950’s. Under these programs feed grain
producers were guaranteed high Govern-
ment price supports without any limi-
tation whatsoever on production. That
has gotten us into a great deal of trou-
ble, in my estimation.

For some reason or other feed grain
producers were not treated like the to-
baecco producers, or the cotton producers,
or the peanut producers, who were re-
quired to cut their acreage in order to
receive price supports.

It is a known fact today that the to-
bacco program does not cost the Gov-
ernment anything, though there are 90
percent of parity price supports. Cot-
ton is not supported at such a high per-
centage, but with the controls provided
the cotton program is costing very little
today under the program in existence.

These facts show to me, and I think
they should show to others, the controls
are needed if we are to give high price

# As of May 31, 1962,

supports for various commodities which
the farmers grow.

In the case of wheat the one factor
most responsible for accumulation of
the excess stock in Government hands
was the 55 million acre minimum na-
tional allotment which was placed in the
law in 1958. At that time yields were
about 13.2 bushels per acre. By 1961
yields had about doubled, but the mini-
mum national allotment still remained
in effect. The 1962 wheat program will
make a small dent in the surplus stocks
of wheat. The 1961 and 1962 féed grain
programs, on a high cost emergency ba-
sis, have begun the downward movement
in feed grain stocks, I am glad to say.
But the supply situation for both of these
commodities is still very burdensome.

This is burdensome for the Govern-
ment and burdensome for the people,
who must pay for the storage now be-
ing provided by the Government.

The conference substitute is designed
to relieve both of these situations.

In the case of feed grains, it has not
been possible to obtain legislation to con-
trol production. The only remaining al-
ternative available to reduce the cost
of the program is a reduction in the
support price.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MET-
cALF in the chair). The time of the Sen-
ator from South Carolina has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 3 more minutes to the Senator from
South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Carolina may pro-
ceed for 3 additional minutes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the
conference substitute therefore provides
for a support level which will not result
in inecreasing Government stocks., The
conference substitute provides a mini-
mum support level of 50 percent of pari-
ty, far above the zero minimum pro-
vided by the Senate amendment but
slightly below the 65 percent minimum
of existing law.

In the case of wheat, the conference
substitute provides for effective controls.
In lieu of the present 55 million acre
minimum national allotment, the sub-
stitute provides for a billion bushel mini-
mum quota, and for its translation in a
realistic way into an acreage allotment
which is based on expected yields and
is designed to result in production of the
amount of the quota. In addition, the

wheat marketing allocation program
offers the Secretary a further oppor-
tunity to regulate the amount of wheat
moving into primary and secondary uses.

Last, I want it clearly understood that
under no conditions can controls be im-
posed upon feed growers under the con-
ference substitute.

Feed grain producers will still be able
to produce all they wish to produce,
But the support prices have been re-
duced. I hope that by virtue of that
program we will get rid of some of the
surplus we have on hand today.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I yield 15
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Younc], and additional time
if he wishes it.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, it is with considerable reluc-
tance that I must oppose the adoption of
the conference report on the omnibus
farm bill. This legislation represents a
lot of hard work on the part of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee and its dis-
tinguished chairman, my good friend
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL-
LENDER]. He is a friend of agriculture
and I know that he tried his best to
get needed corrective farm legislation.
He was faced with many problems, some
of which I shall deal with in my brief
remarks.

Mr. President, the omnibus farm bill
now before the Senate has many bad
features which far outweigh the good
provisions of the bill.

However, I do not agree with charges
made on the floor here that the bill
would result in a higher cost of bread
to consumers. That is not true. It
would not mean higher wheat prices.
It is also not true that corn would be
placed in an unfair competitive position
with wheat. That is not true. The bill
is a compromise—though not a good
one—of the two conflicting farm bills
passed by the House and Senate.

Defeat of the conference report would
mean that the House-Senate conferees
would still have another opportunity to
write a better bill. If it is defeated and
no further action is taken, I believe it
would be better than to approve the
pending legislation.

We would still have in effect the 1958
Feed Grain Act and, for wheat, the An-
derson Act of 1949 which is the program
approved by farmers in this year's wheat
referendum.
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This omnibus farm bill has traveled
a rocky road since it was first considered
by Congress in January. The House of
Representatives earlier this year de-
feated its own farm bill worked out by
its Agriculture Committee, and then de-
lf)eit;ted the Senate’s first omnibus farm

1L,

Following this, the House passed a bill
containing an extension of the present
voluntary wheat and feed grain programs
now in effect for 1962 with some modifi-
cations. It has some other very bad pro-
visions. A particularly objectionable one
was that which deals with price sup-
ports for feed grains.

Commencing with 1964 the bill pro-
vided price supports for feed grains at
80 percent of the cash price received dur-
ing the previous 3-year period. This
provision would have dropped price sup-
ports for corn, under this bill, from the
present $1.20 a bushel to approximately
83 cents a bushel and lower in succeed-
ing years. Since other feed grain price
supports are based on their feed value
equivalent with corn, this would mean a
corresponding drop in price supports for
all other feed grains.

About 2 months ago the Senate Agri-
culture Committee approved its second
omnibus farm bill, but there was a long
delay in its consideration by the Senate.
At least a month of this costly delay
was caused by the filibuster on the com-
munications satellite legislation.

This farm bill contained some good
provisions but many very bad ones. One
of the most objectionable was the one
that would have lowered the present
mandatory price supports for corn from
65 to 90 percent of parity to 0 to 90 per-
cent of parity.

The House-Senate conference commit-
tee in resolving the differences between
the House- and Senate-passed bills made
many changes, but on the whole I be-
lieve the compromise omnibus farm bill
as now contained in the Senate-House
conference report still has many very
objectionable features. Briefly, the
major objectionable provisions are—

First. The proposed legislation would
mean the most severe production controls
ever imposed upon wheat farmers.

Second. The 55-million-acre minimum
national wheat allotment would be re-
pealed.

Third. The wheat -certificate plan,
scheduled to go into effect for 1964, would
mean nearly a 20-percent further cut in
wheat acreage for farmers.

Fourth. Price supports for wheat
would be reduced from the present 75 to
90 percent of parity to 65 to 90 percent of
parity.

Fifth. It would reduce the present
mandatory feed grain price support from
65 to 90 percent of parity to 50 to 90 per-
cent of parity.

Sixth. It provides more discretionary
authority to the Secretary of Agriculture
and more flexibility in price supports
than any farm legislation since the
Agriculture Act of 1938.

Seventh. This would be the most
complicated farm program ever imposed
upon farmers.

The new wheat certificate program
scheduled to go into effect for 1964 sub-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

jects farmers to both acreage allotments
and bushel allotments. There would be
the same stiff penalty for the violation
of acreage allotments as contained in the
present program.

Under this new wheat certificate pro-
gram—along with these acreage allot-
ments—each farmer would get a bushel
allotment, at least for the first years of
its operation, based on a national 1-bil-
lion-bushel quota. Farmers would be
permitted to market only the wheat pro-
duced within their acreage allotment
plus any additional they might be per-
mitted under a so-called substitution
clause.

Farmers would receive wheat certifi-
cates in addition to minimum price sup-
ports but the wheat produced under the
substitution clause would not be eligible
for certificates.

The value of these wheat certificates
and the final blended price they would
receive would be tied directly to the 65
to 90 percent price supports. For the first
year of the plan there would be minimum
price supports of $1.40 a bushel, with the
wheat certificates valued at 60 cents a
bushel. Thus, farmers would receive $2
a bushel for the 1-billion-bushel pro-
duction.

I might say at this point that one of
the good features of the bill is that farm-
ers would receive this wheat certificate
payment even though there was a crop
failure.

The so-called substitution provision of
the bill would permit a farmer to plant
a portion of his feed grain base to wheat
or a portion of his wheat base to feed
grains.

The problem is that the wheat certifi-
cate plan is scheduled to go into effect in
1964 but there would be no possibility of
a farmer using this substitution program
unless a feed grain program were put
into effect which established a feed grain
base for each farm. y

The compulsory feed grain proposal
which was disapproved by Congress
earlier this year contained a feed grain
base. The present voluntary feed grain
program has a feed grain base provision,
but this program is not expected to be
continued beyond 1963. Thus, this sub-
stitution provision, which would give
farmers a few additional acres, would be
ineffective unless new legislation were to
be enacted another year. This is very
doubtful.

Another ecomplication: The planned
$1.40 a bushel price support for wheat in
1964 is tied to its feed value equivalent
with corn. Under the omnibus farm bill,
corn price supports could well drop from
the present $1.20 a bushel to 80 cents a
bushel,

If this were the case, wheat price sup-
ports would have to drop to not more
than $1.25 a bushel and perhaps even
lower than $1 a bushel. This is only
one of the many areas in this omnibus
farm bill where the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has great discretionary authority.
This wheat certificate plan has more
flexibility than any farm price-support
program enacted during my 18 years
in the Senate.

By a very narrow margin in the recent
wheat referendum, farmers voted to ap-
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prove wheat quotas under the Anderson
Act of 1949. This provides for a national
wheat allotment of 55 million acres.
Under the omnibus farm bill wheat
farmers would be encouraged to reduce
their acreage in 1963 further by an in-
centive program. The price support for
1963 is $1.82 a bushel.

Farmers who would be willing to fur-
ther decrease their acreage anywhere
from 20 to 50 percent would be given an
18 cents a bushel payment in cash or in
kind in addition to the $1.82 a bushel.
Also, there would be a payment for di-
verted acres much the same as under the
present program that is in effect for 1962.

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

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I yield.

Mr, HOLLAND. Is it not true, in view
of the fact that the referendum had al-
ready been held on the basis of existing
law, the only way any reduction in wheat
production could be accomplished for
1963 was through an incentive program?

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. That
is correct. I have no objection to this
part of the bill. In fact, I believe it is a
good provision.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr., YOUNG of North Dakota. The
feed grain program for 1963 under the
ommibus farm bill will be much the
same as the present program. It has
some improvements. For 1963 all feed
grain acreage will be lumped together to
establish a total feed grain base for a
farm. If a farmer wanted to participate
he could make the required cut in any
one of the feed grains which best suited
his farming operations. It is still a
voluntary program.

One of the worst features of the feed
grain program is that it provides no ex-
emption for corn for silage, This im-
poses a real hardship on the farmers of
my State. There is not now and never
has been a surplus of corn silage,

Price supports for corn would be at
$1.02 a bushel with an 18 cents a bushel
bonus paid in cash or in kind to those
farmers who voluntarily reduced their
acreage by 20 to 50 percent. There would
be mo price support in 1963 for feed
grains for farmers who did not reduce
their acreage by at least 20 percent.

Starting with 1964 and subsequent
years price supports for feed grains
would drop drastically. Present man-
datory 65- to 90-percent supports for
corn would be dropped to 50 to 90 percent
of parity. All other feed grains are sup-
ported at their feed wvalue equivalent
with corn.

A tough yardstick in the bill which the
Secretary of Agriculture would have to
use in determining price supports for
corn—with our present heavy surpluses—
would hardly permit him to set price
supports above 50 percent of parity.
I quote this particular provision of the
bill:

Notwithstanding the provisions of section
101 of this act, beginning with the 1964
crop, price support shall be made available
to producers for each crop of corn at such
level, not less than 50 per centum or more
than 90 per centum of the parity price there-
for, as the Becretary determines will not
result in increasing Commodity Credit Cor-
poration stocks of corn.
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This would mean that corn price sup-
ports would be dropped from the present
$1.20 a bushel to 80 cents a bushel in
1964. Barley would be down to 62 cents,
oats 41 cents, and rye 68 cents a bushel.
This is just the kind of program that
those who believe in low price supports
or no price supports at all have been
trying to get for years.

I am happy that several amendments
of mine were included in the final draft
of the bill. They include a provision per-
mitting the Secretary of Agriculture to
inerease the acreage of any type of wheat
in short supply. There is a similar pro-
vision for malting barley. Another
amendment of mine repeals the present
law which makes price supports for feed
grains available only on a farmer’s nor-
mal production rather than actual pro-
duction, This year many farmers in
North Dakota, as well as other States, be-
cause of better crops in some areas,
found a considerable part of their pro-

duction was not eligible for price
supports.
Let me give an example. There was

a severe drought over much of North
Dakota last year. Thousands of farmers
had no crop at all and received no price
support. This year when they do have a
good crop, they find that because price
supports are based on normal yields, a
considerable part of their crop was in-
eligible for price supports. My amend-
ment would correct this.

Some of the most objectionable fea-
tures of all in this farm bill are all of
its complicated procedures. Farm pro-
grams in the last 2 or 3 years have be-
come so complicated, both by way of
provisions written into the laws and reg-
ulations promulgated by the USDA, that
farmers have had a most difficult time
trying to understand them. I am sure
that very few, if any, Members of Con-
gress, if placed in the farmers’ position,
could understand all of the regulations.
This is one of the major reasons why
there was a sharp decrease in the “yes”
vote in the recent wheat referendum.
Should this wheat certificate plan be pre-
sented to farmers in its present form in
a future wheat referendum, it undoubt-
edly would not fare as well as the wheat
program voted on in the recent refer-
endum.

A simple two-price system for wheat
more along the line of the original
MecNary-Haugen two-price system, or the
two-price system sponsored by the for-
mer and most respected Member of Con-
gress, Clifford R. Hope of Kansas, and
our distinguished colleague, the senior
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON], or
that of the National Grange, would be
much more workable and acceptable. I
deeply regret that a more simple two-
price system was not written into this
bill rather than the present complicated
wheat certificate plan.

I believe that a good price-support
program is as necessary now as ever
before. 1t does not make sense to drasti-
cally lower price supports at a time when
everything a farmer has to buy keeps
increasing. I believe that farmers would
be willing to go it alone without price
supports, if the rest of the economy were
willing to go it alone, without many of
the advantages they now enjoy. I shall
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not be a party to any program to pull
the props out from under any protection
farmers may have until other segments
of our economy are willing to forego sub-
sidies and advantages of all kinds that
they now have.

I voted for both farm bills when they
passed the Senate earlier this year in
the hope that they could be improved
in conference. I was severely criticized
by many people for doing so. I voted
for these bills because I wanted to go the
last mile toward trying to write better
farm legislation before it was too late.
The action of the House-Senate con-
ferees was a deep disappointment to me.
If the present trend continues, I can
see only more difficult times ahead for
farmers.

May I say in closing that I refused to
vote for lower and more flexible price
supports for Secretary Benson, and I re-
fuse now to do it for Secretary Freeman.

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
conference report on the farm bill, HR.
12391, should be decisively rejected. It
would be far worse for America's farm-
ers, consumers, and taxpayers than neo
bill at all. Significantly, the Senate and
House conferees were sharply divided
on the bill, and for good reason.

A RETURN TO THE DISCREDITED BRANNAN

PLAN

Most people thought that the dis-
credited Brannan plan with its com-
pensatory payments to farmers had been
buried over a decade ago. Yet, it has
been resurrected by the conferees and
adopted wholesale in the conference re-
port. It is not only unsound, but would
be extremely costly. In fact, this was
why the Brannan plan was rejected in
the first place, coupled with the realiza-
tion by both farmers and Congress that
should such a program be adopted, it
would be inevitably followed by strin-
gent limitations on payments to individ-
ual producers. The farmers then would
be strapped with controls; inefficiency
in production would result; the cost of
producing food and fiber would increase;
and this would lead to sharply higher
food costs to consumers.

TAXPAYERS SUFFER

Not only will the bill be ineffective to
assist farmers, but the additional cost to
the taxpayers will be staggering, The
bill will extend the so-called “emergency
feed grain program” for another year.
It is surprising how these “emergencies”
continue eternally. But while extending
the program, the conference bill will also
double the $900 million cost for feed
grains under the 1962 program. This
would be accomplished by adding com-
pensatory payments to the land retire-
ment rental. This is political bribery.
Through a combination of an 18-cent-
per-bushel compensatory payment and a
60-cent-per-bushel land diversion pay-
ment, a typical corn farmer with an
acreage allotment of 100 acres and a
yield per acre of 75 bushels would receive
a staggering subsidy of $99 per acre. In
addition to this fabulous payment, he
would be eligible to receive price support
on his total production of corn on 80 of
his 100 acres at $1.02 per bushel.
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This potential bleeding of the tax-
payers was well stated by Secretary of
Agriculture Orville L. Freeman, in a
letter to Representative KASTENMEIER
which appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for September 20, Secretary
Freeman said, in part:

On the other hand, the proposed 1963
program would enable each participating
producer to obtain 18 cents a bushel for
the normal production of his corn acreage,
whether harvested for grain or otherwise.
The total amount of payment the producers
in your district would be eligible to receive
would amount to almost $6 million on an
estimated mnormal production of 33 million
bushels. With full participation in the
State of Wisconsin, payments would be as
high as $30 milllon, on an estimated normal
production of about 170 million bushels on
the acreage remaining after the 20-percent
reduction. In addition, diversion payments
would be made on diverted acreage, as was
the case under the 1961-62 programs.

COMPULSORY SUPFPLY MANAGEMENT

The bill is obviously a 1-year politi-
cal bribe to a select group of feed grain
and wheat farmers as a prelude to com-
pulsory supply management for all agri-
culture later. It is the goal of the Ken-
nedy administration to bring agriculture
under the most striet production con-
trols; which, in effect, would amount to
complete nationalization of agriculture
in America. The farmers would be mere
puppets of the almighty Secretary of
Agriculture who, with his horde of
bureaucrats in Washington, would direct
the farmer’s life and conirol his liveli-
hood.

WHEAT PROGRAM

The conference report also contains
the so-called “voluntary” wheat program
for 1963. Here, too, a double payment
would be made to certain wheat grow-
ers who would receive both land retire-
ment and compensatory payments in
precisely the same fashion as under the
“emergency feed grain program.” It
would be accompanied by the same bad
results. The combination of these
double payments to a typical middle
western wheat farmer would result in
a subsidy of $43 per acre.

If the program were of genuine last-
ing effectiveness for farmers, it might
conceivably be justified. However, the
bill is geared to obtain at best only a
20-percent reduction in production.
Since the compensatory payment is
made for the grain produced on the
acres planted after complying with the
minimum requirement for reduction,
most farmers will plant all the acres
they are allowed to plant and will re-
duce acreage only to the minimum ex-
tent—20 percent—necessary to qualify
for the double payment. Quite ob-
viously, this will be the poorest 20 per-
cent of feed and grain land; so, in all
likelihood production will not be mate-
rially reduced.

MULTIPLE PRICE PLAN FOR WHEAT—A BREAD TAX
ON CONSUMERS

The conference report also adopts
what is without doubt the most compli-
cated version of the costly multiple price
plan for wheat, commencing in 1964. It
would authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture to treat all wheat exports, in-
cluding so-called giveaways, as “primary
market” wheat. This would result in a
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further increase in the costs of the wheat
export program, which already exceeds
$1 billion a year. Yet, we are told by the
administration that it desires to reduce
Government expenditures for wheat.
Yet the net effect is that it would in-
crease costs to the taxpayers and impose
a bread tax on U.S. consumers, who
would have to pay more for wheat
products.

In Utah, we produce a high quality
hard wheat for which there is a ready
market. However, the conference bill
raises the price of certificate wheat and
completely ignores wheat quality and
market demand in the allocation of cer-
tificates. The good wheat producer is
paid the same as the poor wheat pro-
ducer. This means that Utah producers
are discriminated against under the bill.
Moreover, the relatively high price guar-
anteed for certificate wheat would subsi-
dize the dumping of noncertificate wheat
on the domestic feed grain market, which
would harm not only producers of feed
grains but also livestock, dairy, and
poultry producers.

EFFECT IN UTAH

The Brannan plan compensatory pay-
ment program embraced by the confer-
ence report is obviously intended as a
first step toward imposition of the same
program on Utah's dairy, poultry, live-
stock, and other producers. It is prob-
able that the effect of the bill will be
to raise feed costs to our livestock,
poultry, and dairy producers while, at
the same time, imposing a bread tax on
Utah housewives. Moreover, Utah tax-
payers would also suffer by the tre-
mendous increase in costs required by
this program. As already indicated,
Utah wheatgrowers are discriminated
against by the bill.

In short, this Kennedy administra-
tion farm bill would be a disaster for
all concerned in Utah. Thus, for the
sake of Utah's farmers, consumers, and
taxpayers, as well as for the sake of
their counterparts throughout - the
nation, the bill should be decisively
rejected.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I am
opposed to the conference report on H.R.
12391. I voted for the bill when it was
considered in the Senate with the ex-
pectation that it would be improved by
the conference committee.

I have been a longtime supporter of a
straightforward wheat certificate or
domestic parity program for wheat. In
each of the last several Congresses, 1
have introduced and supported bills
which would have provided a separate
market price structure for wheat used
for food and allowed the additional
production of wheat for nonfood uses.
But the bills I introduced and supported
were far removed from the involved,
complicated, and confusing wheat pro-
visions in the conference report in HR.
12391.

This bill is a strange combination of
tough production controls on the one
hand and more flexible, much lower sup-
ports on the other. The wheat certif-
icate plan included in this bill is one of
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the most complicated pieces of farm leg-
islation ever written by Congress.

It subjects farmers to both acreage al-
lotments and bushel allotments. There
would be the same stiff penalty for vio-
lation of acreage controls as contained
in the present program. Each farmer
along with his acreage allotment, would
get a bushel allotment, based on a na-
tional one billion bushel quota. Farm-
ers still would be permitted to market
only the wheat produced within their
acreage allotments—plus any additional
that might be permitted under a so-
called substitution clause.

The so-called substitution provision
in the bill permits a farmer to plant a
portion of his feed grain base to wheat
or a portion of his wheat base to feed
grains.

The wheat certificate plan is sched-
uled to go into effect in 1964, however,
with a marketing quota vote on it to be
held in July 1963, and there is little pos-
sibility of having an agreed 1964 feed
grain program by that time. The sub-
stitution clause can only be used if there
is a voluntary or mandatory feed grain
program involving feed grain base acre-
ages in force.

The present voluntary feed grain pro-
gram is extended only for 1963, however,
in this legislation. It is doubtful that
the new legislation will be passed and
a 1964 feed grain program announced
before the marketing quota referendum
on the 1964 wheat program must be
called. Without a feed grain program
in effect, there would be no possibility
of a farmer being permitted to produce
wheat on feed grain base acres.

I know of no better way to illustrate
how complicated the wheat provisions
are than to quote the statement made
by Representative PAGE BELCHER, of
Oklahoma, when this conference report
was before the House, he said:

Mr. Speaker, if you are confused at this
time, you are in no different position than
the conferees were or members of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. We had two members
of the Department of Agrlculture come into
the conference room and try to explain to
us how the wheat section of the bill would
operate.

After they thoroughly disagreed with each
other and the House Members disagreed with
each other, Senator ELLENDER disagreed with
e\rerybudy. Flnally Senator ELLENDER chased
the Department officials out of the room and
the question was never answered.

I regret very much that a basically

sound two-price wheat plan was made
so complicated that there is little possi-
bility of getting it understood.
- The opponents of this complicated
plan will have almost unlimited oppor-
tunities to confuse the farmers and
make them afraid to approve it in the
1963 marketing quota referendum. If
its opponents should be successful and
the marketing quota is not approved
there would be no effective wheat price
supports.

I voted for the voluntary feed grains
program for 1961 and I voted for its
extension in 1962. I also have gone
on record in favor of an extension of
the program to 1963.

The current feed grain program is pop-
ular in Kansas. Two-thirds of the corn
and 70 percent of the grain sorghum
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base acreage are participating in the
program this year. Most of the par-
ticipating producers have diverted 40
percent of their base acreage since the
current diversion payment rates are
higher on the acreage diversion in ex-
cess of 20 percent of the base up to a
maximum of 40 percent.

Small producers may be paid for di-
verting their entire acreage up to a max-
imum of 25 acres. As a result of these
inducements 46 percent of the corn base
acreage and 43 percent of the grain
sorghum base acreage on participating
farms was signed up for diversion this
year.

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

Mr. CARLSON.
remaining.

Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator
yield on my time?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is
aware that the amount of price support
per bushel that would be paid to the
corn grower is the same next year as
it was this year, and the diversion pay-
ment would be based on the same sup-
port rate?

Mr. CARLSON. I so understand.

Mr, ELLENDER. It is $1.20 a bushel.

Mr. CARLSON. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Therefore, the pay-
ments on the first 20-percent reduction
would be the same as last year, which
also provided a payment rate based on
50 percent of the support price.

Mr. CARLSON. Does the distin-
guished chairman of the committee dis-
agree with my statement that there will
not be much inducement for a farmer
to increase acreage reductions more than
20 percent, and up to 40 percent? The
base payment is on 20 percent.

Mr. ELLENDER. The payment rate
for the next 30-percent reduction would
be the same as for the first 20-percent
reduction. It would not, however, be at a
higher rate, as was the case last year.

Mr. CARLSON. Based on my figures,
I cannot understand how taking 40 per-
cent of the acreage out of production
would provide any additional benefits.

Mr. ELLENDER. The farmer could
reduce his acreage by a further 30 per-
cent and be paid 50 percent of the sup-
port price. That is the same as he is
paid for the first 20-percent reduction.

Mr. CARLSON. I have been trying to
understand the bill. I know of the
ability of the Senator from Louisiana to
work on this particular program. As I
understand the bill, I cannot see how
there would be any great inducement for
a farmer to take more than 20 percent
of his acreage out of production.

I think he will take out 20 percent.
For that, he is well paid, and should be.
But we had been hopeful that farmers
would be paid for more than 20 percent
of acreage reduction. Our State has
been participating in the program. We
have participated in the feed grain pro-
gram generally.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kansas yield for a brief
question?

Mr. CARLSON. 1yield for a very brief
question. I have only about a minute
remaining,

I have but 2 minutes
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Mr. HRUSKA. Is it not true that if a
farmer were to engage in a second 20-
percent reduction and get a 50-percent
price support, he would forgo, however,
the 18 cents a bushel he would get for
the corn that would be actually raised
on the 20 percent?

Mr. CARLSON. That is how I figure
it. That is why I contend it might be
possible to take up to 20 percent, but
there would be no benefit from going to
40 or 50 percent.

Mr, YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Kansas
yield.

Mr, CARLSON. I yield briefly.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Under
the program in effect for 1962, a farmer
would get a bigger payment for an addi-
tional amount of reduced acreage.
Starting at 50 percent it goes up fo 60
percent. This year it would be 50 per-
cent across the board.

Mr. CARLSON. As I mentioned
earlier, our State has really participated
in this program, and we have been very
happy to do so. I am hopeful that the
legislation which comes before us at this
time will give to the farmer the same
opportunity, in the wheat and corn area,
as he had under the last bill.

If I correctly understand the feed
grain provisions of the conference re-
port, there is a much greater inducement
to divert the first 20 percent of the feed
grain base acreage than in 1962, but no
economic inducement to divert more
than 20 percent. If a feed grain pro-
ducer diverts 20 percent of his corn acre-
age he gets a diversion payment equal to
50 percent of the CCC loan level for corn
multiplied by his normal or proved yield
on the acreage. He also gets a payment
of 18 cents a bushel on the normal yield
of all corn grown on the remaining 80
percent of his base acreage.

Mr. President, my calculations indi-
cate that a Kansas feed grain producer
who diverted 40 percent of his feed grain
acreage in 1962 will get total payments
almost as large in 1963 for diverting only
20 percent of his base acreage. There
would be little inducement to divert more
than 20 percent.

Undoubtedly some who did not partic-
ipate in the 1962 program will partici-
pate in the 1963 program, in view of the
much higher inducements to divert a
minimum of 20 percent of the base acre-
age. However, although total payments
may equal or exceed those made on the
1962 program in Kansas, the acreage
diversion will almost certainly be much
less than was obtained this year when a
total of 2.4 million base corn and grain
sorghum acres were diverted to con-
servation uses. This is a serious weak-
ness in the 1963 feed grain program au-
thorized in this conference report.

The provisions for feed grains after
1963 also are unsatisfactory. They are
a far ery from what farmers were prom-
ised when this administration came into
power. Price supports within a range of
50 to 90 percent of parity are authorized,
but the Secretary of Agriculture must
not set them at a level which will result
in an increase in Commodity Credit Cor-
poration stocks. This would result in
price supports at 50 percent of parity
or 80 cents a bushel.
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This is the equivalent of no program
at all and I shall do everything possible
to assure that an acceptable feed grain
price support program for 1964 and later
years is given prompt consideration when
the next Congress convenes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, many
times we who are privileged to represent
States which grow soft wheat have
pointed out the danger in attempting to
legislate across the board on wheat. We
have argued that soft wheat is not the
contributor to the enormous wheat sur-
plus and should not be subject to the
same restrictions as hard wheat.

Many questions have been asked of me
as to the effect upon producers of soft
wheat of the proposed wheat program
recommended by the agriculture confer-
ence committee. It seems to me that for
the first time the problem of different
types of wheat is recognized, and that
the approach being taken by Congress is
a sound one,

The Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized to take into account the ad-
equacy of supplies of various kinds of
wheat and is authorized, if he determines
that there is a shortage of a particular
kind of wheat, to increase the acreage
in those counties where this wheat has
been historically grown. I was one of
the authors of this proposal, and I believe
that in the years ahead it will go far to
overcome what may now seem to be less
desirable features of the wheat certif-
icate plan.

This, together with the provisions of
H.R. 12391 which recognize problems
of the small family farm, means that
the wheat program in the Agriculture
Act of 1962 will make good sense for
more than 100,000 small farmers in
Michigan and other Midwestern States
who grow wheat under what has been
known as the 15-acre exemption rule.

Many thousands of small farmers,
most of them with diversified farming
operations, have been planting up to 15
acres of wheat under an exemption from
marketing quota provisions which has
been in the wheat program since 1942,

While the 15-acre exemption per-
mitted the small family farmer to grow
some wheat, at the same time it ex-
cluded him for eligibility for price sup-
port if his acreage allotment was less
than 15 acres and he exceeded his al-
lotment. For example, if his allotment
were only 5 acres and he actually planted
15, he would not be eligible for price
support since he had exceeded his allot-
ment. Nor would he incur a marketing
quota penalty since he had stayed with-
in the 15-acre exemption.

The provision included in H.R. 12391
would let cooperators in the 1963 wheat
program treat these small wheat acre-
ages—under 15 acres—as if they had
been acreage allotments. In other words,
they would be treated as acreage his-
tory.

Under the proposed bill the small pro-
ducers of wheat would really have a base
acreage equal to the average of their
plantings in 1959, 1960, and 1961, pro-
vided they cooperate in the program by
reducing this acreage in 1963 by at least
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20 percent, with a maximum reduction
of 10 acres.

They would be eligible for price sup-
port, for diversion payments on the acre-
age diverted, and for an 18-cent-a-bushel
payment on the normal production of
their planted acreage.

The provision is realistic and practi-
cal. It gives the small family farmer
a stake in the program and a right to
participate along with large producers
in the benefits of the program.

I hope the experience under this pro-
cedure will be good, for it seems to be the
best way, under a national wheat policy,
of meeting the needs of smaller growers
of a type of wheat which is not in great
surplus.

In conclusion, the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry [Mr. ErLENpEr] and all
other members of the committee have
been deeply concerned over the prob-
lem presented by the grower of soft
wheat, and most sympathetic toward-
him. The bill now pending is the first
step toward establishing a formula
under which those growers—if in truth
there is a shortage in this type of
wheat—may find adjustment available.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Mr, President, I sup-
pose it would be accurate to say that I
am not generally recognized as an ex-
pert on farm problems. However, I have
been advised by persons whose judg-
ment I respect and who are well versed
in this field that the country could get
along very well this year without any
new farm legislation. In any event, no
farm legislation this year would clearly
be preferable to bad farm legislation.

I am opposed to the administration’s
multiple-price plan for wheat, on a
ground which is very important to urban
States which have large consumer pop-
ulations. It would impose a bread tax
on consumers. The bread tax would
work as follows: The processors of wheat
would be forced to acquire certificates at
face value for every bushel of wheat
they use; but because the certificates are
to be issued to farmers on the basis of
planting history, without any reference
to grade or quality, processors might
have to purchase one lot of wheat simply
to get certificates. Then, they would
have to use these certificates to purchase
“noncertificate” wheat in order to get
the particular type and grade of wheat
they needed. This complicated process
would be sure to increase the cost to the
processors. In effect, this would be a
tax on the bakers. If, in turn, would
have to be passed on to the consumers.

This bread tax is characteristic of the
history of across-the-board farm con-
trol programs. The taxpayers and the
consumers are hit in the pocketbook, but
the farm dilemma remains very much
as it is. The bread tax hits the city
dwellers. Farmers in New York oppose
the stringent Government controls pro-
posed in this farm bill. They are also
consumers, They have an interest as
poultry raisers, livestock producers, and
dairy producers in not having their feed
costs increased.”
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Since 1961 we have had to live with
the unfortunate feed-grains program.
In the first year of operation of this
program, the Treasury paid nearly
$750 million of subsidies for a compara-
tively small reduction in production. It
seems to me that was a tremendous price
to pay for such small results.

The same boondoggle was repeated in
1962; and the conference report calls
for a l-year extension for 1963. This
“temporary” feed-grains program, as we
heard it called so often, is about as
“temporary” as an iceberg. It goes on
and on. Federal funds continue to be
paid out while the farm dilemma re-
mains pretty much what it is, and per-
haps is growing worse. In the interest
of good sense, fiscal integrity, and con-
sumer protection, I hope the conference
report will be rejected.

In New York City there are 17 million
people who eat bread. I say we should
let them alone. According to the latest
count this morning, there are also 2,087,-
000 cows in New York that eat feed
grains. I say let us leave them alone, too.

This farm bill is a travesty to the
farmer, a blackjack for the consumer,
and a bad thing for the country. The
cost will be very large.

If I may do so, I should like to ask
whether the Senator from Louisiana, who
is handling the conference report, can
state the estimated cost for the first full
year of operation under this measure.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
from New York mean for next year?

Mr. KEATING. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. This year, as I have
already pointed out, the cost, insofar as
feed grains is concerned, will be about
$1,100 million. The 1963 feed grain pro-
gram should be about the same. The bill
does not include a mandatory emergency
wheat program like the one we had this
year and which has cost about $421 mil-
lion, because we were too late to enact
it. But we do provide for a voluntary
program for 1963, and assuming that
some take advantage of the voluntary
program, that will cost an additional
$150 million, let us say.

The program for the coming year, on
feed grains alone, may cost as much as
this year, which would be in excess of $1
billion. But from those costs, in order
to reduce the production, one must sub-
tract the storage charges that would have
had to be paid if the emergency pro-
grams had not been in effect, and also
the cost of handling the grains after
they were produced and put into storage.
That is a very expensive item, in that
there are charges for transportation and
interest and paperwork, as well as for
storage, which ranges from 14 cents a
bushel to as much as 18 cents a bushel.
For example, storage and other carrying
charges in fiscal 1961 for wheat and feed
grains cost the Government $900 million.

Mr. KEATING. Do I correctly under-
stand the Senator from Louisiana to in-
dicate that in his judgment the program
will not cost any more next year than
it has this year?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is my belief.
Let us remember that the emergency pro-
gram will be continued for next year on
almost the same terms and conditions
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as those which now prevail for the 1962
program.

Mr. KEATING. I have before me an
analysis of a New York corn farm with
an allotment of 50 acres and a yield per
acre of 63 bushels, which is the State
average in 1961—which I regret to say
is somewhat less than the average for
Iowa and some of the other States.
Without going into detail now as to the
method of computation, the compensa-
tory payment to the corn farmer for tak-
ing his land out of production would be
$83.16 an acre.

Mr. ELLENDER. But that is not a
compensatory payment for taking land
out of production, at all. The 18 cents
at present is a part of the support price.
Last year the support price was $1.20,
and it was paid to the farmer by way of
a loan or by purchase of the grain he pro-
duced. But this year it is to be paid in
two parts—one, by a loan of $1.02; and,
second, a payment in kind of 18 cents—
which aggregates $1.20. As I said, the
same program will prevail next year sub-
stantially as it was this year. The differ-
ence is mainly one of procedure.

Mr. KEATING. But, according to the
figures I have, the two payments to-
gether amount to $83.16 an acre.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, if all the pay-
ments on the diverted acres and the
planted acres are added together and
attributed to the diverted acres; the Sen-
ator from New York may be correct as
to that. I have a figure which shows
that an Iowa farmer would receive as
much as $100 an acre, but that is figured
on the basis that all the benefits which
accrue on the 80 acres planted to corn
would be credited to the 20 acres which
were diverted. So one can easily arrive
at a total of $100 an acre. In fact, if
the conservation payments were added
on top of all of those, one could arrive
at a figure of $105 an acre. It all de-
pends on what pencil is used in doing
the figuring.

Mr. KEATING. Would it not be
cheaper for the farmer to sit back, take
his land out of production, and do some-
thing else? Would he not make more
money doing nothing at all than he
would by farming?

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not think he
would, because he would not then be
paid on all his acres. He would have to
plant to get the 18 cents per bushel pay-
ment with respect to planted acres.

Mr. KEATING. Eighty-three dollars
an acre is a pretty fair net yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. That would be so,
if it were paid only on diverted acres,
but that figure is obtained by adding
payments on diverted acres to payments
on planted acres and dividing by diverted
acres. The diverted acres are 20 percent
of his base acres. He has to plant the
remaining 80 percent to obtain the 18
cent payments per bushel on that re-
maining 80 percent. It is just the same
as last year. The producer gets price
support only on his planted acres.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KEATING. I will not consume
further time of the Senator. I believe
the Senator from Vermont has all his
time allotted.

20617

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on
my time, I wish to say to the Senator
from New York that I go back to what
I said before—the $83 which he men-
tions includes the payment in kind of 18
cents as part of the support price re-
ceived on the production on acres that
are actually growing in corn.

Mr, EEATING. I assume he is going
to take his poorest land out of produe-
tion. Is not that the normal practice?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I do not believe
so. These programs have been in effect
for some time, under the soil bank pro-
gram and the conservation program.
The land has been enriching itself, so
there is very little of that kind of land
remaining. What remains is still in
some soil conservation program.

Mr, KEATING. Does the Senator
think this program is going to work?

Mr. ELLENDER. If I did not think
s0, I would not be for it.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator is quoted
in a radio address as saying that this
program has not worked in the past and
has only led to continued waste.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is, the emer-
gency program. I would not be for a
continuation of an emergency program
unless there were a permanent program
when the emergency program ended.
That is exactly what we are doing by this
bill. We are providing for a new wheat
program. We are providing for price
supports and for payments to the farmer
until 1965, in order to get a new pro-
gram, in order to get the two-price sys-
tem. By the same token, with respect to
corn, we are actually extending the
emergency program for another year, in
order to get a permanent program next
year; so in 1964 we shall not have a pro-
gram that has caused all this difficulty;
namely, paying a farmer 65 percent of
parity to produce all the corn he can,
as well as other feed grains. The pro-
gram that will start in 1964 will reduce
price supports to the point where, I hope,
it will not pay the farmer to plant corn
in excess and sell it to the Government
to store.

Mr. KEATING. I do not want to in-
trude on the Senator’s time. I hope to
hear the Senator from Vermont com-
ment on his estimate of the cost of this
program, which I think is considerably
at variance with the views of the Sena-
tor from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has 49 minutes
remaining; the Senator from Vermont
has 58 minutes remaining.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
JORDAN],

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. M.
President, I am by no means satisfied
with many of the provisions of the farm
bill which is before us. It has many
weaknesses and, at best, it is only a ston-
gap measure to give us some additional
time to reach agreement on permanent
legislation.

Although it is weak and ineffective in
many respects, I hope the Senate will ap-
prove the conference report, because at
this point there is no choice other than
disaster for our entire farm program.
We must either approve this bill or go
back to the old 1958 law which provided
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price supports with unlimited produc-
tion. This is the law under which we
built up vast surpluses of wheat and feed
grains, and I am convinced that if we
went back to it both the farm program
and the farmers themselves would be
wrecked.

I had sincerely hoped that after many
long months of work and deliberation we
would be able to enact a more realistic
farm bill that would deal fairly and effec-
tively with our tremendous surplus prob-
lems. We made every effort to work out
such a bill, but we could not reach agree-
ment on it. As a result, the bill before
us is the best the Senate and House con-
ferees could produce.

I think there is no doubt that the time
has come when we must put aside our
self-interests and work out a realistic
program for the crops that are now in
trouble and are getting in worse trouble
as each day passes. Agriculture is no
longer a sectional problem, but it is a
national problem, and it is imperative
that all segments of our farm economy
work together.

More than at any other time in our
history, it is most important that farm-
ers themselves reach agreement on pro-
duction control and price support
measures that will lift agriculture out of
the depths of public disrepute and politi-
cal discord.

This is not going to be easy to do, and
it will not be painless. But it must be
done, and the longer it is put off the
more it will hurt.

Congress has a definite responsibility,
but it has reached the point where it is
almost impossible for Congress to exer-
cise its responsibility unless farmers
themselves are willing to join hands and
work together.

I sincerely hope that the individual
farmers and farm organizations will
unite with Congress and help us work
out a program that will protect the in-
terests of our vast farm population and
at the same time relieve the taxpayers
of our burdensome farm surpluses.

While this bill leaves much to be de-
sired and has many features which could
be improved upon, I have no choice but
to vote for it because if it is defeated
we will have worse than nothing,

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLArk].

INCREASED ANNUITIES FOR FED-
ERAL PENSIONERS

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate Post Office and Civil
Service Committee voted unanimously to
couple the bill granting increased bene-
fits to those on the retirement roll to the
postal rate and pay bill. The retirement
measure came from the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee from the Sub-
committee on Retirement, of which I am
chairman.

I believe we have a good, sound re-
tirement bill, which will do justice to
the former Government workers whose
annuities have fallen far behind in terms
of what they can buy under the current
cost of living as compared to the pay of
Government employees still working.
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It is interesting to note that within
hours after this action occurred there
appeared an editorial in the Washington
Evening Star suggesting that Congress
take steps to alleviate the plight of re-
tirees. The editorial, I think, confirms
the wisdom of the action taken by the
committee. I ask unanimous consent
that the Washington Star editorial en-
titled “Help for the Pensioner” appear
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

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

HELP FOR THE PENSIONER

Congress has a chance to give a great
many retired Government employees a better
“pay day™ if it acts favorably on bills in-
dorsed by the Senate and House Clvil Service
Committees. There are some 600,000 of these
pensioners or their survivors, perhaps 60,000
to 75,000 of them in the Washington area.

As presently proposed, the Senate bill
would increase annuities by 5 percent, and
the House version by T4 percent, both be-
coming effective January 1. All civil service
employees who retire before that date would
benefit; those who retire later, to a lesser
extent. A sensible feature of both bills pro-
vides for another 3-percent increase if and
when the cost of living rises to that extent.

Congress last remembered the retirees with
a ralse in 1958. Between January 1 of that
year and last July, the cost of living, accord-
ing to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, rose
5.8 percent, Making ends meet with fixed
incomes versus mounting prices has worked
a hardship on a great many whose annuities
are based on salarles smaller than today's.
At present, retired employees recelve an
average of $1656 a month. Survivors, such
as widows, average only $60 a month,

We think Congress should give considera-
tion to a raise equivalent to the cost of liv-
ing increase since 1958. This would cost
something like $56 million the first year,
diminishing each year thereafter, This
would involve a certain inequity. Retired
people covered by social security have had
the benefit of some increase in Soclal Security
payments. There are others, however, who
are not covered by soclal security, and who
have been living on pensions, if any, since
1958 without any adjustment to meet higher
living costs. But this is hardly a wvalid
argument aaginst some relief for Govern-
ment retirees.

POSTAL CENSORSHIP

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, on an
allied subject, in the postal rate bill
which may be considered tomorrow, a
provision was adopted by a majority of
the committee dealing with the censor-
ship of mail which contains Communist
propaganda coming into our country
from foreign countries,

My own view has been in accordance
with that of the Attorney General and
other high officials in the executive arm
of our Government, including repre-
sentatives of the State Department and
of the USIA, who appeared before our
committee, namely, that this provision
is unwise, unsound, and unconstitutional.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 more min-
utes to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr,. CLARK. I am happy to note that
the New York Times, in an editorial ap-
pearing this morning, shares my view.
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I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial appear in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks, and I recommend
a reading of it to my colleagues. I hope
the provision will be deleted. I thank
the Senator for yielding to me.

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

No PosTAL CENSORSHIP WANTED

Should Congress write into the statutes of
this country a system of political censorship
and screening of the mails? This is the real
issue posed by one section of the new postal-
rate and pay-ralse bill reported out yesterday
by the Senate Post Office and Civil Service
Committee.

The Senate committee was seeking to meet
the problem raised by the House-approved
Cunningham amendment, which would go
far toward preventing American cltizens from
recelving mail from the Soviet Union and
other Communist countries. The Senate
version is more reasonable, since it contains
important exemptions. But it still declares,
in effect, that there are two kinds of Ameri-
cans: those who can be trusted to receive
any kind of mall from the Communist world,
and those who cannot. The Senate provi-
sion, like the Cunningham amendment, is
probably unconstitutional, and certainly con-
trary to the most fundamental traditions of
our country.

The Senate version of the postal bill pro-
vides, as expected, for higher postal rates
and for a pay increase for postal and other
Government workers. The rate increases are
necessary; and fortunately the Senate com-
mittee’s proposals do not echo the House's
sharp threat to the future existence of some
of the country’s best periodicals.

Although the U.S. malil service can hardly
go anywhere but up, it is not likely that the
1-cent increase in ordinary letter mail will
produce any improvement, inasmuch as the
increased postal revenues will be more than
absorbed by the pay increase. As we have
argued earlier, the pay issue and the rate
issue should have been separated so that
each could have been decided on its own
merits. But that would be asking too much
of a Congress this close to election day in
an even-numbered year.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 12391) to im-
prove and protect farm income, to re-
duce costs of farm programs to the Fed-
eral Government, to reduce the Federal
Government’s excessive stocks of agricul-
tural commodities, to maintain reason-
able and stable prices of agricultural
commodities and products to con-
sumers, to provide adequate supplies of
agricultural commodities for domestic
and foreign needs, to conserve natural
resources, and for other purposes.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes. The Senator from
New York asked about the cost of the
bill for the next year. The Senator from
Louisiana replied that the cost would be
about $1,100 million.

The American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion has made an estimate of $1.8 billion
for the cost for the first year on the feed
grains alone. I have gone over the fig-
ures, and I cannot find any place in
which they are incorrect. I would as-
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sume that the figure of $1.1 billion per-
haps left out the so-called compensatory
payment provision. I am not sure of
that. However, the cost would be be-
tween $1.1 and $2 billion. 7

The cost of the wheat program is esti-
mated, I think, at about $1.2 billion.
That includes all export subsidies as
well.

The cost for wheat and corn ftogether
will be between $2'% and $3 billion for
the next year. After the first year, of
course, it is anticipated that the sup-
port price for corn would be cut down.
As the bill is written, I think prob-
ably it would have to be cut down to
80 cents a bushel, which would result in
a saving in the second year.

The whole thing reminds me of a fish-
hook with a few sharp barbs, and a few
very juiey, sweet worms over the barbs.
The baif, of course, is offered to the
farmers for 1 year. The barbs would
come in the second year, and from then
on.

Mr. President, I am oversubscribed as
to time. The Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpErson] is in the Chamber. If
the Senator from New Mexico is ready
to proceed, I yield 10 minutes to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Vermont.

I remind Senators that for a great
many years I have refrained from enter-
ing into discussions with regard to agri-
cultural bills. I have found myself in
opposition to my Democratic colleagues
on nearly all of the agricultural bills, so
I thought it was easier, and perhaps bet-
ter, merely to keep quiet at the time the
bills came before the Senate for passage.

I think the present proposal is a par-
ticularly bad bill. It is probably the
worst I have seen in my long experience
with some of the past agricultural legis-
lation. Only because of that I wish to
say a few words about it.

At the outset I wish to say publicly
what I said privately yesterday after-
noon to the senior Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. ErrEnpER]. I think he has
tried conscientiously and vigorously to
obtain good agricultural legislation. I
think he has supported it to the very
best of his ability. Any word which I
shall say today will not be in any way a
criticism of him. I am happy to say he
knows that, because I have great respect
for him.

I am glad to have time yielded to me
by my able friend, the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Amxken]. Senators may re-
member that in 1948 the then President
of the United States promised the people
of this counfry a new and modernized
program with modernized parity prices
and various other things connected with
the program. As the then Secretary of
Agriculture, I submitted that proposed
legislation to the Congress. It was in-
troduced by the able Senator from Ver-
mont. He and I worked so closely to-
gether that the newspapers at that time
referred to the bill as the Aiken-Ander-
son legislation. I was complimented to
be associated with the Senator from Ver-
mont in that endeavor.
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That bill was passed. I say to Sena-
tors today that if the principles of the
Agricultural Act of 1948, as submitted
by President Truman to the Congress
and as introduced by the able Senator
from Vermont, had been allowed to be-
come effective, most of the troubles we
have seen agriculturally in the past few
years would not have occurred.

I am worried about the bill before the
Senate, because of the price levels it
would put upon supports. I think at
some time we shall reach the point where
price levels will be completely out of
line and wholly unrealistic.

I take as examples two farms with
respect to which I have had some ex-
perience.

I had to sell my farm in the eastern
part of New Mexico this year, because
I had reached the point where I could
not get a tenant for it unless I partici-
pated in the wheat program, because it
is in the wheat area, and I could not
conscientiously participate in the
wheat program because it would have
paid me $44 an acre for the full amount
I took out of production and $53 an acre
above that to let land lie idle, when only
a few years ago the land was selling
for less than that per acre.

I had a farm. As I say, I sold it. I
have been considering what would have
happened with respect to that farm
under this proposal.

The land to which I refer happens to
be irrigated from wells. Wheat is
grown on it. The average yield has
been about 46 bushels to the acre.

Under the terms of this proposal, if
I still owned that farm, I would be given
$1 bushel for 46 bushels. I would start
with $46 an acre. Since there are 250
acres, and one-fifth of the acreage
would be taken out of production, to lie
idle, I would get $2,300 for that opera-
tion. With respect to the support price
of 18 cents a bushel, to be paid to me
on the remainder, I would get $8.28 an
acre, for 200 acres, or a total of $1,656.

In other words, I would get nearly
$4,000 for taking 50 acres ouf of culti-
vation. That is about $80 an acre for
wheat land, which was being bought very
freely for less than that amount per
acre only a short time ago. Even after
improvement with wells and pumps,
such land was selling for $150 or $160 an
acre.

We are talking about $80 an acre, or
50 percent a year on capital investment.
Then we wonder why people do not
rush down to buy the E-bonds from the
Federal Government, which bonds pay
3 percent interest.

I have a relative who was desirous of
buying an Iowa farm. He was not able
to make a satisfactory downpayment,
and he had to appeal to me, to see if
I could find some way to finance that
farm. I had been somewhat more for-
tunate than he, perhaps, and therefore,
I was able to help him with the financ-
ing. I know what he paid for his land
per acre and what type of farm it is.
I Enow what the average yield has been
on the corn.

He has, let us say, 100 acres planted
to corn. The average yield is about
75 to 78 bushels to the acre.
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I find that under this proposal he will
get the figure which was referred to a
while ago, $99 an acre, to take a portion
of that land devoted to corn production
?é:]t of cultivation, and permit it to lie

e,

I say that is a wholly unrealistic pro-
gram. There is no way in the world that
the Treasury of the United States can
continue to “shell out” to farmers $99 an
acre for Towa, Indiana, and Illinois corn-
land; nor to pay $80 an acre to a farmer
in New Mexico to take irrigated wheat-
land out of production; nor to pay $43
or $45 an acre to the average Kansas
farmer; and still expect to have any kind
of a reasonable program.

Many things which the conferees did
were very good. Far be it from me to
say those things were not good. Some
things in the bill are desirable. In some
fashion the support prices have gone far
too high.

About a year and a half ago when the
new Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Free-
man, took office, he discussed with me
the problem he had in respect to the
price-support level for corn.

I am not one of Mr. Freeman'’s critics.
I believe that Secretary Freeman is an
honest, honorable man who is trying
hard to do a good job. I think he re-
ceives an amazing amount of bad ad-
vice.

Probably he got bad advice from me,
but I advised him not to raise the sup-
port price for corn from $1.06 fo $1.20
a bushel. Subsequently he took other
advice, and he did raise the support price.

He asked me why I was so sure that
he should not do that. I said that there
was one fact it was necessary to con-
stantly bear in mind. I said, “You can-
not suck and blow at the same time; and
when you jump the price of corn in
value from $1.06 to $1.20 and ask the
farmer to reduce his acreage you are try-
ing to suck and blow at the same time;
you are trying to expand acreage by giv-
ing a stimulant to the price and you are
trying to reduce acreage by offering a
premium to the farmers.”

I thought it was a bad thing to do.
I believe that some of the problems we
now experience result from that action.

I say to Senators today that we will not
see an end to this program if we accept
the conference report. We will see the
farmers come back again in 1963 want-
ing more, not less.

As I read the language in the confer-
ence report, price supports could quite
easily drop very substantially in 1964,
but no Senator honestly believes that in
a presidential election year price sup-
ports will be dropped. A way will be
found to bolster them again. Eighty
dollars an acre for irrigated wheatland
in New Mexico will not be quite enough.
It will be necessary to increase it.

This competition will continue until
some day there will be a revolution
against farm price supports, which will
hurt not only those who are asking for
these things, but also farmers who have
been in what I regard to be an extremely
sound and sensible program.

Mr. President, the tobacco program of
our country does not really cost the coun-
try a penny. It is a sound and well-
conducted program. It has been kept
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within limits, and there has been no
great trouble with it.

Some have said that if we do not pass
the bill, we shall have to go back to the
awful bill of 1958. The bill of 1958 was
not too bad. I may be incorrect, but, as
I remember, it would be improper to call
that bill the so-called “Benson” bill of
1958. One of the great movers of the
bill was the able Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], who recognized that a
40-percent cut in rice was too great. He
said that such a cut would be disastrous
and should not be undertaken by the
Congress. He recognized also that the
cuts in cotton were too high. He recog-
nized that many other things of that
nature were in the picture which should
not be there. I know that he, as well as
others, worked in an endeavor to obtain
a good piece of legislation in 1958. That
result was not quite obtained because
controls on feed grains were left out of
the bill. Had they been included, as 1
said to the Senator from Louisiana, a
very, very good piece of legislation would
have resulted. I have commended the
Senator time after time for his unceas-
ing work toward that end.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator re-
members the efforts I put forth to try
to obtain controls in corn. The best we
could obtain was price support at 90 per-
cent of the average for the last 3 years of
the market value of corn, or 65 percent
of parity, whichever was the higher.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. The price, which
amounted to about $1.06, was provided
for uncontrolled production.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is cor-
rect. At least I remember the story as
he remembers it. I remember that he
tried hard to obtain some control on
corn. We cannot have high price sup-
ports with uncontrolled production. The
Senator from Louisiana recognized that
fact.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. In closing, I point
out that I am not trying to criticize the
Senate conferees. I know something of
what they have been up against. I have
been a conferee with Members of the
House of Representatives on agricultural
subjects. I know how hard it is to put
through a good program. But I believe
that if the conference report were to be
rejected and we were to try again to
establish a decent level for certain farm
prices, we would be better off.

In World War I I lived in the Dakotas.
For a short time everyone was rich.
Then nearly every bank closed. In my
little farming community there were six
banks. Five of them closed. One was
kept open by brute strength. That crash
resulted because prices had risen too
high, and then the collapse came.

On coming into the Department of
Agriculture, my first resolution was that
such a calamity would not happen to
farmers after World War II. We do not
need to continue piling these things on.
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Therefore, Mr. President, I shall vote
for the rejection of the conference re-
port in the hope that we may get a pro-
gram more nearly in line with what the
able Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Er-
LENDER] contended for in 1958, and
which would be as sound now as it was
when he submitted it then.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, before the
Senator from New Mexico takes his seat,
I should like to say that the act of 1958,
which decontrolled the planting of corn
and fixed a support price, resulted in a
decrease of 1 million acres in the
planting of corn for grain the second
year of operation, and if the program
had been allowed to operate the third
year, I believe the decrease would have
been more than the one in the second
year. In addition, we are now feeding
and exporting as much corn in this
country as was produced in those 2 de-
controlled years.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. I ask the
Senator from Vermont, if the 1958 bill
was so awful, how could it have passed
the Senate by a vote of 62 to 11? We
thought the bill was pretty good. We
thought the 1958 act was not bad at all,
Yet now we find out that if we do not
take the proposed action, something hor-
rible will happen to us.

I say that we had better take time to
try to pass a good measure and not vote
to provide $100 an acre to an Iowa or an
Indiana corn grower, $80 an acre to a
farmer who produces on irrigated land
in New Mexico, or $45 to a wheat farmer
in Kansas.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr, ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator
from New Mexico, who has probably had
a longer and more intimate connection
with farm legislation than almost any
other Senator, knows that, while it had
certain shortcomings which I admit, on
the whole the act of 1958 was a pretty
good act, if the Secretary and the De-
partment would properly use the discre-
tionary powers contained in that act.
Does the Senator believe that those pow-
ers could be used to better advantage
than they may have been used in the
past?

Mr. ANDERSON. I so believe. I am
not trying to make that as a parti-
san statement, because I criticized Mr.
Benson for raising the price supports as
much as I criticized Mr. Freeman later.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The act could
be used for good or bad.

Mr. ANDERSON. As I said a moment
ago, a bill which passed in the Senate by
a vote of 62 to 11 could not have been
wholly a bad piece of legislation. I be-
lieve that, properly administered, it could
have been a good piece of legislation. I
commended then, as I do now, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana for working for that
measure. If he had succeeded in bring-
ing feed grains under some sort of con-
trol—if .t least corn were brought under
control—we would not have had the
problem we have today. The quicker gve
start clearing the decks and trying once
more to achieve a proper result the bet-
ter off we shall be.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In my judg-
ment, while on occasions the act of 1958
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produced some unsatisfactory results, if
the authority and discretion permitted
under the act had been properly used,
it could be a very effective act for the
benefit of the agricultural economy of
our country.

Mr. ANDERSON.
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yvield 10 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLranpl.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
three men whom I admire most in con-
nection with service to agriculture are
present in the Chamber. They are the
distinguished chairman of our commit-
tee, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErLEnper], the distinguished former
Secretary of Agriculture, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpERSON], and
the distinguished Senator from Vermont
[Mr. A1keEn], who in his time served as
chairman of the committee.

We find those Senators not in accord.
We find Senators who are equally de-
voted to the service of agriculture not
in accord. The question is, What shall
we do under the conditions that con-
front us?

First, in its major aspect, the bill is
limited in its application to the two com-
modities which have been causing the
most trouble, and which I believe will
be dealt with helpfully if the bill is
enacted. That is my only reason for
voting for it.

There are many provisions in the bill
which I do not like. Most Senators
know that my own preference is for a
much freer agricultural market, except
as to tobacco, which was mentioned by
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpeErsoN] a while ago as never having
caused any trouble.

Let us remember that under the act
of 1958 there was no quota system, no
acreage system, no limitation of any kind
upon corn and feed grains.

Under that act a large part of the im-
mense surplus now on hand has been
created. We are only putting our heads
in the sand like the poor ostrich if we
say it is a good thing to continue that
bill in effect and expect that somehow,
by some miracle, the problem as it af-
fects feed grains will solve itself. It
will not.

In connection with wheat, the 55-mil-
lion-acre minimum was left unchanged
by that 1958 bill. That has been the
hurdle which we cannot cross and have
not crossed up until now in connection
with any general legislation applicable
over a period of years to the production
of that important crop. Wheat and corn
and feed grains are the principal offend-
ers. A vast investment has been made
on the part of our Nation in those com-
modities. We have piled up huge sur-
pluses of those commodities, and the
existence of those surpluses is about to
bring an end, in my judgment, to the
whole program. Perhaps that action
would be salutary. But they are the of-
fenders, and they have remained the of-
fenders under the 1958 act, which we
have heard praised. They have con-

I agree with the
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t.irtued to be the offenders under that
act.

Mr. President, with reference to

wheat, we are in a peculiar situation in
that connection, because the referendum
has already been had; the voters at that
referendum have already approved the
extension to the 1963 crop of the provi-
sions of the present law. It is true that
it was by a smaller vote than has been
the case heretofore, but, nevertheless,
they have taken that action. There-
fore, both morally and, I suspect, legally,
we are bound to accept the result of that
referendum and to continue the opera-
tion of that law—except that we have
an opportunity, by offering some induce-
ment for the retirement of some of that
acreage, to limit to some degree the
amount of wheat produced and placed
into surplus storage next year. This
is what is attempted by that provision
in the bill, which is applicable to wheat
for the year 1963.

In the year 1964—and I call special
reference to this point—there is the first
effort made for the year 1964 and there-
after to come to grips with the over-
hanging problem that has resulted from
the fact that 55 million acres has been
and now is the minimum allowed for
wheat production.

In the pending bill there is announced
the principle—and if the bill is passed
it will apply in 1964—that a bushel
quota for the production of wheat shall
be converted into a realistic acreage
allotment designed to result in only the
production of the quota and shall be
applied to each wheat producer, and
that such quota figures will be in accord
with the needs of the Nation at that
time, for our domestic need, for our for-
eign trade, and a reasonable holdover
for the next year.

That is a step of the very greatest
significance. It is a step that must be
taken sometime if we are ever to deal
with this problem. I am distressed to
see that my friends who represent areas
where wheat is produced—though they
recognize that this 55 million acreage
minimum has been one of the greatest
troubles through the years—are not will-
ing to approve this first real attempt
to come to grips with the problem and
to cut the amount of the production of
wheat so as to meet the need for each
year beginning with 1964. Because 1
believe both of these steps are necessary,
a special inducement for next year to
reduce production, and reduced produc-
tion resulting from a new philosophy
and a new apportionment for 1964, I am
supporting the wheat proposal.

With reference to the corn and feed-
grain proposal, we also have a trouble-
some situation.

The 1958 law did not impose any acre-
age limitation or any other sort of
limitation upon the production of corn
and feed grains. We all know what has
happened under the 1958 law. Yet our
friends say that we should keep that law
in effect, and go back to it, because it is
not too bad.

Perhaps it is not too bad, but it has
brought the whole program into such
disrepute that I believe that those who
wish to be realistic must see that the
whole house is about to fall down on their
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heads. The question, therefore, is
whether it is reasonable to allow a situ-
ation which has brought about such a
deplorable status to continue, or whether
it is reasonable to try to move to a better
program. It seems to me that it is very
clear we should attempt to move to a
better program.

Although the corn and feed grain pro-
vision is not all that I would like it to
be, it does move toward a reduced pro-
duction of corn and feed grain. It does
move to solve the problem which over-
hangs the whole agricultural program of
our Nation. That is the second reason
why I support the conference report.

There have been those who have
sought to show the high cost of this pro-
gram in the field of corn and feed grain
production. They have—as they have
had a right to do—relied upon some of
the heaviest production and some of the
heaviest producing acreage in the Na-
tion, in Iowa and Illinois. They have
used the figure of 75 bushels per acre
as the basis for their computation. That
was justifiable. However, I believe it is
necessary for use to lock at the whole
picture before we decide what are the im-
plications so far as the cost of this par-
ticular program is concerned.

I have before me the report of the
Crop Reporting Board of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, covering pro-
duction for 1961 and several prior years
in the field of cormn and feed grains.
Using only the corn production at this
time, which shows for Iowa T4 bushels an
acre—and our friends have used 75
bushels an acre in computing the cost
of the program—it shows, at the same
time, an average national production in
1961 of 61.8 bushels per acre, much the
heaviest that it has ever been. The year
before it was 541, bushels, and the year
before that, it was 44.1 bushels per acre.

It required unusually good crop and
weather conditions to bring about that
average. Yet our friends used 75 bushels
per acre to compute the cost of this pro-
gram, when the average for the Nation
was 61.8, and when there is a very great
area in our Nation where no such figure
even remotely appears as representing
the ability of the soils of that area to
produce corn.

In the whole area which I represent,
in part, beginning with Virginia and
going down to Texas, these are the 1961
figures that are shown: In Virginia, the
figure is 53 bushels per acre. In North
Carolina, it is 48 bushels per acre. In
South Carolina, it is 35 bushels per acre.
In Georgia, it is 35, and in Florida it
is 33. In Tennessee it is 43, and in
Alabama it is 35. In Mississippi it is 39,
and in Arkansas it is 35.5. In Louisiana
it is 37 bushels per acre. In Oklahoma
it is 35. In Texas, it is 30 bushels per
acre. The average is about half of the
75-bushel-per-acre figure used by our
ingenious friends to show what the cost
of this program is likely to be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 5 more min-
utes to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I believe we should
be factual about these things. To be
factual we must look at the whole pro-
duction picture in this Nation. Looking
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at it factually, it is indicated rather con-
clusively that the figure for the produc-
tion is not nearly as much, from the
standpoint of bushelage per acre, as the
figure used, which was 75 bushels per
acre.

The cost of the program is nothing like
what has been stated by our friends,
because they have not used the average
figure. An application of the facts shows
that the cost is much less than anything
that has been discussed on the floor.

As to wheat, I listened with the great-
est respect—because I always listen with
respect to the Senator from New Mex-
ico—to his description of what the cost
of the wheat production in New Mexico
happens to be. This same document
shows, at page 58, the figure for wheat
production; and it shows, instead of 46
bushels per acre, which I am very sure
was produced, as stated by the Senator
from New Mexico, on his irrigated farm
in New Mexico, a national average pro-
duction of 23.9 bushels, or just a little bit
more than half as much per acre as the
fAgure used by my distinguished friend.

So far as New Mexico itself is con-
cerned, the figure here shown for 1961
is only 29 bushels per acre average for
production in that good State. In other
words, the use of the figure as applied to
an irrigated, fertile farm which hap-
pened to produce 46 bushels an acre is
no more representative of the correct fig-
ure, either in New Mexico or generally as
to the whole Nation, than was the case
with respect to the corn figure.

Generally speaking, I think the Presi-
dent knows and Senators know that I
do not like these programs. But I know
where our trouble is coming from. I
know that our trouble is coming from
wheat, corn, and feed grains. When an
effort is really made to cope with those
two problems, I do not like to see the
problem swept under the rug. We must
not forget the fact that those are the
principal commodities which are causing
our trouble. We must have these two
emergency programs for next year.
Everyone knows that. Otherwise a ban-
ner crop next year would pretty well sink
the whole program and start us over
from the very beginning in the whole
agricultural system.

As to what will follow after that, the
problem as it concerns wheat involves
cutting the volume of production and ap-
plying a quota system which will reduce
the volume within reasonable figures.
As to corn and feed grains, what is done
is to change the support price from that
of the present law to 50 to 90 percent.

I do not believe it will be easy for any-
body to sweep aside the 50- to 90-percent
support price next year. We have used
a completely different approach from
what has been used in late years, so far
as price supports are concerned. Price
supports ought to be a floor, as they were
regarded in the Roosevelt days and up
until the time when price supports were
so greatly increased in order to increase
agricultural production for World War
II. Fifty percent is not too far off, so far
as a floor support is concerned. It is a
guarantee, like insurance, against disas-
ters which necessarily occur in agricul-
ture and agricultural production.
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The Senator from Florida will not be
looking forward eagerly to sweeping that
provision from the books next year. To
the contrary, he will be fighting to retain
it if necessary.

So far as the whole act is concerned,
there are many changes made in the
conference report. I shall deal with only
four of them. The first one I have just
mentioned, namely, the reduction in the
cost of feed grains in 1964 and there-
after from the present law’s price support
to a 50- to 90-percent parity support,
although that will make the support
price a floor instead of a ceiling. It has
been a ceiling lately because very few
producers of corn have received the sup-
port price figure unless they happened to
be in exactly the right position to get it.

The second helpful change in the law
is the striking of the provision for the
FHA to make large loans to public units
for the creation of recreational develop-
ments or industrial parks. Those two
items are stricken from the conference
report.

Third, the milk title has been elimi-
nated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Florida has ex-

pired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the Senator
from Florida 5 additional minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
think anyone who read the milk title or
the various other proposals made in that
field realizes that they were not realis-
tic. I remember that distinguished Sen-
ators serving on our committee who rep-
resent the States having the largest milk
production did not like the milk provi-
sions—either those which were suggested
by the Department of Agriculture or
those which were in the bill as it came to
us from the House.

Fourth, an effort was made to make
the Small Watershed Act even more sub-
ject to abuse than it is now—and it is
indeed being abused. An attempt was
made to increase from 5,000 acre-feet to
12,500 acre-feet the size of a lake or a
pond in which water could be impound-
ed for flood prevention purposes. That
provision was stricken, and the report
has restored the 5,000 acre-feet limita-
tion.

Those are only a few of the improve-
ments. There are other improvements,
such as those made in Public Law 480;
in the conservation program; and in t.he
school milk program. I could mention

still others.

I think the good in the bill, especially
the good which will come from the two
critical fields of better control of wheat
and better control of corn and feed
grains, justifies the Senate in approving
the bill. I say that with some reluc-
tance, because, so far as I am concerned,
I should like to have written a far dif-
ferent bill. My associates who sat with
me on the conference know that that is
the case. My other associates, who sat
with me in the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, know likewise. But
the fact remains that we are accom-
plishing something by the bill. Those
who wanted to do nothing but go back
to the 1958 law, which brought on all
of our trouble, or much of our trouble,
are suggesting, in brief, that we allow
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the whole house fall on us, and they
would not try to get out from under it
by trying to strengthen it. I could
never support that approach. It is for
that reason that I support the confer-
ence report.

Mr. President. I yield the floor.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delawdare. Mr.
President, I do not think Congress will
solve the farm problem until we recog-
nize the excessively high support prices
and the excessive production of feed
grains which are engendered by the farm
program. Payments running from $75
to $100 an acre for the retirement of land
are never justified.

In that connection I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp an analysis of the conference
report on the farm bill, together with a
statement of how it will operate and spe-
cific examples of how the payments will
be distributed.

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

ANALYSIS OF THE CONFERENCE REPORT OF THE
Farm BILn

The conference report to be considered by
the Senate has two principal parts as applied
to corn, other feed grains, and wheat: (1) a
so-called emergency program for 1963, and
(2) the program effective In 1964 and there-
after,

The emergency programs are not only
costly but ineffective. The chairman of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, Senator ELLENDER, summarized the in-
efficiency of the emergency wheat program
during the debate on S. 3225 when he said:

“To authorize the temporary program for
2 more years would cost the taxpayers, ac-
cording to the most recent estimate $333
million per year to reduce wheat production
by about 100 million bushels. In other
words, it would cost the Government $3.30
per bushel to curtail production of 100 mil-
lion bushels of wheat per year.”

Administration spokesmen have repeatedly
recognized that the present emergency pro-
grams are too costly. Secretary Freeman has
estimated that a 1-year extension of these
programs would cost $2.4 billion.

In a letter dated June 8, 1962, to Congress-
man CooLEY, the Secretary of Agriculture
summarized the situation by stating on page
2 under a table entitled “Government Cost
of Alternative Programs for 1963 Crops”:

Extension of 1961-62 emergency pro-

grams: In millions
TOBE BrAINANC oo i s e L 81, 200
e e S SR SR e T | ] 1,217
Feed grains and wheat_ __________ 2,417

The Secretary did not take account oi the
compensatory payments in cash or kind for
all farmers who cooperate with this program
(18 cents per bushel for wheat and corn).

Since the compensatory payment is made
for the grain produced on the acres planted
after complying with the minimum require-
ment for reduction, most farmers will plant
all the acres they are allowed to plant and
will reduce acreage only to the minimum
extent (20 percent) necessary to qualify for
the double payment.

The conference raport provides that in
1964 and thereafter the provisions of the
Agricultural Act of 1958 as applied to feed
grains are repealed, and instead, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is given authority to
support the price of corn and other feed
grains at from 50 to 90 percen: of parity at
his discretion.
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THE WHEAT CERTIFICATE PLAN

The proposed wheat certificate plan is not
the domestic parity plan which has been
widely discussed by wheat producers for a
number of years. Under the domestic parity
plan exports would have been treated as a
secondary use of wheat and there would have
been little or no need for export subsidies.
.1e plan in this bill would authorize tho
Secretary of Agriculture to treat exports—
including surplus disposals—as a primary
use of wheat.

Secretary Freeman has estimated that this
would require an expenditure of $430 million
for export subsidies in the 1963 crop year on
top of an expenditure of $608 million for the
export of wheat under Public Law 480. A
system whereby exporters would be required
to buy wheat certificates and then go back
to the CCC for offsetting export subsidies
verges on the ridiculous.

The high price guarantee proposed for
certificate wheat would subsidize the pro-
duction of surplus wheat to be dumped in
the domestic eed market. Thus, the cer-
tificate plan would mean unfair competition
for the producers of feed gralns and depress
prices of livestock, dairy, and pouliy prod-
ucts,

The certificate plan is, in effect, a “bread
tax.” Processors of wheat food products
would be forced to acquire certificates at
face value in proportion to their use of
wheat. Since certificates would be issued on
the basis of past planting history without re-
gard to grade or quality, processors often
would be forced to buy one lot of wheat to
get certificates and then to buy noncertifi-
cate wheat to get the type or grade they
need. In effect, the cost of acquiring cer-
tificates is really a tax on the processing of
wheat into human food. This processing
tax would be passed on to consumers as a
tax on the consumption of bread and other
wheat food products.

NO NEW FARM LEGISLATION

If no new legislation is enacted—

1. Expiration of the present programs will
result in a saving of almost £1.3 billion in
direct payments to farmers and additional
administrative expenses as follows:
Estimated direct cost of 1962 feed grain and

wheat program payments to farmers
[In millions of dollars]

Corn and grain sorghums._..________ 863.8

Barley.. T L 41.9

G e et s ) 333.6

s ] e i S s T R 1,229.3

Additional administrative expenses_ 48.0
Total, including administra-

tive expenses....._._.______ 1,277.3

2. Substantial additional savings would be
realized by discontinuing the present policy
of selling grain at market prices to finance
land retirement payments and replacing it
with new CCC takeovers at a higher price.

Under the 1961 feed grain program, the
CCC sold 603 million bushels of corn at an
average price of $1.02 per bushel. A total
of 658 milllon bushels of 1961 corn was
placed under price-support loans and pur-
chase agreement. Thus, there Is a good
chance that all of the corn sold under the
1961 program will be replaced with new
takeovers at a support price of $1.20 per
bushel. If so, the direct cost of this manip-
ulation to hold market prices below sup-
port will be $109 million. Additional losses
were incurred by selling grain sorghums for
less than the support price.

‘We are now consuming and exporting more
corn than we have ever produced in a single
year, including the years 1959 and 1960 in
which corn was supported without any limi-
tation on production under the 1958 act.

3. The wheat program would be based on
the 1938 law on acreage and the 1949 law on
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price supports. The support price would
remain at 76 percent of parity ($1.82 per
bushel) as already accepted by farmers in
the August referendum on marketing quotas,
In comparison with the support price of
$2 per bushel now in effect under the emer-
gency programs, this would meau a saving
of 18 cents on every bushel of wheat exported.
At the 1961-62 level of exports (710 million
bushels) such a reduction in export subsidy
costs would result in a saving of $128 million.
EXAMPLE OF PAYMENTS INVOLVED UNDER H.R.

12391, THE FARM BILL, AS REPORTED BY THE

CONFEREES

An example of a corn farm

Acreage allotment, 100 acres; yield per acre,
75 bushels. The bill under consideration
provides 18 cents per bushel for the normal
yield times 80 percent of the acreage allot-
ment, which would be calculated as follows:
75 bushels times 18 cents equals $13.50 per
acre—times B0 acres equals $1,080.

In addition to this compensatory payment,
this producer would be eligible to receive a
land diversion payment calculated at 60 cents
per bushel times his yleld. Thus, the follow-
ing results: 75 bushels times 60 cents equals
$46—times 20 acres equals $900.

To recapitulate: $1,080 compensatory pay-
ment plus $900 land diversion payment
equals $1,980 for a typical farm in Iowa re-
ducing its corn acreage 20 percent below its
allotment. On an acre basis, this is equal
to $99 per acre. In addition to this fabulous
payment, he would be eligible to receive price
support on his total production of corn on
the 80 acres at $1.02 per bushel.

An erxample of a wheat farm

Acre allotment, 100 acres; 25-bushel yleld
per acre. The calculation would be as fol-
lows: 18 cents times 25 bushels equals $4.50
per acre—times 80 acres equals $360.

Land diversion payments would be calcu-
lated on the basis of 50 percent of the target
p:ice support times the established yield,
thus: 25 bushels per acre times $1 per bushel
equals $25 per acre—times 20 acres equals
$500. Adding the $500 to the $360 gives a
total of $860, or a cost of $43 per acre.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, I yield 5
minutes to the senior Senator from Ohio.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr, President, I shall
vote against the report for six reasons.

First. The bill will increase the cost to
consumers for the food they buy.

Second. The bill is estimated to be
twice the cost of the subsidy for this
year's program, thus lifting the subsidy
expenditure approximately $900 million.

Third, the provisions of the bill give
discretionary power to the Secretary of
Agriculture far in excess of any power
ever before granted to the Secretary.

Fourth. The provisions covering the
1964 agricultural program will impose
Government regulation and controls on
the farmer in such great measure as to be
completely inconsistent with the freedom
which should be the possession of every
American.

Fifth. Admittedly the program created
by the bill is not adequate, as is evidenced
by the statement that in 1963 a new pro-
gram will be submitted to Congress by
the Secretary of Agriculture.

Sixth. There has been pending before
Congress for the last several years a
sound proposal to expand the conserva-
tion reserve under voluntary compliance
by farmers of the United States to an
acreage that will remove from produc-
tion food and feed grains in a quantity to
bring the production into some measure
of conformity with consumption. The
provisions of this foregoing pending bill,
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in my opinion, should be given at least a
trial.

It is argued that although the bill in
1963 will cost at least $900 million more
than the program for this year, it will
have no ultimate impact on the price that
the consumer must pay for the farm
products he buys.

This increased expenditure demon-
strates that the inevitable result must
be an increased price to the consumer.

I have said that the conference re-
port would give the Secretary of Agri-
culture discretionary power far in excess
of any power heretofore granted him,
On this point, I am becoming more and
more apprehensive about the abdication
of power by the Congress and the sur-
render of such power to the administra-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded the Senator from Ohio has
expired.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may I
have 2 more minutes?

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield 2
more minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 2
more minutes.

Mr. LAUSCHE, I thank the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr, President, regardless of the good-
ness of the Secretary of Agriculture, re-
gardless of how high minded he may be,
I do not wish to give him powers so ex-
tensive that, if abused, they could result
in violation of the very concepts of our
system of government.

What about the cost of this program?
The Ohio farmer produces about 75
bushels an acre. Let us assume he has
100 acres of corn-producing land, and let
us assume that he takes 20 of them out
of production. Twenty times 75 bushels
would be 1,500 bushels; and for those
1,500 bushels he would receive 51 cents a
bushel, which would be $765. Then he
would receive an additional 18 cents a
bushel on the production from the other
80 acres. I have calculated the total
amount he would receive. For every acre
that he would take out of production, he
would receive approximately $93. I can-
not afford to let the citizens of Ohio say
that I subscribed to a program that told
the farmer, “Take out of production one
acre of your corn-producing land, and
the Government will pay you $93 for it,”
therefore, Mr. President, I will vote
against adoption of the conference re-
port,

Mr. President, I yield the floor,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the pleasure of the Senate? Does the
Senator from Vermont desire to yield
time?

Mr. AIEKEN. Three Senators have
asked me to yield time to them, but
none of them is present at the moment.
Of course, I could not possibly give all
of them the last 10 minutes under my
control. Furthermore, I do not know
where they are now; and if I were to
yvield time to Senators who have not
requested time, there would be none left
for those who have requested time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the Senator
f:a.tl'lu; Vermont like to have a quorum
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Mr, ATKEN. Yes, if the time required
for it is charged to the time under the
control of the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a guorum; and the time required
for it will have to be taken from the
time available for Senators who have
not yet spoken and are not now in the

I have no objec-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time required for the
quorum call will be charged equally to
both sides.

The absence of a quorum has been
suﬁgesbed, and the clerk will call the
o

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to dispense with
tml'lther proceedings under the quorum
call.

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

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I yield 15
minutes to the senior Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. MunpT].

The PRESIDIVG OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, at the
outset, let me say that I think the proper
course for the Senate to follow with re-
spect to the conference report is to reject
it, and then for the Congress fo pass a
simple extension of existing farm legis-
lation to cover the crop year of 1963.
That would give Congress a year in which
to continue to protect the farmers’ in-
terests, as was done during the current
crop year. It would give us an opportu-
nity in the Congress next year to give
due consideration to constructive and
enduring farm legislation.

By the device employed in the legisla-
tion as approved by the conference com-
mittee, however, we find the farmers
confronted with the situation that the
price they are asked to pay for a con-
tinuation of approximately the same pro-
gram we had in 1962 for the crop year of
1963 is to buy a program for 1964 which
begins to spell ruin for American agricul-
ture so far as corn, small grains, and
livestock areas are concerned.

So, by rejecting the conference report
and passing a concurrent resolution, in
joint action of the two Houses, extending
the existing program for 12 months, we
would be protecting the farm program of
America, safeguarding the income of the
American farmer, and making modest
but important inroads on the problem
of surpluses, without compelling the
farmer to buy now a cat-in-the-bag pro-
gram which will be triggered off with the
crop year of 1964, and one which would
provide him with a system of sharply
reduced price supports, which would
jeopardize not only the corn and feed
grain industry, but also the livestock
industry.

FREEMAN'S FLEXIBLE FARM FORMULA

In my opinion, the legislation now be-
fore the Senate should be known as Free-
man’s Flexible Farm Formula and one
which is completely inadequate to meet
our farm problems. I would call it a
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four-F program. I would designate it
such because, in the “F,” it fails to meet
the problems of the present. It does not
in any way face the problem now con-
fronting the farmer, who is actually re-
ceiving an average parity price for his
crops less than he was getting a year
ago or 2 years ago.

In the second place, it fails to pro-
vide for adequate net farm income.

In the third place, it fails to protect
the taxpayers’ interest, because even the
advocates of the bill say that it will
cost more, rather than less, so far as the
general taxpayer is concerned.

In the fourth place, it fails to set up
a program for putting farm income back
into the supply-and-demand balance
necessary for an enduring farm pros-
perity.

So, on all four counts, the program
fails. That is why I say it is a four-F
program.

This program would cost more and
provide less for American agriculture
than any single program I have seen
presented by a legislative committee to
the Congress of the United States. Not
only does Freeman’s Flexible Farm For-
mula out-Benson Benson by supplying a
system of flexible price supports as a
substitute for a system of firm price
supports, which has served the American
farmers well over a considerable period
of time; but in addition to substituting
flexible price supports for firm price sup-
ports, it fies flexible price supports to
a downbeat by anchoring them to a for-
mula which necessarily requires the De-
partment of Agriculture to flex the price
supports of American farmers downward,
and never upward. By demanding that
the Secretary of Agriculture fix his price
support levels, under this new flexible
formula which would be initiated with
the 1964 crops, by making him attach
that price support formula to the amount
of the surplus which is stored in Com-
modity Credit storage, we necessarily
mandate him to fix the price supports at
a lower level. Thus in operation this
proposal out-Bensons Benson by estab-
lishing a flexible price support formula
which can move or flex farm prices only
one way—downward.

With regard to corn, we are told that
in 1964 the program would mean 80 cent
corn. Since, under the basic agricul-
tural law, price supports for all feed
grains are related to the price support
for corn, it means that all of them will
be sharply decreased. The inevitable
result would be an abundance, a surplus,
of cheap feed for livestock. Every farm-
er, every student of agriculture, knows
what would result from that type of
formula. It would mean an artificial
stimulant to the livestock production in-
dustry. It would mean the development
of a surplus, an overproduction of live-
stock. It would mean a sharp reduction
in the price the livestock producer re-
ceives for his livestock, and create a new
problem by developing a livestock farm
problem, in addition to failing to cure
the old problem, which is the problem
confronting the producer of wheat, corn,
and feed grains.

Mr. President, this is indeed a sorry
day for American farmers. We are told
that, when we start out in the 1964 pro-
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gram, not only will corn prices drop to
80 cents, but that wheat in the open
market will drop to 92 cents a bushel,
because of its mandatory relationship
to the corn price, except for that element
of wheat which is sold under the certifi-
cate program at a guaranteed price.
This provides us with a ruinous price for
much of our wheat as well as for all of
our corn.

Among my many other disappoint-
ments with this bill, I think the greatest
is that the action of the House, with
the concurrence of the conference com-
mittee, has stricken from the bill the
single most important, constructive title
as it passed the Senate. When the bill
passed the Senate it contained title V.
Title V was stricken from the bill in the
conference, at the insistence of the House
conferees.

What did title V provide? Title V pro-
vided, at long last, that the Congress of
the United States would do something
enduring, something permanent, some-
thing positive, something constructive
and economically sound to face up to
the farm problem, which grows solely
out of the fact that supply and demand
are out of balance.

Title V provided for a crash program
to finally get America going on a pro-
gram to utilize industrially its gigantic
farm surpluses, which started with the
war era and continue even to now. It
provided for a crash program to use
industrially the surpluses from American
farms.

Ever since we have had a farm prob-
lem we have been tinkering with one lit-
tle end of the supply-and-demand
formula.

It is a pretty short formula. It has
only two ends. It has only three words.
We have looked at it with only one eye.

Still, though we have spent billions of
dollars and nobody knows how many
hundreds of thousands of man-hours in
working up programs solely devoted to
the supply end of the supply-and-demand
formula, we have not achieved an
answer.

The Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, with the Senate conecur-
ring, by writing title V of the bill, said,
“Let us pay a little attention to the other
end of the formula. After all these
vears, after having spent billions of
dollars, and after having failed to solve
the farm problem by working on the
supply end, let us open up the other eye
and see what we can do with regard to
the demand end of the formula. Let
us see, if we devote a little more time
and exercise perhaps a little ingenuity,
if perhaps we can do something with
regard to the demand end of the for-
mula to provide a more sound economic
base for American agriculture.”

We wrote that title into the bill. It
was the result of an amendment which
I personally introduced. The Senate re-
inforced it by passing the appropriation
bill for the Department of Agriculture—
which we reaffirmed by an overwhelm-
ing yea-and-nay vote yesterday—and
provided $25 million for an operation to
try to do something specific in spinning
out and operating an industrial utiliza-
tion program for farm products. The
House also rejected that.

September 25

I think the conference report should
be rejected. I think we should insist
upon a simple continuation of the pres-
ent farm program, and I think we should
insist that the Senate’s constructive ap-
proach, attempting to do something with
regard to the demand end of the supply-
and-demand formula, should be incorpo-
rated into any final farm legislation,
even if it postpones the adjournment of
the Congress another week or another
2 weeks.

The studies which have been engaged
in by commissions created by the Con-
gress have developed evidence replete
with information showing that the
know-how is available to utilize farm
products industrially, through synthetics,
through commercial use, through fabri-
cation of industrial products from the
products raised on American farms.

If the Senate retreats from that sound
economic position, as it would retreat if
it approved the conference report, which
would take title V out of the bill, it would
not only destroy the single, permanent,
positive, constructive, sound, realistic,
economic solution to the farm problem,
but also would accept instead a program
of flexible price supports which cannot
help but reduce American farm income.

Mr. President, Senators have received
reports from the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development. Those who come
from the Farm Belt have looked aghast
at such reports because they have called
for the elimination of farm programs,
for the elimination of price supports, for
the creation of a purely free and open
market for American agriculture, to
work, as it would have to work, as a little
island in a sea of fixed aspects of an
economy, each of which, in its own way,
contributes to extra cost required to be
paid by a farmer in operating his farm.

Insofar as the corn program and the
program for feed grains is concerned, if
we approve the conference report there
will indeed be rejoicing and blowing of
trumpets and the sound of victorious
laughter in the headquarters of the
Committee for Economic Development
because we will be aceepting their pro-
gram by our votes while condemning
it with our voices.

Mr. President, insofar as the program
of flexing farm prices downward is con-
cerned, as would be provided starting
with 1964 under the conference report,
the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment will have scored a tremendous vic-
tory. It will have sold an utterly un-
economic and unworkable concept of
farm price supports, flexing only down-
ward, such as the CED has recommended
in its report.

I do not know of a single farm orga-
nization which is willing fo endorse or
embrace the recommendation made by
the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment. All have united in condemning
what they have said in their booklet,
but now we are asked to accept in a
conference report the same proposals.
If we pull farm price supports out from
under farm products, if we say we are
going to flex them down as low as 50
percent and then set in motion a formula
requiring the farmers to flex downward
further because of the tie fo surpluses
of the Commodity Credit Corporation,
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we shall be driving a knife into the back
of a sound, economic farm program in
America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. MUNDT. I predict that if the
conference report is adopted, Senators
who come from the South who may vote
for it will rue the day, because the same
demands will then be made in respect to
cotton, tobacco, sugar, rice, and other
products. By endangering a workable
farm program for northern crops they
will be jeopardizing a continuation of
useful programs for the crops produced

only in the South. Ihope the conference
report is rejected.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. MacNusoN].

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, 1963—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
submit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 12711) making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and
for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be read for the information
to the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of Sept. 18, 1962, pp. 19699-
19703, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the report?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, may I ask
something of the nature of the report?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was about to ex-
plain it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
controlling item in the further confer-
ence was amendment No. 7, the research
item for civil defense in the Department
of Defense. The House had provided
$10 million for research, and the Sen-
ate had provided $93,800,000 for shelter,
research and development, and construc-
tion.

The agreement reached by the confer-
ees provides $38 million under the head-
ing of “Research,” with additional lan-
guage to allow the surveying and
marking program to continue.

I understand that there may be funds
available for some stocking of the shel-
ters, perhaps on a study or research
basis.

The other amendments in disagree-
ment, amendments Nos. 8 and 119, in-
volved the modification of shelters, and
the Senate conferees receded, in line with
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the previous denial of fallout shelters in
the construction of Federal buildings.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I have heard the Sen-
ator’s explanation of the report. Would
the amount allowed for marking and
identification permit the program to be
completed?

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would permit the
program to be completed. Since we dis-
cussed the bill we have learned that
there is a carryover of some $35 million.
The total would add up to about what
the Senate provided.

Mr. JAVITS. With the amount avail-
able, can the identification and marking
be completed?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That can be com-
pleted. The Senate conferees insisted
on that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time yielded to the Senator from Wash-
ington has expired.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield the Senator 1 more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may proceed for 1 additional
minute.

Mr, JAVITS. The real cut comes in
the fact that there cannot be much
stocking of the marked and identified
shelters.

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; but once the
program is completed it will be possible
for the agency to come to the Congress
again, and we can discuss that question.
This amount will permit the agency to
proceed in the manner suggested.

Mr. JAVITS. There is no under-
standing that they may not come in and
request a supplemental amount?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No.

Mr, JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington
how much smaller is the amount pres-
ently contemplated than the amount
which was in the Senate bill?

Mr. MAGNUSON. About $60 million.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. That is a sub-
stantial saving to the taxpayers.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amount is
more than $370 million below the budget
estimate.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. That is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Considerably more
than $370 million below the budget es-
timate.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I have no objection.

Mr. HUMPHREY subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today the Senate
took final action on the conference report
on the independent offices appropriation
bill. Just before the vote on that bill
was taken, I had to leave the Chamber,
to step to the telephone. I wish to state
for the record, in connection with that
measure, that the independent offices ap-
propriation bill provides approximately
$38 miillion for the civil defense program.
I wish the record to show clearly that I
have studied this program very care-
fully, as a member of the Appropriations
Committee and as one interested in the
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civil defense program and I find this
sum inadequate, even though it is the
best we could obtain from the confer-
ence committee.

If the administration finds, after the
first of the year, this sum to be inade-
quate, I hope the administration will not
hesitate to appeal to Congress and to pre-
sent to Congress any necessary supple-
mental request.

Next I wish the record to show that,
although the conference report permits
the agency to complete the survey as-
po:ts of the program on shelters, I
think it should be made crystal clear
that although 95 percent of the survey
is complete, the stocking program for
the shelters is only 60 percent complete
at the present time. Surely we should
not leave that program 40 percent in-
complete and, therefore, ineffective. If
60 percent of the shelters are to be prop-
erly stocked, then the rest of the people
of the country are entitled to have the
same kind of protection.

I hope the agency will look upon this
appropriation as a means of being able
to eontinue not only its survey program,
but also its stocking program.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield at this
point?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. When the Senator from
Minnesota was out of the Chamber, as
he has said, the vote on conference re-
port on this appropriation bill was taken.
I should like to join the Senator from
Minnesota in his statement. He has
been one of the most ardent friends of
an adequate civil defense program.
When he was out of the Chamber, I tried
to safeguard his rights.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand. But
the vote came quickly on the question
of agreeing to the conference report on
the overall appropriation bill.

Mr. JAVITS. It certainly did.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not wish this
occasion to pass without having the
record show what we intended and
;vhat the appropriation really means in

act.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Min-
nesota is the deputy majority leader;
and, therefore, he can be very helpful in
this connection. As a result of the state-
ment by the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Magnuson], the record is clear,
that there is no commitment with respect
to a supplemental request. So the door
is open; and what happens now can be
helped very much by the influence of the
Senator from Minnesota.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
MacnNusoN] made clear that about all
they can do is determine the location of
the shelters, and that there is really
little or no money for stocking them;
and that with the funds now appropri-
ated, about all they can do is mark and
locate the shelters.

So the Senator from Minnesota can
be of great help. I am a member of the
Appropriations Committee, and I shall
endeavor to do likewise. However, the
Senator from Washington made very
clear that there is no commitment in
;xieg.ard to a supplemental appropriation
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Mr. HUMPHREY. And there is no
mandate that all the shelters are to be
stocked. But I say that if 60 percent
of them are to be stocked, then it would
be almost inhumane and beyond reason
to refuse to permit the other 40 percent
to be stocked.

So we must depend on the administra-
tion—if it finds that the amount we have
appropriated is inadequate—to send to
Congress a supplemental request for
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funds with which to finish the job; and
I shall be one who will push for such

a supplemental appropriation.

Mr. JAVITS. I join the Senator from
Minnesota, and identify myself with his

views and with his request.
Mr. HUMPHREY

. I thank the Sen-

ator from New York very much.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the conference report be

agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-

ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point a statement
showing action on the bill.

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

Comparative stalement of approprialions for 1962 and estimales and action taken on ilems in the Will for 1963

TITLE I
Item Appropriations,| Budget esti- House bhill Benate bill Confe
1962 mates, 1963 action
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE COUNCIL
Balaries and T T A e e A (e RS s e i S e $545, 000 $530, 000 $530, 000 530, 000 £530, 000
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PLANNING
'Pklariesmu and expenses. 25, 000, 000 g,%.% 4, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 5, 000, 000
Civil dﬁiensa and defense mobilization functions of Federal i e 5, 000, 000 (6, 876, 000) 5, 000, 000 4,000, 000 5, 000, 000
Federal eontrib 22, 000, 000
Emergency supplies and equij 30, 050, 000
R h devel 2,000, 000
Constructlon of facilities 2, 500, 000
Total, Office of Emergency Pl i vt 86, 550, 000 11, 000, 000 8, 000, 000 9. 000, 000 10, 000, 000
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
Balaries and expenses.. .. & 850, 000 700, 000 850, 000 750, 000
Total, Executive Office of the Presidi 87, 005, 000 12, 380, 000 10, 230, 000 10, 380, 000 11, 250, 000
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Disaster relief. e e e i T A o e s Sy i AR 46,000,000 |____._. o
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Civil del’mse. Depnrtment of Defense:
Operati i 126, 245, 000 65, 000, 000 91, 200, 000 75, 000, 000
Shelter, reaearch and development, and constructl 568, 75, 000 i B 13, 800, 000 o
2] MEent, amn 0T LN e —— LU L S —
Civil defense, Depnrtmmto]g 207, 600, 000 5
Total, civil defense, Department of Defi ot 207, 600, 000 695, 000, 000 75, 000, 000 185, 000, 000 113, 000, 000
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
Public Health Service: Civil defense medical stockpile activities. 13, 000, 000 41, 445, 000 &, 500, 000 8, 500, 000 7,000, 000
INDEFENDENT OFFICES
CIVIL AERONAUTICS ROARD
Balaries and et 8, 900, 000 9, 500, 000 8, 000, 000 9, 400, 000 9, 150, 000
Payments to air carriers (ligquidation of contract uuthorizaﬂon) 78.2&] 000 3! G578, 000 71, 900, 000 » 228, 000 79, 564, 000
Taotal, Civil Aeronautics Board 87, 150, 000 94, 478, 000 80, 800, 000 06, 628, 000 88, 714, 000
QVIL SERVICE COMMISSION
Salaries and 21, 349, 000 8,915, 21, 349, 000 196, 21, 349, 000
Trust (3, 276,000) e er e - (8, 158,000 | o oo
of U.B. dﬂnens for employment by international organizations_______________ 430, 512, 430, 000 430, 430, 000
under 2, 248, 000 2,113, 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000
Payment to eivil mn'im retirement and disability fund 44, 637, 000 41,959, 000
Government payment for annuitants, employees health benefits fund. oo 4, 500, 5,400, 000 3, 000, 000 5, 400, 000 4, 200, 000
Government contribution, Retired employees health benefits fund 18, 000, 000 9, 200, 8, 000, 000 8, 000, 000 8, 000,
Administrative expenses, ployees insurance fund (Hmitation) (260, 000 (285, (255, 000) (255, 000) (255, 000)
Total, Civil 8ervice Commission ... oo emecemaae b €2, 164, 000 36, 140, 000 76, 738, 000 34, 026, 000 35, 979, 000
FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY
Operations.___. 434, 300, 492, 500, 000 463, 400, 000 488, 400, 000 480,000, 000
Facilities and eqnip 120, 000, 000 135, 000, 000 120, 000, 000 130, 000, 000 125, 000, 000
Gran for airport (ﬂqnldacm of contract authorization) B 70, 000, 20,000, 000 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000
Gnnta-m-ald s Ll LN T T e N S 150, 000, 000 75,000, 000 75, 000, 000 75, 000, 000 75,000, 000
R h and devel 60, 000, 50, 000, 000 35, 000, 000 35, 000, 000 35, 000, 000
Operation and main Washi National Airport. . 3,225, 3, 725,000 3,225, 000 3, 725,000 3, 475,000
Operation and mlllll:anlnm, Dulles International Airport 1, 975, 000 3, 675, 000 3, 000, 000 3, 500, 000 3, 250,000
Constraction, Washi National A 4, 200, 000 2, 500, 000 2, 000, 000 2,000, 000 2, 000, 000
Gnmttuetimmddwe ment, additional Washington airport. - 100, 000 3, 400,000 3,000, 000 3, 400, 000 3, 200, 000
Civil supersonic aircraft develop 1, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 20, 000, 000
Total, Federal Aviation Agency . - oo e e 874, 800, 000 810, 500, 000 729, 625, 000 786, 025, 000 766, 925, 000
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Balaries and expenses. SR 12, 525, 000 14, 617, 000 14, 355, 000 14, 617, 000 14, 486, 000
FEDERAL POWEE COMMISSION
Salaries and exps 8,793, 000 11, 100, 000 0, 946, 500 11, 100, 000 10, 700, 000
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
Salaries and expenses. _ . 10, 345, 000 11, 845, 000 10, 720, 000 11, 845, 000 11, 282, 500
GENEEAL ACCOTNTING OFFICE
Balaries and expenses._ . 43, 000, 000 43, 900, 000 43, 900, 000 43, 900, 000 43, 900, 000
GENEERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Operating expenses, Public Buildin, 175, 120, 000 187, 400, 000 175, 000, 000 187, 400, 000 181, 200, 000
Repalr and improvt vement of publio bul I&olm,mm 65, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 65,000,000 | 65,000, 000
Construction, public b 948,500 | 100,687,000 | 155,325, 000 193, 066, 000 m,ﬁom
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Comparative statement of appropriations for 1962 and estimates and action taken on items in the bill for 1963—Continued
TITLE I—Continued
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Item Appropriations,| Budget estl- House bill Senate bill Conference
1962 mates, 1963 action
GENERAL SERVICE ADMINISTRATION—continued
Sites and expenses, public buildings projects. ... .o oo $25, 000, 000 $22, 000, 000 $18, 500, 000 $20, 354, 000 $27, 500, 000
Psdymen publie Luﬂdmnpumhua contracts 5, 200, 000 5, 440, 000 5,440, 000 5, 440, 000 5, 440, 000
Additd court facilities A 4, 500, 000 9, 000, 000 8, 500, 000 8, 500, 000 8, 500, 000
Operaﬂngexpenma. Foders) Bapply Borvlon. oo oooiioiii s T e é%% 42, 683, 000 40, 000, 000 41, 000, 000 40, 500, 000
Exponsas S0 pl distribution 90, 874, 00 [ e T A L s e e SR
General supply fund.. i 13, 500, 000 17, 000, 000 0, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 13, 500, 000
omtiug expenses, Utilization and Disposal Service (1 e RS, PR (8, 800, 000) (8, 500, 000) (8, 500, 000) (8, 500, 000)
Operating expenses, National Arl:himand Records Servico.. 14, 000, 000 14, 500, , 050, 000 , 000, 14, 000, 000
Operating e:mm. Transportation and Communications Service. 4, 435, 037, 000 4, 007, 000 4, 037, 000
Btrstegic and critical materials 40, 000, 000 000, v
Proceeds of sales 5 (18, 000, 000) (18, 000, 000) (18, 000, 000)
Balaries and expenses, Office of Administrator. 260. 000 1, 850, 000 1, 320, 1, 320, 000 1, 350, 000
Allowances and o facilities for former President 200, 000 0, 000 320, 000 320, 000 320, 000
Administrative operations fund (limitation)___ (14, 560, 450) (12, 131, 000) (11, 100, 000) (12, 000, 000) (11, 400, 000)
Construction, Federal Office Bu[ldl No. 7, hington, D.C___ 700. 000 =
Acquisition of land and building, C 2, 715, 000
Hospital E&eiliues in the District of Columbia 3, 000, 000
O ses, transportation and public utilities services. - oo oo 2, 400. 000
Expenses, Federal telacommunjcatlu 8.0, 000
‘Working capital fund 100. 000
Total, General Services Administration 502, 489, £00 697, 815, 000 495, 582, 000 566, 527, 000 542, 362, 00
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY
Office of the Administrator:
Salaries and e 13, 060, 000 15, 720, 000 14, 500, 000 14, 500, 000 14, 500, 000
Urban planning grants 17,100, 000 20,000, 000 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000
Urban studies and housing research 5, 000 1, 450, 000 375,000 375,000 375, 000
P B e 42,500,000 100,000 [ 32,500,000 | 32,500,000 | 32,500,000
Contract authorization replaced in bill by appropriation (9, 167 :
Borrowing aathorlmthn replaced in bill by appropriation_________ | . £3, 600,
Open-waee land grants. = 35, 000, 000 430, 15, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 15, 000, 000
Low income demonstration gran
Appropriation. oo e 2, 000, 000 1, 250, 000 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000
Contract authorization mphced in bill by appropriation. S (1, 770,000)|. . . S Wl bl ol
Public works lnmzlng ...... 8, 000, 000 13, 000, 000 12, 000, 000 12, 000, 000 12, 000, 000
Urban rene uldnuonol’ tract auth ) 200, 000, 000 330, 000, 000 300, 000, 000 800, 000, 000 300, 000, 000
Housing for the elderly 60, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 45, 000, 000 45, 000, 000 45, 000, 000
Total, Office of the Administrator. 378, 025, 000 406, 950, 000 440, 375, 000 440, 375, 000 440, 375, 000
HBM S At e 165, 000, 000 185, 000, 180, 000, 000 180, 000, 000 180, 000, 000
‘Administrative exp A e SRR e ) 968, 14,750,000 [ 14,359,000 14, 359, 000 14, 359, 000
Total, Public Housing Administration 178, 968, 000 199, 750, 000 194, 359, 000 164, 359, 000 104, 359, 000
Total, Housing and Home FInance AgeNCY .- ..-cc-uemieoomssciiommeannsaammmsnaacannn 550, 993, 000 696, 700, 000 634, 734, 000 634, 734, 000 634, 734, 000
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION
Balaries and ex 22,075, 000 23, 200, 000 22, 187, 500 23, 025, 000 22, 606, 000
Payment of loan t 14, 700, 000
Total, Interstate Commerce Commission 36, 775, 000 23, 200, 000 22, 187, 500 23, 025, 000 22, 606, 000
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
Research, developmant.andopmﬂm 1,302, 500,000 | 2,968,278 000 | 2,877,878,000 | 2 917,878,000 | 2, 897,878, 000
Construetion of facilities 316, 000, 000 818, 998, 000 766, 237, 000 786, 237, 000 776, 237, 000
Balaries and ex 206, 750, 000
Total, National Aeronautics and Space Administrati 1, 825,250,000 | 3,787,276,000 | 3,644,115,000 | 3,704,115,000 ( 3, 674, 115,000
NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY
Operation and maint of propertles 40, 000 40, 000 [ AL M PR S —. 40, 000
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Salaries and exp 203, 250, 000 338, 000, 000 310, 000, 000 335, 000, 000 322, 500, 000
RENEGOTIATION ROARD
Ealarles and expenses. .. 2, 900, 000 2, 500, 000 2, 450, 000 2, 450, 000 2, 450, 000
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Balaries and exp 11, 412, 500 12, 800, 600 12, 800, 000 12, 800, 000 12, 800, 000
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
Salaries and exp 37, 085, 000 38, 173, 000 37, 085, 000 37, 585, 000 37, 585, 000
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION
CGeneral operating expenses_.....__ 161, 773, 000 157, 669, 000 157, 669, 000 157, 669, 000 157, 669, 000
Medical administration and miscellancous operating 43, 876, 500 772, 13, 772, 13, 772, 000 13, 772, 000
Medieal and prosthotieresearedl L e misieen o e S0E TONE 28, 000, 000 28, 000, 33, 000, 000 30, 500, 000
Medical care...__.. 989, 371, 000 %mﬁ% 1,017, 892,000 | 1,017,802,000 | 1,017, 892, 000
Vi T e s o N D TS T N LA G IS ) R T ] T (et WA e RN il i
Com tion and 3, 500, 000, 000 3, 832,000,000 | 3,832, 000,000 | 3,832, 000,000
e B s Game| LEim) mam
Veterans in
Grants to the Republlc of tha P!lltl 1, 000, 000 500, 000 500, 000 500, 000 500,
Construction of hos 76, 250, 000 75, 500, 000 75, 500, 000 500, 000 77, 000, 000
Loan mrnnboemvo]\ﬂ.nz on on obﬂmﬂm} (235, 871, 000) (229, 545, 000) (£20, 545, 000) (220, 545, 099) (220, 645, 000)
Total, Veterans’ Adiminist 4,801, 470, 500 | 5. 248,833,000 | 5, 248 833,000 | 5 256,833,000 | 5, 252,833, 000
Total, definite appropriations 0, 700,137, 500 | 12, 537, 042,000 | 11,474, 641,000 | 11,775, 090,000 | 11,605, 202, 100
Total, p ds of sales v 3, 935, 000 B, 800, 000 26, 500, 000 26, 500, 000 26, 500, 000
Total, title I. 9, 704, 072, 500 mmmm 11, 501, 141, 000 | 11,801, 500, 000 | 11,631, 792, 100
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[Limitations on amounts of corporate funds to be expended]
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Administrative and nonadminisirative expenses

TITLE II—CORPORATIONS
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C tion or agency Appropriations,| Budget esti- House bill Benate bill Conference
SEDOR 1962 mates, 1963 action
Federal Home Loan Bank Board:
Administrative expenses. (#1, 865, 000) (#2, 075, 000) ($2, 000, 000) (#2, 075, 000/ (#2, 057, 600)
Nonadministrative ex - (10, 866, 000) (11, 800, 000 (11, 600, 000) (H, 50&. 000 i1, 600,
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation._..... (965, 000) (1, 200, 000 1,080, 000; ({1, 200, 00G (1, 140,0
General Services Administration: Reconstruction Finance Corporation llquldation fund... (42, (25,000 (25, 000 (25, 000) (25, 000)
Housing and Home Finance Agency:
College h loans o 2 (S.M,EX)O; (1, 500, GO) (1, 800, GO’ (1, 800, DDO% (1, 800, 000)
Public facility loans _____ AR e e (1, 050, 000 (1, 850, 000) (1, 100, 000) (1, 200, 000, (1, 150, 000)
Housing for the = éﬁ!!, 500 (1, 000, 000 é?u, DOO; 850, 000 E?S&‘ 000}
Reva]vlmt Iund lli uldnting rOfTams) i St 145, 000 (145, 000 144, 000 145, 000 145, 000
Federal National laf ,{)ssomauon __________ e s e (8, 000, 000 (8, 760, 000 (8, 250, 000) (8, 250, 000) (8, 250, 000)
Federal Housing &dminlstratlon
Administrative expenses__________ ... 2 i i (9, 800, 000) (10, 800, 000) (9, 500, 000) (10, 800, 000) {1‘0.400. 000)
Nonadministrative expenses. ... ... AR S (64, 650, 000) (71, 400, 000) (62, 000, 000) (67, 500, 000) 67,600, 000)
Public Housing Administration:
AGINIStratlve OX DA ool i n e s s wm e e i (13, 968, 000) (14, 750,000} (14, 359, 000) (14.353.050; (14, 359, 000)
Nanadm IS atlve SXDeae . o s (1, 200, 000) (1, 480, 000) (1, 200, 000) (1, 200, 000, (1, 200, 000)
Total, adminfstrative expenses. .~ oo loloiiiiin ot L (114,664,000)| (125,685,000)| (113,673,000)| (120,004,000)| (120,231, 500)

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1962—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 12391), to im-
prove and protect farm income, to re-
duce costs of farm programs to the Fed-
eral Government, to reduce the Federal
Government’s excessive stocks of agri-
cultural commodities, to maintain rea-
sonable and stable prices of agricultural
commodities and products to consumers,
to provide adequate supplies of agricul-
tural commodities for domestic and for-
eign needs, to conserve natural resources,
and for other purposes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana may proceed for
10 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
could not permit this occasion to go by
without paying my respects to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELrLEnNDER], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. This
is the third time in this session that he
has been before the Senate with a farm
bill.

The first measure which the Senate
passed, with not too great a majority,
was, in my opinion, the best measure
of all. Unfortunately, the House cut it
down considerably. There was not
much opportunity for a conference, and,
in effect, what the Senate committee had
to do was to write a new bill—not as
good as the first one, but a good bill,
nevertheless.

The bill then went to conference. The
Senate conferees were able to maintain
their position, by and large. The result
is that the Senate now has before it a
conference report which passed the
House a few days ago and is now before
the Senate for final consideration, to be
acted upon one way or the other.

In my opinion a vote against the pres-
ent conference report would bring about
lower farm income. It would increase
the cost to the taxpayer. It would in-
crease surpluses and reverse the successes

which the programs over the past 2 years
have brought about in reducing sur-
pluses.

In 1961 the feed grain program alone
has reduced Government stocks by 400
million bushels of corn, and has saved
the taxpayers over $213 million in stor-
age and interest charges. These pro-
grams contributed to the most dramatic
increase in farm incomes since 1953.
Net farm income in 1961 was increased
by more than $1 billion.

Mr. President, this conference report
is the result of months of intensive work
on the part of the Senate and the House
of Representatives, the Department of
Agriculture, and farm groups interested
in a better farm program. It includes
most of the provisions of the bill which
the Senate approved on August 22, as
well as a large part of S. 3225, passed by
the Senate on May 25.

Passage of the conference report would
be a major step forward in improving
the legislation under which American
farmers can be assured fair and stable
prices without burdening the Govern-
ment with the excessive cost associated
with surplus production.

I wish to summarize the farm bill very
b;'i;;ﬂy, and to comment on certain parts
[s) .

Title I: Provisions of this title relate
primarily to long-range land-use adjust-
ment, and to economic development re-
lated to land use. It will provide the
Secretary of Agriculture an opportunity
to test—on a pilot basis—techniques for
turning land from agricultural uses to
profitable nonagricultural uses, including
recreation, fishing, and wildlife. It also
provides funds to insure that about 1.3
million acres on which conservation re-
serve contracts are expiring do not come
back into production in 1963.

Title IT: This title makes only modest
changes in legislation under which the
food-for-peace program operates. Long-
term credit sales will be encouraged fur-
ther, with appropriate safeguards for
normal dollar export sales. In addition,
it will be possible under the bill to ex-
pand our assistance to nonprofit school
lunch programs in other countries, and
to insure that, where practicable, student
recipients will help to finance those
programs.

Title III: This title contains the most
urgently needed sections of the bill. For
the 1963 crop of feed grains and wheat, it
provides an extension with some modi-
fication, of the voluntary programs in
effect in 1962, These programs are not
perfect; they are actually fairly costly,
and their results are somewhat unpre-
dictable. They will provide, however, a
good possibility that the results of the
1961 and 1962 programs can be con-
tinued, that the 3 billion bushel feed
grain carryover inherited from the 1950’s
will be reduced nearly one-half by 1964,
and that the reduction in the wheat sur-
plus can continue in 1963. Failure to
approve these programs would add some
500 million bushels of feed grains, and
100 to 150 million bushels of wheat to
the surplus in 1963. To store more grain
when we already have too much is waste-
ful and contradictory and expensive.

The conferees amended the price sup-
port provisions of both the feed grain
and wheat programs for 1963, so that
participating farmers will be eligible for
price supports through a loan on their
grain, and through a payment in kind
from CCC stocks. The payment-in-kind
provisions of price support would be
handled in much the same way that di-
version payments have been handled in
the feed grain program. Important
safeguards have been added, however,
regarding sales of grain by CCC at not
less than the support prices.

Enactment of the long-range wheat
program climaxes, in a real sense, nearly
40 years of intermittent discussion in
Congress of multiple-price and market-
ing certificate programs for wheat. As
late as 1956, Congress approved the do-
mestic parity plan for wheat, sponsored
at that time by the senior Senator from
Kansas [Mr, Carrson], Representative
Hope, and others.

This is essentially the same program,
with two key exceptions: This bill pro-
vides price supports between 65 and
90 percent of parity not only for wheat
used in the United States—as in 1956—
but also for a portion of the exports
to be determined by the Secretary of
Agriculture; it includes also provisions
to limit overall farm output, by diverting
areas taken out of wheat to nonproduc-
tive purposes, instead of into other crops.
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Enactment of this program nearly a
year before the date for the 1963 refer-
endum will make it possible for wheat
farmers to understand the program, for
the grain trade to know what to expect
well in advance, and for the Department
of Agriculture to consult widely with in-
terested persons and groups in preparing
to place the program in operation.

The only long-range legislation for
feed grains is the change in the price
support for corn—to 50 to 90 percent of
parity beginning in 1964—from 65 to 90
percent. The bill approved by the Sen-
ate directed the Secretary to present
new feed grain legislation to Congress
next year. Removal of that provision by
the conferees does not change the fact
that a level of price support low enough
to avoid building up new surpluses is not
an adequate feed grain program. We
must look at feed grains again next year.

In conclusion, I strongly urge the Sen-
ate to support the skillful leadership fur-
nished by the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, and agree to the conference
report.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President——

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

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, I ask
how much time the Senator desires.

Mr. MILLER. I have 8 minutes. I
should like 5 minutes at the present time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the con-
ference report on H.R. 12391, the Food
and Agricultural Act of 1962, represents
a cynical repudiation of the promise
made to our farmers in the 1960 national
Democratic Party’'s platform. I read
from page 20 of that platform:

‘We shall take positive actlon to ralse farm
income to full parity level.

Starting with 1964, our feed grain
farmers are now promised only 50 per-
cent of parity. While the report pro-
vides in section 305 that price supports,
beginning with the 1964 crop of feed
grains, shall be not less than 50 percent
of parity and not more than 90 percent of
parity, the excess over 50 percent of par-
ity is, for all practical purposes, elim-
inated by the requirement that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture must determine
that such excess will not add to the stocks
of corn of the Commeodity Credit Cor-
poration.

Even the preamble of the bill is faulty.
It provides that the bill is designed to
reduce the Federal Government's exces-
sive stocks of agricultural commodities.

Senators will remember that during
my collogquy with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
during the first go-around on the bill, I
attempted to elicit from him what was
meant by “excessive.” The answer of
the chairman of the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry was that the
Secretary of Agriculture, and no one
else in this administration, has defined
what is excessive. We know we have
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about 3 or 4 months of supply of feed
grains in storage. Some may think that
that amount is not excessive. There are
others who may think it is. I believe it
is high time, before we enact legislation
that is as far reaching as the measure
before the Senate, that we have a rec-
ommendation from the administration
with relation to what the administration
thinks would be excessive, and then let
the Congress decide whether it is right
or not.

We are laboring in the dark.

Another defect in the bill is that prob-
ably the greatest hope for the elimina-
tion of the surpluses—if, indeed, we have
surpluses—is the use of improved and
stepped-up agricultural research to find
new uses for agricultural commodities.
It will not happen overnight. It is in
the long run the greatest opportunity we
have to eliminate our surplus problem.
Yet the conference has eliminated this
section from the bill.

This is an improvement over the El-
lender amendment, which the Senate
foolishly adopted when the bill recently
passed the Senate and which would have
eliminated price supports altogether.
However, it promises to hundreds of
thousands of farmers and their families
only a future of despair over being forced
off their farms to become another un-
employment statistic.

Compensatory payments of 18 cents
per bushel to farmers who go into the
1963 program will be paid regardless of
whether they raise any grain or whether,
if they do, they feed it to their own live-
stock. These payments would be over
and above price supports of $1.02 per
bushel. This pro Government
handout for 1963 apparently is designed
to soffen up our farmers for what is
going to hit them in 1964.

Of course, we know what the pro-
ponents of this measure are up to. They
want it to be passed so that next year
they can come forward with a program
which will place strict marketing quotas
on our feed grains and livestock farm-
ers. They will then be given the choice
between such a program or the 50 per-
cent of parity program. They will, in
effect, be given the choice between the
loss of their freedom and the loss of
their farms. And when our farmers are
forced into losing their freedom in order
to scratch out an existence for them-
selves and their families, they will find
themselves repeating the history of the
farmers in Germany during the 1930’s.

To further aggravate the problem of
our feed grain farmers, this report pro-
vides for a two-price wheat program,
starting in 1964, which will result in
dumping of cheap wheat on the feed
grains market to compete with normal
feed grains. Estimates run as high as
175 million bushels of this cheap wheat
which will depress our markets.

One wonders why, when Secretary of
Agriculture Freeman claimed that the
emergency feed grains bill was a smash-
ing success, there has not been an effort
made by the administration to continue
this program, possibly with some modi-
fications to tighten it up and improve
it. The answer probably lies in a hope
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that the farmers can continue to be
fooled by vote-getting hot air.

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Texas (Mr. Yar-
BOROUGH) .

A FARM BILL IS NEEDED NOW

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr.President, I
support the conference report on the ad-
ministration’s farm bill, and commend
the distinguished senior Senator from
Louisiana and the majority leadership
for their efforts for more meaningful
farm legislation.

Although we recognize that the bill
does not contain all the features which
the Senate had hoped would be included
in 1962 legislation, this bill is far better
than none at all—the situation that
would result should it be turned down.

If the legislation is not passed, the
emergency wheat and feed grain pro-
grams would be lost for next year. This
means that the farmers of our Nation
would lose about $1 billion in income, and
that surpluses of wheat and feed grains
would surely rise to such a degree that
the cost to the Government through stor-
age would be more in the long run than
the programs would now cost. In other
words, if this legislation is defeated, the
Senate would be in the position of voting
for lower farm income and higher stor-
age, insurance, and other carryover costs
to the Government. To me, the sounder
course seems to be to approve this report
developed by the conferees.

Throughout debate on the farm bill,
which has centered around production
controls, little has been said in the pub-
lic reports about several desirable fea-
tures in the bill which are of utmost im-
portance and which should certainly win
approval.

Consider, for example, the part of the
bill that would allow land now producing
surplus crops to be diverted to new and
better uses. Under the land-use section
of the bill, the Department of Agricul-
ture would be authorized to cooperate
with State and local governments in a
moderate loan program to cut down sur-
plus production and turn the land into
watershed recreational areas, including
wildlife restoration and fishing, or into
areas aftractive to private investment
and individual enterprise. The choice
would always be left to local and State
governments as to whether or not to
enter into these programs.

Another example is in the matter of
low-cost credit. Due to a combination
of low farm prices and advancing tech-
nology during the 1950's, farmers were,
and still are, in desperate need of low-
cost credit. The Secretary of Agricul-
ture has done a magnificent job in this
field already by releasing $35 million in
farm operating loan funds that had been
frozen under the Republican administra-
tion. But there still is a great need for
more credit and this bill takes another
step forward in this area. We cannot
now deprive farmers of this need by re-
jecting the bill.

As the distinguished Presiding Officer
[Mr. MercaLF] knows, because of mech-
anization and advanced technology, it is
much more expensive to equip a farm
now that it was 10 years ago.
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The bill has sound provisions for soil
conservation, national forests and grass-
land programs, and technical and cost-
sharing programs for farmers and
ranchers.

There is also a section in this bill
authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture
to enter into sales agreements of needed
foods and fiber with foreign and U.S.
private trade firms and institutions.

In order to better dispose of surplus
commodities, the U.S. Government would
be able to enter into agreements with
friendly nations to provide food for peace
as it has in the past. In addition the
United States could trade on a dollar
basis with private trade firms in other
friendly countries.

This is an area where American good
will is taken right into the homes of
needy people in friendly nations. It is
a method whereby we can put food before
hungry people—food on the table to eat,
instead of in the warehouses to mold
and to decay.

Again I commend the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana for his leader-
ship in connection with the bill.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield
such part of the remaining 8 minutes
as the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirg-
sEN] may need.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, first,
I concur in the sentiments expressed by
the majority leader with respect to the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry. I do
not know of any chairman who has an
unhappier task than trying to put to-
gether all the factors involved in an agri-
cultural bill. Certainly it is not an easy
task. I know he has worked at it very
diligently. I am sure also that he will
not mind if we take issue with what he
proposes to us, on the ground that we
honestly believe that the conference re-
port is not in the best interest of agricul-
ture.

I believe we have reached a certain
height of illogic that probably can best
be illustrated by a choice bit that I
heard not so long ago with respect to
the distinguished gentleman from Tex-
as, who has gotten into difficulty on
cotton allotments. The logic ran some-
thing like this: There should be the ad-
ministration’s program relating to agri-
culture, along with controls and all the
things that were incorporated in the
original bill. The reasoning behind that
point of view is this: Had there been no
surpluses, there would have been no
storage requirements. Had there been no
storage requirements, the gentleman
named Estes would not have had to fall
back upon storage and receive for him-
self some rather generous storage bene-
fits.

The only difficulty with that story is
that Mr. Estes’ difficulty did not arise
from storage at all. It arose from pro-
curing cotton allotments and taking
them to lusher areas. Then, by means of
fertilizer and better land management,
he made himself quite a stake.

But it is a curious logic that would
dictate forced control upon agriculture
in order to avoid that kind of problem.

Frankly, I see in this proposal so much
confusion that I do not see how Senators
could support the conference report. I
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should like to know what the end result
will be. I have been examining the Sec-
retary of Agriculture’s letter to Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives. It
was issued on September 18. I was not
honored with such a letter. Neverthe-
less, the Secretary comments on state-
ments made by a certain farm organiza-
tion.

He says that the organization contends
that if the conference report is adopted,
farm income will be lower, and there-
fore there will be increased costs to the
taxpayers; that there will be increased
surpluses; that the success of the pro-
grams which have been so successful up
to now will be reversed; and finally,
farm legislation for this session will be
killed. That is what the Secretary sets
forth as a comment from a farm organi-
zation.

The Secretary indicates that if we fall
back upon existing law, on the old pro-
gram, farm income will be lowered; that
costs will increase; that so far as re-
versing success is concerned, we would
do far better to adopt what is before the
Senate in the conference report.

Frankly, I cannot put together all the
various contentions which have been
made on both sides of the fence. One
group indicates that the over-all pro-
gram under this proposal is likely to cost
$24 billion. The distinguished chair-
man of the committee [Mr. ELLENDER]
has indicated, in connection with the
earlier bill, that to authorize a tempo-
rary program for 2 more years would
cost the taxpayers, according to the most
recent estimate, $333 million a year to
reduce production by about 100 million
bushels. That would be $3.33 a bushel.
In other words, it would cost the Gov-
ernment $3.33 a bushel to curtail pro-
duction by 100 million bushels of wheat
a year., I do not know how Senators
could in all conscience embrace a pro-
gram of that kind in order to curtail pro-
duction to the extent of 100 million bush-
els and then pay $3.33 a bushel to achieve
that result.

Second, if I have examined the re-
port correctly, I have calculated what
the so-called payments will be, together
with the interesting compensatory pay-
ment. which is provided in the bill. It
might equate to as much as $99 an acre.
That seems like a fantastic sum, to say
the least.

For my own part, I cannot bring my-
self to support a conference report of
that kind when there is so much doubt,
when there is so much confusion, and
when responsible people, with the Sec-
retary of Agriculture on one side, and a
very responsible farm group which has
been analyzing these programs for years
on the other, are as far apart as the two
poles. Should we then embrace this
bundle of confusion? Or should we send
it back to committee or defeat it, and fall
lt:a.ck on the programs under existing

w?

Unless the figures which have been
submitted to me are in error, it occurs
to me that probably by falling back on
existing law we could save as much as
$115 billion a year. That is not hay—
even in the U.S. Senate.

So it is my profound hope that the
conference report will be rejected, not-
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withstanding the tremendous effort that
has gone into it by the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER].
I express the hope that when the Senate
goes on record, it will reject the confer-
ence report, because the country would
be infinitely better off under existing
law.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
shall vote for the conference report, but
with serious misgivings. I realize that
the cost involved for the first year, at
least, will be tremendous. The 1-year
extension of the emergency programs,
which I have never supported, is the
cause of the exorbitant expenditures
which will result. However, it will bring
about reduced surpluses; and it looks
ahead to permanent legislation which is
sorely needed. I am pleased to see the
emergency programs being phased out.

‘While the bill is by no means what
I should like to see enacted by way of
farm legislation, I believe that its long-
range effect will be beneficial to the
farmers and to the country as a whole.
Congress owes it to the country to do
away with these emergency programs.
For that reason I shall support the con-
ference report.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, in
the few minutes remaining to me, I ex-
press the hope that the Senate will vote
for the conference report. As has been
said by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen], the bill involves good work
lgg members of the conference commit-

e.

By the passage of the bill, we will do
away with programs which have been
costly. Before the first emergency pro-
gram was placed on the statute books
in 1961, $6.2 billion worth of wheat, corn,
and other feed grains were on hand. As
of June 30 of this year, the cost of that
?].lrplus had been reduced to $4.9 bhil-

ion.

As I have often stated, I am against
the renewal of the emergency programs
unless we also provide for corrective
permanent legislation upon the expira-
tion of the emergency program. The
conference report now before the Sen-
ate provides for permanent legislation for
corn and other feed grains, and for
wheat, as well.

Under the wheat legislation provided
in this bill we have finally removed the
55 million minimum national acreage
allotment under which the Government
has accumulated huge stocks of surplus
wheat that are neither desirable nor nec-
essary. In addition, we have also cor-
rected the so-called 15-acre exemption;
closed many of the loopholes in the old
legislation; and placed the whole pro-
gram on a more realistic basis. This
certificate program is not perfect in every
respect, however, I feel confident that
it will provide a much stronger founda-
tion upon which to build in the future.
It will reduce costs to the Government.
It will maintain and ultimately improve
farm income, and finally it will contrib-
ute to a more prosperous and healthy
agriculture.
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The 1964 feed grain program, while
much less than I would desire, is cer-
tainly an improvement over the 1958 act.
By providing for price supports at from
50 to 90 percent of parity, it lends flexi-
bility that was so sadly lacking in the
old act when the Secretary was power-
less to set supports at any level other
than at 65 percent of parity or 90 per-
cent of the 3-year average, whichever
was higher. Under this new concept he
can act to either encourage or discour-
age the production of corn and other
feed grains. However, I want it clearly
understood that under no conditions can
the Secretary impose controls of any
kind on the production of corn. Corn
producers under this new law will be able
to produce as much as they wish, just as
they did before. The only difference
now is that the Secretary is given some
flexibility, where before he had none.

With regard to the extension, for 1963,
of the so-called emergency feed grain
program, I say only that some good will
come of it through the reduction of the
huge stocks of Government grain, It
will be costly, but not so costly as the
1958 act, and certainly not as costly as
the opponents would have one believe.

In my opinion the assertion that the
emergency feed grain program for 1963
contemplates payments of up to $100
to producers for diverting acreage twists
the facts beyond all recognition.

As a matter of fact, corn producers in
1963 will receive the same price supports
of $1.20 per bushel that they received
this year and in 1961 as well. The only
change is in the amount of land per-
mitted to be diverted and the rate of pay-
ments for diversion. In 1961 and in 1962
grain producers were required to divert
20 percent in order to be eligible to re-
ceive price supports. On this diversion
they would receive 50 percent of the sup-
port price of $1.20 per bushel on the
normal production per acre., In addi-
tion, however, they were permitted to re-
tire up to another 20 percent of their
historical base for which they would re-
ceive 60 percent of the $1.20 support
price on the normal production.

In 1963 farmers will be required to di-
vert 20 percent in order to be eligible
for price supports of $1.20 per bushel,
and will receive payments of 50 percent
of the support price. They are also per-
mitted to retire up to an additional 30
percent, and, on this diverted acreage
they will receive, not 60 percent as in
1961 and in 1962, but only 50 percent of
the support price.

Overall, the program in 1963 with the
exception noted above is not too differ-
ent from the 1962 and 1961 programs.

In 1961 and 1962 a cooperating farmer
could receive price supports of $1.20 per
bushel in the form of a loan from the
Government, whereas in 1963 he will get
a loan of $1.02 and a payment-in-kind
of 18 cents per bushel. This adds up,
however, to the $1.20 he received in 1961
and 1962, And Imight add that it makes
sense to give farmers 18 cents’ worth of
grain instead of cash, when the grain
is costing the Government 13.5 cents per
bushel per year to store.

In addition, farmers in 1963 who divert
20 percent of their acreage will receive
the same payment they received in 1961
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and 1962. As a result the cost to the
Government should certainly be less than
in the past because we are disposing of
grain instead of adding to the huge ac-
cumulated surpluses of feed grains.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to say
emphatically that this bill will not result
in increased costs of food to consumers.
As a matter of fact, it might well lead
to reduced costs to consumers if some
of the statements made on the Senate
floor today actually come to pass.

Price supports on corn are now at $1.20
per bushel, and on wheat $2 per bushel.
This will also be the price support level
in 1963, and the wheat price support
level perhaps will be the same in 1964.
Corn support levels could be expected to
be considered lower in 1964. What more
stability could consumers ask for.

Program costs will be reduced, thereby
saving the taxpayers of the Nation
untold millions of dollars. As I indicated
earlier, storage and other -carrying
charges in 1961 alone for wheat and feed
grains cost taxpayers $900 million.
Since stocks are to be reduced under the
bill, so will carrying charges, as well as
other costs normally connected with
farm programs.

These programs institute no new con-
trols. Wheat controls are tightened and
made more realistic. Certainly Congress
has been trying to do this for many
years. In the case of corn, no controls
whatever are authorized or are antici-
pated.

In my judgment the program that the
Senate will approve today is far superior
to the existing programs for these com-
modities. While it is not perfect, the
fact that the Government will save
money; farm income will be improved,
and stocks will be reduced is ample rea-
son for wholehearted support by all
friends of agriculture. And last, I might
add, that in my opinion, approval of
this program may well save all programs
from going by the wayside.

Mr. ATEKEN. Mr. President, I believe
I have 1 minute remaining.

The conference report should be re-
jected for these reasons:

It will injure the farmer, after he has
followed the first year program.

It will injure the consumer, in that
higher food prices are bound to result.

It will hurt the taxpayer, because he
will have to pay higher taxes for reduc-
ing supplies.

It will weaken our position in the in-
ternational field. The purpose of the
bill is to reduce the production of wheat
and feed grains in this country, there-
fore, countries overseas can no longer
depend on us to furnish them the food
they need when they get into trouble.

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I shall vote against the farm
bill reported by the conference of House
and Senate Members.

There are provisions of the bill which
I supported in committee, and several
contain amendments which I offered in
order to make them more effective and
helpful to farmers.

But we are voting on a bill which in-
cludes provisions, of extreme importance
to farmers, which were never considered
by the Committees on Agriculture of
the Senate and House, or by the Senate
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and House of Representatives. These
provisions were placed in the bill by the
conference committee of Members of the
House and Senate and they are only rec-
ommended by four Members of the
House and three of the Senate—all of
the majority party.

Under the rules, we cannot amend or
strike these new provisions—we can only
vote for or against the bill which has
been presented to us by the majority
members of the conference committee. I
must vote against this bill because the
provisions in it which we never had a
chance to consider could lead to a disas-
i.g(égs situation for corn growers after

The bill before us extends the volun-
tary feed grain program for 1963, and
this I approve. However, for the years
following 1963, unless the Congress
should adopt a new program, it is pro-
vided that for the 1964 and subsequent
crops of corn, price supports shall be “at
such level, not less than 50 per centum or
more than 90 per centum of the parity
price therefor, as the Secretary deter-
mines will not result in increasing Com-
modity Credit Corporation stocks of
corn.” The important words to note are
“at such level as will not result in in-
creasing Commodity Credit Corporation
stocks.”

This means that if a surplus of corn
exists in 1964 or in following years, sup-
port prices could be driven down to 50
percent of parity—or 80 cents a bushel
for corn at the present level of parity—
which would be disastrous both to corn
producers and to the livestock industry.
Further, there is a question of whether
the Secretary of Agriculture would be
permitted to take over any corn under
this provision, because the language pro-
hibits him from doing so if it would in-
crease Government stocks. In other
words, if the Department of Agriculture
cannot stand ready to take corn into
storage, there would be no support pro-
gram for corn.

The purpose of this provision must be
to coerce the Congress and farmers to
adopt for the years following 1963 the
compulsory feed grain control proposal
of the Secretary of Agriculture, which
was rejected last year and which has
been rejected this year.

The administration makes much of
the so-called “surplus” in feed grains—
corn, sorghum, barley, and rye, most of
which is fed out to livestock and poul-
try—and has been attempting for 2
years to place these crops under com-
pulsory acreage controls. But with the
exception of corn, there are no large sur-
pluses of feed grains, and the stocks of
corn on hand represent only a volume
which could be used in 4 to 6 months,
Drought and unusual needs could easily
wipe out the surplus.

The controls proposed by the admin-
istration would in many cases prohibit
farmers from growing sufficient corn and
other feed grains for present livestock
and poultry operations on their own
farms. Further, if these mandatory feed
grain controls were imposed, it would
have the effect of preventing farmers
from expanding their herds and flocks,
and could discourage young farmers
from becoming livestock farmers.
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The administration's proposal is not
only a compulsory control program for
feed grains. It would be a program to
control the choice of farmers to manage
their farms as they think necessary, and
to engage in a diversified and balanced
farm program. Because of the com-
pulsory and coercive features of the ad-
ministration’s feed grain proposal, it has
been defeated for 2 years in both Houses
of Congress. It was defeated in the Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture, passed
by a small margin on the Senate floor,
defeated in the House, and defeated
again in the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture.

The Congress ought to adopt a feed
grain program of a more permanent na-
ture than the present voluntary program,
for which I voted. I believe that a vol-
untary program can be developed if
farmers, the farm organizations, and the
Congress, have the opportunity to ap-
proach this problem without pressures
and look at reasonable alternatives. But,
I object to the provision in this bill
which would reduce price supports for
corn after next year to 50 to 90 percent
of parity—in effect 50 percent of parity,
or 80 cents a bushel—and which would
amount to no program unless the Con-
gress and the farmers adopted the com-
pulsory program of the administration.

The conferees have added another
new feature which has never been con-
sidered in either the Senate or House
Committees on Agriculture, and which
had no chance of being fully considered
in this debate on the bill reported by the
conference, as amendments cannot be
offered. The new feature is the provi-
sion that a payment of 18 cents a bushel
shall be made on the normal yield of
the acreage of corn planted by cooperat-
ing farmers—in addition to the payment
for acres diverted from production. Be-
cause it has had no consideration by the
House and Senate, it is difficult to de-
scribe the effect or cost of this new pro-
vision. It is a type of compensatory pay-
ment. No one can estimate its cost, and
many believe it could lead to replacing
the present price supports, based on
parity, with a system of direct Govern-
ment payments, or the Brannan-type
program which has been rejected in past
years by the Congress and by farmers
throughout the country.

If farmers want to adopt such a pro-
gram, or a compulsory control program,
that can be their choice. But they
should not be forced into it by adoption
of this bill, which would leave open to
them after 1963 only the choice of low
prices or compulsory controls.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has expired.

The hour of 3 o’clock has arrived; and
the question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on
this question I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been ordered on the
question of agreeing to the conference
report; and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. McCLELLAN (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair with
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH-
Ers]. If the Senator from Florida were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
‘“nay.” Iwithhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE]
and the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GrueNInGg] and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HIcKEY]
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GRUENING] is paired with the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. CorTon].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire would vote
llnay-”

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE] is paired with the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Murpuyl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Indiana would vote “yea,” and the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire would vote
"nay-"

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senators from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron and Mr. MurrHY] are neces-
sarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. CorTon] is paired with
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN-
mwel]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from Alaska
would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. MurprY] is paired with
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “nay,” and
the Senator from Indiana would vote
«yea.n

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 41, as follows:

[No. 279 Leg.]
YEAS—52
Bartlett Hill Morse
Bible Holland Moss
Burdick Humphrey Muskie
Byrd, W. Va. Jackson Neuberger
Cannon Johnston Pastore
Carroll Jordan, N.C. Pell
Chavez Kefauver Randolph
Church Kerr Russell
Clark Long, Mo. Smith, Mass.
Dodd Long, Hawail Sparkman
Douglas Long, La. Symington
Ellender Magnuson Talmadge
Engle Mansfield Thurmond
Ervin McCarthy Williams, N.J.
Fulbright MceGee Yarborough
Gore McNamara Young, Ohio
Hart Metcalfl
Hayden Monroney
NAYS—41

Aiken Curtis Mundt
Allott Dirksen Pearson
Anderson Eastland Prouty
Beall Fong Proxmire
Bennett Goldwater Robertson

Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Bottum Hruska Scott
Bush Javits Smith, Maine
Butler Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Byrd, Va, Keating Tower
Ca Euchel Wiley

Lausche Williams, Del.
Case Miller Young, N. Dak.
Cooper Morton

September 25

NOT VOTING—7

Cotton Hickey Smathers
Gruening McClellan
Hartke Murphy

So the report was agreed to.

Mr. ER. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the conference report was agreed to.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to query the majority leader
with respect to the program for the re-
mainder of the day, and also for tomor-
Irow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
response to the question raised, in view
of the fact that the Judiciary Commit-
tee has unanimously reported the nomi-
nation of former Secretary of Labor Ar-
thur Goldberg to be an associate justice
of the Supreme Court, I hope, with the
concurrence of the Senate, fo have the
Senate go into executive session and take
up the nomination as soon as this col-
loquy is ended. With that out of the
way, it is anticipated that the Senate
will consider the remainder of the mari-
time bills, which the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT] will handle.

It is the hope of the leadership that
the policy committee, which will meet at
4 o'clock, will give us permission to lay
down the postal pay and postal rate in-
crease bill tonight, so that it will be the
pending business. If that permission is
granted, debate will start on the bill to-
MOIrrow.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I did not hear the last
statement. What will be the pending
business?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is hoped that
the policy committee will give its permis-
sion to lay down the postal rate and
postal increase bill tonight. There will
be no debate—certainly no votes—on it
tonight, but it is hoped that the debate
on that bill will get started tomorrow at
10 o’clock.

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. MORSE. As my good friend the
Senator from Montana knows, I wait
until a late hour to make any speeches
on business that is not pending before
the Senate. I think I owe that to my
colleagues in the Senate. I have a very
important matter coming before a sub-
committee of the Judiciary Committee
tomorrow. I could not begin to take the
necessary time before the committee to
make the case, but I will make the full
case tonight in the Senate by a speech of
several hours, although I could with-
hold it in case some other bill came up
for consideration. I will make my
speech in the Senate tonight so that the
full committee may have a full record
of the case before it meets tomorrow.

I thought the Senate ought to know
that, from the standpoint of my State, I
have a very important speech to make
tonight, which will take several hours.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I am glad the
Senator has made that statement. He
has been continuously courteous in hold-
ing back his speeches, day after day, and
week after week, until the late hours of
the afternoon, thereby giving the Senate
as a whole a chance to dispose of busi-
ness. For that I am grateful.

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 passed the bill (S. 1651) to authorize
the Commissioners of the District of Co-
lumbia to delegate the function of ap-
proving contracts not exceeding $100,000,
with amendments, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 2795) to
prohibit the use by collecting agencies
and private detective agencies of any
name, emblem, or insignia which reason-
ably tends to convey the impression that
any such agency is an agency of the
government of the District of Columbia,
with an amendment, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 12711) making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agen-
cies, and offices, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1963, and for other purposes;
and that the House receded from its
disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 7 to the bill, and con-
curred therein with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 10319. An act to adjust the retirement
and relief compensation of certain police and
fire department personnel of the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes;

HR.11378. An act to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 so as to permit donations of surplus
personal property to schools for the mentally
retarded, schools for the physically handi-
capped, radio and television stations licensed
by the Federal Communications Commis-
sion as educational radio or educational tele-
vision stations, and public libraries; and

H.R.12964. An act to amend the act of
February 9, 1907, entitled “An act to define
the term ‘registered nurse' and to provide
for the registration of nurses in the District
of Columbla,’ as amended, with respect to
the minimum age limitation for registration.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills and joint res-
olution, and they were signed by the
Vice President:

HR.218. An act to provide that indi-
viduals enlisted into the Armed Forces of
the United States shall take an oath to sup-
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port and defend the Constitution of the
United States;

H.R.575. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate,
and maintain the upper division of the
Baker Federal reclamation project, Oregon,
and for other purposes;

H.R.1304. An act for the rellef of Jung
Hae;

H.R.2604. An act for the relief of Pletro
Dattoli;

H.R.5312. An act for the rellef of certain
additional claimants against the United
States who suffered personal injuries, prop-
erty damage, or other loss as a result of the
explosion of a munitions truck between
Smithfield and Selma, N.C., on March 7, 1942;

H.R. 5320. An act for the relief of Robert
Enobbes;

H.R.6016. An act for the relief of William
Thomas Dendy;

HR.6649. An act for the relilef of C. W.
Jones;

H.R.6998. An act for the relief of Anthony
Pirotta;

H.R.6999. An act for the relief of Henry
Massari;

H.R.7123. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Takako Coughlin;

H.R.7438. An act for the rellef of Anna
Caporossi Crisconi;

H.R.7704. An act for the relief of Chyung
Sang Bak;

H.R. 8626. An act for the rellef of Wilfrid
M., Cheshire;

H.R.9578. An act for the relief of Annie
Yasuko Bower;

HR.9587. An act for relief of Anthony E.
O'Sorio;

HR.9603. An act for the rellef of Lt.
Comdr, Joseph P, Mannix;

H.R. 9893. An act for the relief of Tadeusz
Sochacki;

H.R.9995. An act for the relief of Dwight
W. Clarahan;

H.R. 10666. An act to provide for the with-
drawal and orderly disposition of mineral
interests in certain public lands in Pima
County, Ariz.;

H.R.10678. An act for the relief of An-
gelo A, Russo;

H.R. 10720. An act for the rellef of Rex-
ford R. Cherryman of Willlamsburg, Va.;

H.R.11164. An act to approve an amenda-
tory repayment contract negotiated with the
Quincy Columbia Basin Irrigation District,
authorize similar contracts with any of the
Columbia Basin Irrigation Districts, and to
amend the Columbia Basin Project Act of
1943 (57 Stat. 14), as amended, and for
other purposes;

HR.11266. An act to amend the act of
March 8, 1922, as amended, to extend its
provisions to the townsite laws applicable in
the State of Alaska;

H.R.12416. An act to authorize the sale,
without regard to the 6-month wailting
period prescribed, of chestnut extract pro-
posed to be disposed of pursuant to the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act;

H.R.12818. An act to amend the act of
July 13, 19486, to authorize the construction,
maintenance, and operation of certain addi-
tional toll bridges over or across the Dela-
ware River and Bay; and

H.J. Res. 730. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclaim May 15 of each
year as Peace Officers Memorial Day and the
calendar week of each year during which
such May 15 occurs as Police Week.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as in-
dicated:

H.R. 10319. An act to adjust the retirement
and relief compensation of certain Police and
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Fire Department personnel of the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; and
HR.12064. An act to amend the act of
February 9, 1907, entitled “An Act to define
the term ‘registered nurse’ and to provide for
the registration of nurses in the District of
Columbia”, as amended, with respect to the
minimum age limitation for registration; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.
H.R.11378. An act to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 so as to permit donations of surplus
personal property to schools for the mentally
retarded, schools for the physically handi-
capped, radio and television stations licensed
by the Federal Communications Commission
as educational radio or educational televi-
sion stations, and public libraries; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

PLANS FOR WORKS OF IMPROVEMENT IN TEXAS

A letter from the Director, Bureau of the
Budget, Executive Office of the President,
transmitting, pursuant to law, plans for
works of improvement on Big Creek, Texas
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

PLANS FOR WORKS OF IMPROVEMENT IN
WromMING

A letter from the Director, Bureau of the
Budget, Executive Office of the President,
transmitting, pursuant to law, plans for
works of improvement on Boulder Lake
watershed, Wyoming (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Public Works.

DisposITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Deputy Administrator,
General Services Administration, Washing-
ton, D.C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report of the Archivist of the United States
on a list of papers and documents on the files
of several departments and agencles of the
Government which are not needed in the
conduet of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with ac-
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the
Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
JounsToN and Mr. CarLsoN members of
the committee on the part of the Senate.

RESOLUTION OF DISTRICT GOV-
ERNMENT COUNCIL OF GUAM

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a resolution adopted by the Dis-
trict Government Council of Guam, ex-
pressing appreciation for the appoint-
ment of Bill Daniel as Governor of
Guam, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

RESOLUTION OF KIWANIS CLUB OF
ROCKVILLE CENTRE, N.Y., CON-
CERNING THE SUPREME COURT
SCHOOL-PRAYER CASE

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, a resolu-
tion which was adopted on August 27,
1962, by the board of directors of the
Kiwanis Club of Rockville Centre, N.Y.,
regarding the recent Supreme Court de-
cision on prayer in the public schools. I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
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the resolution be printed at this point in
the RECORD,

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The following is a copy of a resolution
which was adopted on August 27, 1962, at a
regular meeting of the board of directors of
the Eiwanis Club of Rockville Centre, N.¥.:

“Whereas our Founding Fathers, being
God-fearing men, invoked the guidance of
Almighty God in their deliberations while
framing the Constitution of these United
States; and

“Whereas 1t has become traditional for our
public schools to include a prayer for Divine
blessing as an integral part of their daily
opening exercises; and

“Whereas the Supreme Court of the United
States has ruled that the “Regents Prayer"”
as commonly used in this State is unconsti-
tutional; and

“Whereas the first objectlve of Elwanis
International is to give primacy to the
human and spiritual rather than to the ma-
terial values of life: Therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Kiwanis Club of Rock-
ville Centre, N.Y., does hereby respectfully
request the governor and the official board
of the New York District of Kiwanis Inter-
national and the president and trustees of
Kiwanis International to use all means at
their disposal to support legislation which
will enable our public schools to continue
to lead the pupils attending thereat to obey
the injunction “Remember now thy Creator
in the days of thy youth”; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to the governor of the New
York District of Kiwanis International, to the
president of Kiwanis International, and to
each of our two Senators and our Repre-
sentative in the Congress of the United
States.

“WiLiam H. RoLawp, Jr.,
“President.”

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. ERVIN, from the Committee on the
Judiciary, without amendment:

H.R.310. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Defense, the Secretaries of the military De-
partments, and the Secretary of the Treasury
to settle certain claims for damage to, or
loss of, property, or personal injury or death,
not cognizable under any other law (Rept.
No. 2123).

By Mr. DIRKESEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

8.7, Res. 208, Joint resolution to establish
a Commission to develop and execute plans
for the celebration of the one hundred and
fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Lake
Erie, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
2124);

S.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to provide
for the actual participation of the United
States In the West Virginia centennial cele-
bration (Rept. No. 2125); and

H. Con. Res. 474. Concurrent resolution ex-
tending the greetings and felicitations of the
Congress to the Bethel Home Demonstration
Club of Bethel Community, Sumter County,
8.C. (Rept. No. 2128) .

By Mr. DIRESEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

S.151. A bill for the incorporation of the

t Marine and Maritime Service Vet-
erans Association (Rept. No. 21268); and

8.3698. A bill to incorporate the McCar-
ran Foundation, and for other purposes
{Rept. No. 2127),
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By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, without amendment:

1S.2928. A bill for the relief of Seymour K.
Owens (Rept. No. 2129);

5.2053. A bill relating to the tax-exempt
status of the pension plan of local union No.
4356 of the International Hod Carriers’ Build-
ing and Common Laborers’ Union of Amer-
ica (Rept. No. 2130);

S5.3453. A Dbill for the relief of Dr. Felix
Nabor Sabates (Rept. No. 2131);

5.3600. A bill for the relief of Chao Hua-
Hsin (Rept. No. 2132) ;

H.R.1362. An act for the relief of Calogera
Virone Messina (Rept. No. 2134);

H.R. 1483. An act for the relief of Priscillo
Jose Slsson and Evelyn Sisson (Rept. No.
2135);

H.R. 1598. An act for the relief of Michael
Anthony Dedetsinas (Rept. No. 2136);

H.R.2078. An act for the relief of Rosa
and Rita Quattrocchi (Rept. No. 2137);

H.R.4483. An act for the relief of Simon
Karasick (Rept. No. 2138) ;

H.R.5605. An act for the relief of Forrest
L. Gibson (Rept. No. 2139);

H.R.T099. An act to valldate payments of
certain per diem allowances made to mem-
bers and former members of the U.S. Coast
Guard while serving in special programs
overseas (Rept. No. 2140);

H.R.7876. An act relating to the effective
date of the qualification of the joint pension
plan for employees of Local Unions 645, 1507,
and 1511, Brotherhood of Painters, Dec-
orators, and Paperhangers of America as a
qualified trust under section 401(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (Rept. No.
2141);

H.R.B855. An act for the relief of Marle
Silva Arruda (Rept. No. 2142);

H.R.9469. An act for the relief of Charles
L. Eays (Rept. No. 2143);

H.R. 10316. An act for the relief of Leo-
poldo Rocha Canas and Teofilo Caoile Servito
(Rept. No. 2144) ;

H.R. 10881. An act for the relief of Maj.
Singh Sunga (Rept. No. 2145) ;

H.R. 10897. An act for the rellef of Joseph
Hammond (Rept. No. 2146) ;

H.R. 12002. An act for the relief of Arthur
H. Brackbill (Rept. No. 2147);

H.R. 12093. An act for the relief of Joseph
Woll, Jr. (Rept. No. 2148) ;

H.R. 12451. An act to authorize reimburse-
ment to appropriations of the U.S. Secret
Bervice of moneys expended for the purchase
of counterfeits (Rept. No. 2149);

H.R.12887. An act for the relief of Ben-
jamin Leach, Diogracias Leach, Rogelio
Leach, and Maximo Leach (Rept. No. 2150);

H.J. Res. 659. Joint resolution granting
consent of the Congress to a compact entered
into between the State of Maryland and the
Commonwealth of Virginia for the creation
of the Potomac River Compact of 1958
(Rept. No. 2155) ; and

H.J. Res. 693. Joint resolution granting the
consent and approval of Congress for the
State of Maryland, the Commonwealth of
Virginia, and the District of Columbia to
amend the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Regulation Compact, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 2156).

By Mr, EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

H.R. 12402. An act for the rellef of Con-
cetta Maria, Roseta, and Tomasino Mangiar-
cina (Rept. No. 2151).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary, with amendments:

S.2683. A bill for the relief of Laszlo Janos
Buchwald (Rept. No. 2133);

H.R. 1601. An act for the relief of Elaine
Veronica Brathwaite (Rept. No. 2152);

H.R. 106056. An act for the relief of Joan
Rosa Orr (Rept. No. 2163); and

H.R.11793. An act to provide criminal
penalties for trafficking in phonograph rec-
ords bearing forged or counterfeit labels
(Rept. No. 2154).

September 25

REPORT ENTITLED “OPERATION OF
ARTICLE VII, NATO STATUS OF
FORCES TREATY"—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 2122)

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 19 the full Committee on Armed
Services approved the annual report en-
titled “Operation of Article VII, NATO
Status of Forces Treaty,” together with
other jurisdictional operations.

I submit to the Senate this report and
ask that it be printed with illustrations.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, the report will be received and
printed, as requested by the Senator
from North Carolina.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Anthony R. Marasco, of New York, to be
U.S. marshal for the southern district of
New York.

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare:

John F. Henning, of California, to be
Under Secretary of Labor.

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on
Labor and Welfare:

Dr. Harvey Brooks, of Massachusetts, to be
a member of the National Science Board,
National Science Foundation;

Rufus E. Clements, of Georgia, and sundry
other persons, to be members of the National
Sclence Board, National Science Foundation;

Dr. Henry Nelson Harkins, of Washington,
and Dr. Alfred Gellhorn, of New Jersey, to
be members of the Board of Regents, Na-
tional Library of Medicine, Public Health
Service;

Louis Moreau, and sundry other candi-
dates for personnel action in the Regular
Corps of the Public Health Service;

Sandler H. Dickson, and sundry other can-
didates, for personnel action in the Regular
Corps of the Public Health Service; and

Howard L. McMartin, and sundry other
candidates, for personnel action in the Reg-
ular Corps of the Public Health Service.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. PASTORE:

S, 8746. A bill for the relief of Lydia Anne

Foote; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HART (for Mr. HARTKE) :

8. 37T47. A bill for the relief of Gustava
Juan Sanchez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McGEE (for Mr. Hickey) :

5. 3748. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to convey certain
lands in the State of Wyoming to the city
of Cheyenne, Wyo.; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

By Mr. BOTTUM:

S.3749. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of Fort Sisseton as a national historic
site, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BUTLER:

8. 3750. A bill to amend section 1125 of
title 15 of the United States Code so as to
prohibit the use of the name of a country or
region on a product unless the principal in-
gredient is from that country; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.
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S. 8761. A bill for the relief of Dr. Cris-
tobal Vela; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. LONG of Louislana:

8. 3752. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit small mu-
tual insuranece companies and life insurance
companies to be taxed on certain bond dis-
count like other taxpayers; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. Lowne of Louisi-
ana when he introduced the above hbill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

IMPORTATION OF CURACAO LI-
QUEUR INTO THE UNITED STATES

Mr. BUTLER submitted the following
concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 95) ;
which was referred to the Committee
on Finance:

Whereas it has been the commercial policy
of the United States to recognize marks of
origin applicable to alcoholic beverages im-
ported into the United States; and

Whereas such commerclal policy has been
implemented by the promulgation of ap-
propriate regulations which, among other
things, establish standards of identity for
such imported alcoholic beverages; and

Whereas among the standards of identity
which have been established are those for
“Scotch whisky” as a distinctive product
of Scotland, manufactured in Scotland in
compliance with the laws of Great Britain
regulating the manufacture of Scotch whisky
for consumption in Great Britain and for
“Canadian whisky” as a distinctive product
of Canada, manufactured in Canada in com-
pliance with the laws of the Dominion of
Canada regulating the manufacture of
whisky for consumption in Canada and for
“cognac” as grape brandy distilled in the
Cognac region of France, which is entitled
to be so designated by the laws and regu-
lations of the French Government; and

Whereas “Curacao liqueur” is a distinctive
product of the island of Curacao and is un-
like other types of alcoholic beverages,
whether imported or domestic; and

Whereas, “Curacao liqueur” has tradi-
tionally had a distinctive flavor derived from
the peel of a speclal varlety of orange—
Citrus aurantium curassuvientis; and

Whereas “Curacao liqueur” has achieved
recognition and acceptance throughout the
world as a distinctive product of Curacao:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That it is the
sense of Congress that the recognition of
“Curagao ligueur” as a distinctive product
of Curagao be brought to the attention of
the appropriate agencies of the United
States Government toward the end that such
agencies will take appropriate action to
prohibit the importation into the United
States of liqueur designed as *“ 1i-
queur”, unless it is clearly labeled to show
the country of origin as an integral part
of the name.

RESOLUTIONS

AWARD OF HONORARY BADGE OF

DISTINCTION TO CERTAIN U.S.

CITIZENS

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted a resolu-
tion (S. Res. 404) favoring the award of
the Honorary Badge of Distinction to
certain U.S. citizens suffering injuries as
a result of willful mistreatment while
prisoners of unfriendly nations, which
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was referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. HUMPHREY,
;hll;h appears under a separate head-

2.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CHAIRMAN
AND CERTAIN EMPLOYEES OF
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INVESTIGATIONS TO APPEAR AND
TESTIFY IN THE CASE OF THE
UNITED STATES AGAINST JAMES
R. HOFFA

Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Commit-
tee on Government Operations, reported
an original resolution (S. Res. 405) au-
thorizing the chairman of the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, with certain present and former
employees thereof, to appear and testify
in the case of the United States against
James R. Hoffa, and for other purposes,
which was considered and agreed to.

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

PERMISSION TO TAX MUTUAL AND
LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES ON
CERTAIN BOND DISCOUNT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit small
mutual insurance companies and life in-
surance companies to be taxed on cer-
tain bond discount like other taxpayers.
I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with an explanation, and an
excerpt from the report of the Commit-
tee on Finance accompanying House bill
10650, be printed in the REcorp in con-
nection with my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill, explana-
tion, and excerpt will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3752) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit
small mutual insurance companies and
life insurance companies to be taxed on
certain bond discount like other tax-
payers, introduced by Mr. Lownc of
Louisiana, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

EBe it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, when-
ever in this Act an amendment is expressed
in terms of an amendment to a section, the
reference shall be considered to be made to
a szctlon of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954.

BOND DISCOUNT

At the end of sections 818(b) (2) and 822
(d) (2) add the following new sentence:

“For taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1962, no accrual shall be required
of discount on any bond (as defined in sec-
tion 171(d)) the interest on which is not
;nsgllmlble in gross income under section
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The explanation and excerpt presented
by Mr. Lonc of Louisiana are as follows:

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT PROVIDING CAPI-
TAL GAINS TREATMENT ON MARKET PROFITS
REALIZED BY INSURANCE COMPANIES FromM
STATE AND MUNICIPAL BONDS

Under present law, life Insurance com-
panies and mutual fire and casualty insur-
ance companies are the only taxpayers
denied capital gains treatment on market
profits from bonds purchased at less than
par value. Under sections 818(b) and 822
(d)(2) of the code, they alone are required
to accrue a ratable portion of the difference
between the cost of the bond and its par
value.

Section 8 of H.R. 10650 amends the mutual
fire and casualty company tax provisions to
bring them into accord with those taxing
stock fire and casualty companies. New In-
ternal Revenue Code section 823 in section 8
of the bill taxes medium to large mutual
fire and casualty companies like stock com-
panies and therefore gives them capital gains
treatment on their bond discount. In Rev.
Rul. 60-306, the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice has specifically ruled that even though
stock fire and casualty companies, like life
insurance companies, are required by State
regulations to accrue bond discount, they
are nevertheless entitled to treat the dis-
count as capital gains when the bond is
sold or redeemed.

New section 823 does not generally apply to
small mutual fire and casualty companies
having gross income from premiums and
investment income of between $150,000 and
$600,000. These small companies continue
to be taxed on investment income as under
rresent law and, therefore, they must con-
tinue to accrue bond discount under sec-
tion 822(d) (2).

This matter is particularly important to
those companies who purchased discount
bends issued by States and municipalities
from 1942 to 1960. During this period, mu-
tual fire and casualty companies and life
insurance companies purchased many muni-
cipal discount bonds because they were led
to belleve by regulations, return forms and
practices of the Internal Revenues that such
discount was treated as tax-exempt interest.

In May of 1960, however, the Internal
Revenue BService issued Rev. Rul. 60-210,
holding that discount on municipal bonds
was not to be accrued as tax-exempt inter-
est but was to be taxed as ordinary income.
The application of this ruling to years after
1960 is grossly unfair to pre-1960 purchasers
who relied on the then tax-exempt status of
the municipal bond discount.

The enactment of section 8 will effectively
reduce the tax impact on municipal bond
discount for mutual fire and casualty com-
panies having gross income in excess of
$600,000 and therefore indirectly overrules
Rev. Rul. 60-210 for these companies. Small
mutual fire and casualty companies and life
insurance companies, however, must still ac-
crue municipal bond discount as ordinary
income under Rev. Rul, 60-210. This over-
sight 1s discussed on pages 61 and 62 of the
Senate Finance Committee report on H.R.
10650 attached hereto.

It would therefore seem appropriate to
amend section 822(d) (2) so that small mu-
tual fire and casualty companies may receive
the same relief from the application of Rev.
Rul. 60-210 as their larger competitors.
Similarly it would seem most appropriate to
amend section 818(b) (2) so that life insur-
ance companies may also treat their market
profits from municipal bonds as capital
gains,

This is accomplished by the attached
amendment which amends sectlons 818(b)
(2) and 822(d)(2) so that market profits
from municipal bonds will be treated alike to
all taxpayers, For years after 1962, this
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would alleviate the inequity for all taxpayers
affected by Rev. Rul. 60-210, not just medium
and large mutual fire and casualty companies,
ExcerpT FROM REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE ACCOMPANYING H.R, 10650

Under the bill, as passed by the House and
approved by your committee, the rules ap-
plicable to mutual fire and casualty com-
panies accruing market discount on bonds
are changed. Under present law all mu-
tual fire and casualty companies (and life
insurance companies) are required to accrue
each year a ratable portion of market dis-
count on bonds and pay tax thereon at ordl-
nary income tax rates (Rev. Rul, 60-210;
1960-1 CB 38). Stock fire and casualty in-
surance companies, on the other hand, are
not required to accrue such discount but
when the bond is sold or redeemed they are
required to pay tax on the amount of gain
resulting from market discount at capital
gains rates (if the bond is held for more
than 6 months). Since under the general
rule of the bill the starting point in com-
puting “mutual insurance company taxable
income" is the gross income computed as if
the taxpayer were a stock company, the ef-
fect 1s to treat market discount on bonds
for mutual companies, other than the small
companies taxable on investment income
only) as it Is treated by the stock com-
panles,

AWARD OF THE HONORARY BADGE
OF DISTINCTION TO CERTAIN U.S.
CITIZENS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
April 25 of this year the President issued
an Executive order extending the author-
ization for the award of the Purple
Heart—known as the Badge of Military
Merit, or Decoration of the Purple
Heart—to be awarded to any member of
the armed services, or any civilian na-
tional of the United States serving in any
capacity with the Armed Forces of the
Department of Defense or with the Coast
Guard, who is wounded in action,

Mr. President, it is altogether fitting
and proper that this award should be
extended into our cold war era, in which
young Americans are being called upon
to face all kinds and conditions of dan-
ger and in which they might very well
suffer wounds without the formal decla-
ration of war.

The announcement at the White
House of the extension of the Purple
Heart authority prompted a letter to me
from a constituent in Minneapolis, who
pointed out that many American pris-
oners of war suffered torture and other
brutal physical treatment at the hands
of their captors during World War II
and Korea.

Mr. President, with this suggestion I
thoroughly agreed, and this past sum-
mer I asked the President if he would
initiate a study of the possibility of au-
thorizing the award of the Purple Heart
for prisoners of war who suffer injury
from willful mistreatment on the part of
their captors.

I am glad to be able to report that a
study is being made by the several serv-
ices, and I am hopeful that later this
year we may have a favorable recom-
mendation to establish the award of the
Purple Heart for such prisoners of war.

Making the award retroactive, per-
mitting the award of the Purple Heart
to be awarded to prisoners of war who
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suffered such injuries during World War
II, Korea, and World War I, would entail
a considerable amount of time and ex-
pense in order to research the records
of well over 100,000 former American
prisoners of war. Yet, Mr. President, I
believe that in all justice to these men
who have suffered for their counftry,
many of them bearing the scars of per-
manent injury, there should be authority
to make the Purple Heart retroactive to
include them.

Mr. President, I submit for appropriate
reference a resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that the President
should establish the award of the Purple
Heart for prisoners of an enemy nation
who have been willfully mistreated. In
addition to calling for the retroactive
awarding of the Purple Heart to prison-
ers of World War I, World War II and
the EKorean conflict, the resolution is
drafted to include those persons captured
and tortured during the present cold
war. Certainly the Americans currently
serving their country and the cause of
freedom in South Vietnam and other
far corners of the globe should be in-
cluded in such a Presidential order.

Mr. President, I urge prompt approval
of this resolution so that the President
of the United States may know that the
Senate endorses this proposal to extend
the Purple Heart to these many Ameri-
cans who have suffered under enemy
captors. At the very least, these de-
fenders of freedom are due this recogni-
tion by a grateful nation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and appropriately
referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 404) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services, as follows:

Resolved, That it is hereby declared to be
the sense of the Senate that the President
of the United States should, by virtue of the
authority vested In him as President of the
United States and as Commander in Chief
of the Armed Forces of the United States,
authorize the Secretaries of the military de-
partments and the Secretary of the Treasury
with respect to the Coast Guard (when not
operating as a service in the Navy) to award
the Honorary Badge of Distinction, otherwise
known as the Badge of Milltary Merit or
Decoration of the Purple Heart, to any mem-
ber of an armed force under the jurisdic-
tion of that Department and any civilian
national of the United States who, while
serving under competent authority in any
capacity with an armed force of that Depart-
ment, has suffered or hereafter suffers severe
or serious physical or mental injury as the
direct result of having been willfully mis-
treated by his captors while a prisoner of
an unfriendly nation.

Resolved further, That such authority
should be effected retroactively, so as to
include World War I, World War II, the
Korean conflict, and the period subsequent
to the Korean conflict.

ADJUSTMENT OF POSTAL RATES—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send to
the desk three amendments to the bill
(H.R. 7927) to adjust postal rates, and
for other purposes, relating to section
305 of the bill, which deals with “Com-
munist political propaganda.” The first
amendment would strike the section en-
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tirely. The second would substitute a
modified Walter bill—H.R. 5751—for sec-
tion 305. The third amendment would
modify section 305 by stating that the
detention system authorized thereun-
der would not go into effect unless the
President found that it was in the na-
tional security interest to have it do so.

My reasons for opposing this section
are set forth in the individual views I
have attached to the report. I ask that
those views be printed in the Recorp at
this place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received, printed,
and lie on the table; and, without objec-
t.on, the individual views will be printed
in the RECORD.

The individual views, presented by Mr.
CLARK, are as follows:

CoMMUNIST POLITICAL PROPAGANDA

The best defense of a free soclety against
hostile, allen propaganda is the common-
sense of its people. As President Kennedy
has stated, “I think the American people are
used to hearing all sides, and I don't think
they are particularly impressed by a good
deal of what I have seen of propaganda.”

I consider the committee's proposal for the
detention of “Communist political propa-
ganda” an administrative monstrosity, which
violates basic constitutional civil liberties,
and may well invite far-reaching retaliatory
actions against Western mail by Communist
bloc countries that would be adverse to our
national interest.

(1) Administrative objections: The com-
mittee proposal would place an enormous,
costly, and unnecessary burden on the execu-
tive branch and on the recipients of certain
foreign mail.

In the first place, the definition of “politi-
cal propaganda” in section 1(j) of the For-
elgn Agents Registration Act, which is in-
corporated by reference by the committee, is
so subjective, vague, and broad as to pro-
vide no proper standard whatsoever. Ac-
cording to that definition “political propa-
ganda” includes “any * * * communication
or expression by any person * * * which the
person disseminating the same belleves will,
or which he intends to * * * in any way
influence * * * a recipient * * * with ref-
erence to the political or public interests,
policies, or relations of a government of a
foreign country or a foreign political party
or with reference to the foreign policies of
the United States or promote in the United
States racial, religlous, or social dissensions.”

There is8 no requirement in this definition
that the propaganda be reasonably adapted
to lead the recipient to any belief, much less
any act, inimical to the United States. As
long as the detention authorities find that
its authors believe or intend certain effects,
the propaganda, no matter how crude or in-
effective, would be subject to detention.
The propaganda can be directed at any policy
or interest of a foreign government, regard-
less of whether such policy and interest hap~
pened to coincide with those of the United
States. Taken literally, foreign expressions
of sympathy with efforts of minority citizens
of the United States to protect their full
constitutional rights might fall within the
sanction of propaganda designed to promote
in the United States raclal or social dissen-
sion.

Second, an enormous and costly screening
and notification apparatus would have to be
set up to handle nonexempt mallings, If the
proposal were to be applied literally. The
Post Office Department advises that there are
86 points of entry of foreign malil (including
20 from Mexico, 47 from Canada) plus about
82 points of entry of airmail (including about
60 from Mexico and Canada), some in the
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central interior of the United States. Pre-
sumably under the committee proposal, the
Secretary of the Treasury might have to as-
sign personnel to each point of entry to check
incoming mail and screen nonexempt Com-
munist political propaganda.

A total of 839 million pieces of mail was
recelved from foreign countries last year.
The heavy majority of these pieces were in
categories other than sealed letters. FPre-
sumably many come from Iron Curtain coun-
tries. To check all of these pieces for Com-~
munist political propaganda will pose a huge
problem., How many persons would be re-
quired to administer the law proposed in
the committee bill? How much would it
cost? The answers are obviously large in
both instances.

Clearly interpreters expert in the many
scores of languages of the Communist bloc
nations would have to be employed to deter-
mine whether the mail received constituted
prohibited propaganda in nonexempt cases,

The committee proposal also requires a
costly notification system for all addressees
whose mail has been withheld.

Third, and most important, it should be
noted that the committee proposal applies
not only to mail coming from certain areas
abroad but also to all subsequent mailings
within the United States. It calls for the
detention of “Communist political propa-
ganda * * * upon its subsequent deposit in
the U.S. domestic malls.”

A monograph by Lenin printed in the So-
viet Union and sent to the United States
in 1922, deposited in the mail in 1962 in
Topeka, Kans., for delivery to Wichita, Eans.,
would fall within the scope of the commit-
tee proposal.

(2) Adverse effect on U.S. foreign policy
and national interests: As USIA and State
Department representatives indicated to the
committee, the U.S. Government has a vital
interest in the continued distribution of
Western mails within the Communist bloc
countries. Contrary to the testimony given
by Representative CuUNNINGHAM, Western
mail in significant volume is being deliv-
ered in the Communist countries. If a uni-
versal screening procedure is established for
all “Communist political propaganda™ (re-
gardless of the scope of exemptions) as the
committee proposal would do, we must ex-
pect retaliatory action by Communist coun-
tries against Western mail. There is no rea-
son to expect that such action by the Com-
munists would exempt the same categories
of mail exempted by the committee. If the
Soviets end all flow of Western mail, our
open soclety obviously loses more than the
Communist closed society.

As Edward R. Murrow, Director of the
U.8. Information Agency, testified, "“One
candle in a dark room casts far more light
than 100 candles in the sunlight.” To risk
the extinguishment of any expression of
Western viewpoint within the Communist
bloc countries, for fear of risking continued
delivery of inept Communist political propa-
ganda in the United States, is clearly not in
the national interest.

(3) Constitutional objections: Any pro-
posal which sets up a universal screening
system for foreign mail, regardless of its ex-
ceptions, raises serlous constitutional ques-
tions.

The first amendment states, “Congress
ghall make no law * * * abridging the free-
dom of speech or of the press.” This basic
freedom is subject to limitation only when
the expression of thought presents a “clear
and present danger” (Dennis v. U.S., 341 US.
494 (1950)). A restriction on use of the
mails may raise violations of the first amend-
ment (Hannegan v. Esquire, 327 U.S. 146
(1946) ).

Administrative orders detaining objects
from the mails make “questions of procedural
safeguards loom large,” as Justices Brennan,
Warren, and Douglas said in a concurring
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opinion in Manual Enterprises v. Day, de-
cilded June 25, 1962.

Mr, Justice Holmes sald:

“The United States may give up the Post
Office when 1t sees fit, but while it carries it
on, the use of the mails is almost as much
a part of free speech as the right to use our
tongues, and it would take very strong lan-
guage to convince me that Congress ever
intended to give such a practically despotic
power to any one man” (Milwaukee Publish-
ing Co. v. Burleson, 2256 U.S. 407, 437 (dis-
senting opinion)).

‘While the committee proposal would per-
mit persons who have received notices from
the Post Office that Communist political
propaganda is being held for them to file re-
quests for such matter and obtain it, clearly
a stigma might be attached to those who
attempt to exercise their rights in this regard.
This would be especlally apt to happen in
small communities where such actions are
almost sure to become widely known. The
information might well find its way to FBI
files.

Enactment of the committee proposal
would represent unfortunate and unneces-
sary legislation. It would not protect the
national security. It might hurt it. It
would be an insult to the commonsense of
the American people,

JOSEPH S. CLARE.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, finally I
ask consent that first, an editorial on
this question which appeared in the New
York Times today; second, a memoran-
dum from the U.S. Information Agency
showing what other allied countries do
in regard to alien propaganda; and third,
an article —omitting footnotes—by Prof.
James Paul, of the University of Penn-
sylvania Law School, concerning the
grave defects in the old Executive order
program, which was in effect from 1950
to 1961, and which resulted in the de-
tention of 15 million pieces of foreign
mail, be placed in the Recorp at this
place.

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

[From the New York Times, Sept. 25, 1962]
No PosTAL CENSORSHIP WANTED

Should Congress write into the statutes of
this country a system of political censorship
and screening of the malls? This is the real
issue posed by one section of the new postal-
rate and pay-raise bill reported out yester-
day by the Senate Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee.

The Senate committee was seeking to meet
the problem raised by the House-approved
Cunningham amendment, which would go
far toward preventing American -citizens
from receiving mail from the Soviet Union
and other Communist countries. The Sen-
ate version is more reasonable, since it con-
tains important exemptions. But it still de-
clares, in effect, that there are two kinds
of Americans; those who can be trusted to
receive any kind of mail from the Communist
world, and those who cannot. The Senate
provision, like the Cunningham amendment,
is probably unconstitutional, and certainly
contrary to the most fundamental tradition
of our country.

The Benate version of the postal bill pro-
vides, as expected, for higher postal rates
and for a pay increase for postal and other
Government workers. The rate increases are
necessary; and fortunately the Senate com-
mittee’s proposals do not echo the House's
sharp threat to the future existence of some
of the country's best periodiecals.

Although the U.S. malil service can hardly
go anywhere but up, it is not likely that the
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1-cent increase in ordinary letter mail will
produce any improvement, inasmuch as the
increased postal revenues will be more than
absorbed by the pay increase. As we have
argued earlier, the pay lssue and the rate
issue should have been separated so that
each could have been decided on its own
merits. But that would be asking too much
of a Congress this close to election day in an
even-numbered year.

PoOSTAL SCREENING POLICIES OF AREA COUNTRIES

1. France (per Steve Kearney): Jean
Baube, press attaché, Adams 4-0990, said that
France had no screening process. It should
be noted that as a matter of internal security
France may destroy material, even of domes-
tic production.

2. West Germany (per Art Hoffman): In
West Germany the Communist Party is out-
lawed. The practice of the Communist is to
smuggle material into West Germany and
then distribute it by domestic mail. We
were unable to determine whether there Is
a statute on the hooks. .

3. Great Britaln (per Joe Ravotto): In a
conversation with Mr. M. A. M. Robb, Infor-
mation Minister, he said that he had no
specific information but that to his general
knowledge there was no statute or admin-
istrative ruling providing for censorship or
screening of mail. He said that there was
a spot check made of material for internal
security reasons. But that no mail was with-
held from the addressee. This applies in
full measure to newspapers, magazines and
books.

4. Italy (per Ed Pancoast): We are in-
formed there are no restriction on the entry
of second- or third-class mall into the coun-
try. Because of the presence in Italy of the
large Communist Party no legislation of this
type excluding Communist literature is
plausible, and practically the local Com-
munist forces can prepare and distribute its
literature. Customs does have control over
all films imported.

b. Canada (per Joe Ravotto): He spoke
with Mr. Farquharson, DE 2-1011, who is
the public information officer. He says that
neither administratively nor legislatively is
there any screening or stoppage of Commu-
nist propaganda. He does acknowledge that
there is probably the usual legislation on
seditious or treasonable material. In this
connection, Dick Kearney referred to section
1201 of Canada's customs tariff, schedule C,
of which prohibits the importation of books
which are treasonable and seditious.

6. Japan (per Clifton B. Forster): In a
conversation with Mr. Akatani, AD 4-2269,
he sald that the following information was
based on conversations with various mem-
bers of the staff but had not yet been
checked with the legal counsel. There is
no control of mails from any country. There
is control of films, books, and other commod-
ities on a global basis under the Foreign Ex-
change Cultural Act, under which the Min-
ister of Economic Affairs determines what
products are acceptable in Japan by control
of foreign exchange. Mr. Akatani assumes
that specific propaganda material (films,
books, etc.) may be thereby excluded on
the basis that Japan does not consider these
worthwhile for the expenditure of foreign
exchange; this however is merely conjec-
ture. Japan has no cultural agreement with
the Soviets. Article 21 of customs tariff law
prohibits the importation of books, films,
and other goods which affect public security
and morals. The implication of Mr, Akatani
was that some security forces may review
books and other material for possible vio-
lation of this law.

7. West Germany (per telephone conversa-
tion with Art Hoffman, September 20, 1962);
West Germany has an antisedition law and
a law barring Communist propaganda. If
any domestic or foreign mail 1s deemed by
the postal authorities to be in contravention
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of the laws, it is put aside by the postal

authorities and can be brought to court for

a judiclal determination. Whether the prac-

tice is to do so has not been determined.

ForgiGN CoOMMUNIST PROPAGANDA IN THE
Mams: A REPORT ON SOME PROBLEMS OF
FEDERAL CENSORSHIP

(By Murray L, Schwartz and
James C. N. Paul)

(Little has been written of the activities
of the Federal Government's program for
withholding from American addresses “for-
eign Communist propaganda” mailed from
abroad. In this article, the second of a series
of studies in the problems of postal censor-
ship, the authors report on these activites,
examine the legal bases for the operation,
and weigh a number of legislative alterna-
tives agalnst the constitutional guaranty of
free expresslon. An earlier study dealt with
the censorship problems which arise from
the exercise of the power to exclude obscene
matter from the mails.)

Since 1951, our Government has engaged
in wholesale confiscation of publications
malled into this country from behind the
Iron Curtain.

U.S. officlals have ruled that these publica-
tions, when they contain foreign political
propaganda, are nonmailable: they violate
a complex of legislation, composed of the
Espionage Act and the Foreign Agents Regis-
tration Act.

The loglc of this ruling requires the con-
fiscation of all propaganda malled from any
country, and on a few occasions over-zealous
customs and postal men have pushed the
program just that far. Their sleve of
restraint has caught not only overt Com-
munist propaganda, but also a pamphlet by
a member of the British Parllament criticiz-
ing the position of the United States during
the Guatemalan revolution of 1954, various
pacifist materials from England, sclentific
works, geographies, novels and, mirabile
dictu, quantities of an edition of the London
Economist.

At the program's frustrating nadir, several
years ago, one U.S. civil servant, working in
a storage room in a big city post office, was
given a Russian dictionary by harassed su-
periors and told to interpret bales of inter-
cepted Russian publications to determine
whether any contained foreign political
propaganda. Today things are different and
better, The screening and impounding of
mail from Iron Curtain countries goes on.
But exemptions (of dubious validity in the
strict legal sense) have been created so that
persons who desire to receive publications
of virtually any sort from Communist coun-
tries can get them—provided they do not
import propaganda in quantity. The flow
of mail from non-Iron Curtain countries is
no longer subjected to screening for sub-
versive propaganda content, except perhaps
in cases where it emanates from known Com-
munist controlled sources.

There has been little open discussion of
this program—which is, today, in essence,
an operation to keep Communists abroad
from using our postal service to disseminate
their propaganda on a wholesale basis. Pub-
lished rules do not fully explain the scope
and procedures of the operation; responsible
officials have, in the past, been reluctant to
discuss it, at times even before congresssional
committees. Until very recently only a select
group (to whom publications are regularly
addressed) have been directly told that there
is a program calling for interception and de-
struction of Iron Curtain mailings—Ilet alone
for their release upon request, pursuant to
the exceptions to the exclusionary program
which the Government has created.

The Government has been successful to
date in avolding lawsuits, and it seems clear
that Postal, Customs, and Justice Depart-
ment officlals have no desire to test their
legal authority to do what they are doing.
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Importuned at intervals, Congress has still
failed to enact legislation which would clearly
authorize this operation or any workable
alternative.

But the facts and dangers of the cold war
remain stark. Under present conditions the
Government probably will not cease this
censorship unless required by Congress or
the courts. So, year by year, thousands of
publications containing foreign political
propaganda—primarily Communist propa-
ganda—are intercepted on arrival in this
country and destroyed. Precisely how
much is destroyed and precisely what is de-
stroyed (e.g., by title) remain somewhat a
mystery because security policies censor
much information on this censorship pro-
gram. With the possible exception of World
War II, there has been no similar broad-
gaged effort to confiscate so much hostile
propaganda.

The justification of the program appears
to be twofold: to protect the American public
from being swamped and seduced by subver-
sive material; and to prevent the United
States from subsidizing propagande eflforts
by totalitarlan enemies whom we are spend-
ing billions, at deficits, to combat.

Whatever the merits of these purposes, the
program should not be based on the attenu-
ated interpretation of the existing legislation
now invoked to support it. Congress should
review the problem of controlling this Com-
munist propaganda and elther abolish today’s
program calling for its exclusion or authorize
some alternative countermeasures which will
insure more appropriate safeguards to the
interests of freedom.

ORIGINS OF THE PROGRAM : IN LAW AND HISTORY

Throughout our history, the U.8. Govern-
ment has perlodically utilized its physical
control over the mails to suppress propaganda
deemed subversive.

Federalist officials seized newspapers and
tracts—both domestic and foreign—when
they espoused too much Jacobin ideology and
French revolutionary sympathy.

In pre-Civil War days, southern postmas-
ters frequently refused to carry incendiary
abolitionist materials. Congress never au-
thorized this wholesale confiscation; indeed,
Congress once rejected a bill granting pre-
cisely the power, but top postal officials went
on sanctioning the practice fo~ years. And,
in the 1850's, as North-South tensions in-
creasingly strained fears and patlence, the
Attorney General openly avowed the necessity
and advised the legality of this suppression:
suppose, wrote the astute, “doughface” Dem-
ocrat, Mr. Caleb Cushing, some foreign power
were to use the U.S. malils to stir up class
hatreds and foment civil strife as a prelimi-
nary to forcible seizure of our sovereignty—
would any one doubt the inherent power of
the U.S. Government to stop the use of its
own operation, the carriage of mall, to
achieve the purpose?

During World War I fear of subversion by
propagandists using the malls recurred.
German propaganda and later leftwing prop-
aganda was suppressed—and some of the
suppression was never expressly authorized
by any statute. In 1817, by the Espionage
Act, Congress outlawed mailings advocating
treason or forcible resistance to our laws.
These and other materials mailed in connec-
tion with esplonage activities were never to
be carried through the post; they were to
be stopped in transit; thus, a power of cen-
sorship was bestowed. In 1930, Congress au-
thorized more of this censorship, declaring
that material advocating treason or insur-
rection should also be denied entry into the
country, and customs officials were authorized
to seize it for libeling wherever they found it.

Yet none of these laws dealt with problems
which began to agitate more and more
Amerlcans during the thirtlies: the mass
dissemination of propaganda by Nazis and
Communists. These materials did not ad-
vocate overt treason; they were more subtle,
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They were also being maliled in vast volume
throughout the country. Efforts to control
their dissemination mark the origins of to-
day’s anti-Communist operation.

Congressional committees of varying mem-
bership and viewpoint became increasingly
concerned because so much of this propa-
ganda was prepared by foreign eources for
dissemination here. They investigated, pub-
licized, and promoted bills of varlous sorts.
Finally a select committee produced a bill
which Congress adopted in 1938, the Foreign
Agents Registration Act.

As the name implied, it was a registration
statute. In essence the law sald: Every
agent of a foreign principal must file state-
ments with the Secretary of State giving
information about himself, his activities, and
his foreign principal. “Foreign principal”
means practically everyone from an imper-
sonal government to an individual who was
not located in the United States. An "“agent
of a foreign principal” was defined equally
broadly, including public-relations counsel,
servant, representative, or attorney for a
foreign principal or for any domestic organi-
zation subsidized by a foreign principal.

Fallure of any foreign agent to register
was a crime. But nowhere did the law
authorize censorship of any materials mailed
by agents. Indeed, as originally written, the
statute made no reference to propaganda or
any other type of materials. An unregistered
disseminator who was an agent might be
imprisoned for failing to reveal himself, but
the act did not, in terms at least, permit
stoppage of the things he sent through the
post.

Thus, the act was intended to compel dis-
closure, not authorize censorship. It was
simply a law designed to stop pollution of
the free marketplace of ideas with nostrums
promoted by undisclosed allen, totalitarian
sources. Sald the House Committee on the
Judiciary: “We believe that the spotlight of
pitiless publicity will serve as a deterrent to
the spread of pernicious propaganda.”

The anticipated spotlight failed to deter.
In 1839 and 1941 the Dies committee reported
that tons of propaganda were coming in from
Germany, Italy, Japan, and Russia. Books,
tracts, newspapers, and similar matter were
sent, often in gquantity to individuals,
schools, colleges, institutions, business
houses, and other selected addressees ap-
parently in the hope that these recipients
would in some way promote further dissemi-
nation. Paradoxically there were few re-
corded registrations of foreign agents. De-
spite verbal blasts by committees headed by
such capable publicists as Fish, McCormack,
and Dies, there were few prosecutions for
failure to register.

Indeed, a defect in the law was uninten-
tionally overlooked or obfuscated. The act
failed to speak In terms to this serious prob-
lem: how should we deal with a Nazi propa-
gandist who, physically, was not here, who
sat in an office in Berlin with a list of U.S.
addressees at his side to whom he malled his
material directly? There was no way of com-
pelling this propagandist to register. There
was no statute, no policy, no program in
terms designed to publicize or check his ac-
tivities.

By 1940 U.S. involvement in the Armaged-
don against Germany was on the increase.
Yet alien propagandists abroad were stepping
up their output, using U.S. post offices in the
effort to foment racial antagonisms as well as
undermine U.S. support for the beleaguered
democracles. Post office leaders reacted to
the danger as they conceived it. They seized
several large shipments of Nazl propaganda.
Postmaster General Frank Walker then re-
quested the opinion of Attorney General
Robert H. Jackson—could he legally do what
he had done? Yes, replied the Attorney Gen-
eral, coming up with an opinion containing
an interweaving of assorted provisions of the
United States Code to support the resuilt.
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The Espionage Act, he noted, renders non-
mailable not only treasonable materials, but
also all material which violates its own sec-
tion 22. That section imposes criminal pen=-
alties upon anyone who “in aid of any for-
elgn government, knowingly and wilfully
possesses or controls any property or papers
used or designed or intended for use in vio-
lating any penal statute.” Section 22 thus
appears to embrace the entire Federal penal
code, provided the activity (1) involves the
knowing possession of papers intended for
criminal use, and (2) is “in aid of a foreign
government.” So, if papers are possessed
in violation of section 22, they are nonmail-
able. Continued the Attorney General: If
any propaganda were mailed by a nonreg-
istered agent in this country, this activity
(i.e., acting as an agent, here, without reg-
istering) would constitute a violation of
the penal code of the kind which would make
the propaganda nonmailable through re-
course to section 22. Then followed the tour
de force of the ruling—a neat feat of legal
fictionmaking—whereby forelgn dissemina-
tors, men who had never set foot on
U.S. soil, became unregistered agents en-
gaged in criminal activity here. Declared
the Attorney General: The use of our mails
by persons outside the United States for the
purpose of committing an act which, if com-
mitted within the United States would con-
stitute a violation of a criminal statute, ren-
ders them llable to the penalties of the
statute. So the foreign disseminator, by
using U.S. mail service becomes an un-
registered agent here, and his propaganda
plece becomes a paper which is controlled
in violation of section 22, thereby rendering
the matter nonmailable under the Espionage
Act.

As a consequence of this ruling, postal and
customs men were apparently authorized to
intercept and destroy any material which
either agency considered political propagan-
da in aid of a foreign government, sent from
abroad by any person who, prima facle,
would appear to be a foreign agent if he
were here.

The ruling was backed by reasoning which
was vulnerable. Overlocked was the fact
that the purpose of the Registration Act
was disclosure, not censorship. It is one
policy to make criminal the failure of
propagandists to register, but quite another
to give an administrative agency unlimited
discretion to confiscate their propaganda. It
is going even further to give Government
men a carte blanche power to seize all propa-
ganda sent from abroad and designed to aid
a foreign government—their power to be
limited only by the vague mandate that the
sender be classifiable as an agent.

Moreover, the Registration Act was de-
signed to uncover domestic conduits for the
propaganda of foreign nations—disclosure of
the link between an agent operating here
and his forelgn backers. It was quite a
stretch to say that Congress had also told
officials of foreign governments and em-
ployees of foreign companies—men who had
never set foot in this country—to file reg-
ular reports with our State Department set-
ting forth the terms and conditions of their
contracts of employment followed by a state-
ment of their activities every 6 months,
these statements to be public records.

S0 the Attorney General's opinion was
executive lawmaking in a grand manner.
But after all the country was going into war.
And with war came other forms of censor-
ship: the channels of communication any-
where abroad were soon policed totally
through enforcement of the Trading With
the Enemy Act, through the activities of the
Office of Censorship and other wartime op-
erations. There was little impetus to chal-
lenge the Government about its program for
dumping Nazl propaganda. And none was
fortheoming.

In 1842 the Registration Act was substan-
tially amended. Administration of its dis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

closure requirements was turned over to the
Department of Justice. Registration state-
ments were to contain more information.
“Political propaganda” was defined broadly
and foreign agents were required to label
their propaganda. The label was to explain
that the material was propaganda, that the
disseminator was an agent, and that regis-
tration and dissemination did not indicate
approval by the U.S. Government of his mes-
sage. The transmittal of unlabeled propa-
ganda through the mails by a foreign agent
was declared unlawful. Penalties for viola-
tion were increased.

To put at rest any thought that the 1942
amendments in any way affected the Attor-
ney General's opinion dealing with foreign
propaganda mailed directly from {foreign
lands, the Department of Justice promul-
gated rule 50 (for the enforcement of the
act). It reiterated the gist of Attorney
General Jackson’s 1940 ruling.

The censorship operation based on that
ruling was managed by postal and customs
men, and it lasted until the end of the war.
Then it lapsed. The necessity which was
its real basis seemed to have ended.

Then the cold war turned hot in Korea;
and, with warfare raging, international com-
munism commenced major propaganda
drives all over the world. Into this country
poured publications of all kinds produced
in Moscow, Peiping, Prague, Warsaw, and
other Communist centers. Varying in style,
content, and intellectual appeal, there were
tracts and magazines containing panegyrics
of life in Communist countries, extreme
criticisms of life in the United States, ap-
peals for peace and peace petitions, ac-
cusations and documentary proof of U.S.
germ warfare and prisoner-of-war atrocities
in Asla.

Vast quantities of foreign language news-
papers and pamphlets were also coming in,
apparently unsolicited and sent individually
to persons of obvious foreign descent. Thus,
Warsaw-published items were sent to ob-
vious Polish-American addresses, and later
investigations sustained the hunch of postal
and customs officials that recipients in this
class were recently naturalized or first
generation citizens. On the west coast there
was a similar story, but here the appeal was
in Chinese to Chinese—and many of these
recipients apparently could read nothing but
Chinese. These special patterns of propa-
gandizing were particularly disturbing to the
postal, customs, and Justice Department men
who commenced to organize U.S. resistance
to the Communist propaganda deluge; since
the beginning they have openly avowed their
fear that this propaganda might have an
impact on its recipients—if it were con-
tinuously delivered. There also appeared
unusual quantities of books of every kind—
songbooks, picture books for children, texts
for scholars. Some would seem Iinnocent
even to the most zealous anti-Communist;
others were freighted with party doctrine
and party line attacks on U.S. institutions
and culture.

Thus, propaganda pleces of all varleties
started coming in by the thousands. In the
beginning no measurements of volume were
made; none could be made without consider-
able burden. By March 1951, the deputy col-
lector of customs in New York had instituted
a 8-month check of Iron Curtain material of
the propaganda type coming through New
York; about 25,000 packages of mail had en-
tered; a package often contalned as many as
100 different pieces of propaganda. This vol-
ume increased steadily. And New York was
only one point of entry, albeit the biggest,
volumewise, for all foreign mail coming into
this country.

Many Members of Congress, particularly
those on committees which had long been
alert to detect Communist or alleged Com-
munist dangers in our midst did not long
remain ignorant or passive. Nor did the of-
ficials of the executive branch in close con-
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tact with the situation simply sit by as all
this propaganda began swelling our post of-
fices. As a consequence of both congression-
al pressure and sua sponte executive action,
the present program of confiscation of for-
eign Communist propaganda took shape.

The deputy collector of customs at New
York became concerned in 1950; he called at-
tention to the situation in New York and
asked superiors whether any provisions of
the new Internal Security Act of 1950 (re-
lating to labeling of mail by domestic Com-
munist organizations) were intended to
affect all this Communist propaganda com-
ing in from abroad. And, if so, what was his
responsibility. For a while the answer—and
customs and postal policy—remained uncer-
tain. But customs officials began examining
much of the material to see if they could ex-
clude it as advocacy of treason under the
Tariff Act. Admittedly they could not, but
this did permit closer survelllance. Federal
Bureau of Investigation agents were notified
about reciplents who seemed to be getting
propaganda in substantial quantities, and
some of the more noxious items were simply
“strong-armed,” to use the words of a cus-
toms official.

Meanwhile, a Senate subcommittee had
been investigating domestic disseminators
of Communist propaganda. Attention ini-
tially seems to have been focused on the in-
formational activities in this country of
various diplomatic representatives of Com-
munist bloc nations. The committee had
also become interested in the operations of
Four Continents, Inc., a New York importer
of quantities of publications of all sorts from
Iron Curtain countries. Why, the committee
wanted to know, were these outlets—the dip-
lomatic staff members and the commercial
importers—exempted by Government officials
from the labeling requirements of the For-
eign Agents Registration Act? (Who in the
State Department had persuaded the De-
partment of Justice to adopt a hands off
policy with respect to the dissemination of
propaganda by members of the Russian for-
eign service? Who in the Justice Depart-
ment was responsible for an unofficial agree-
ment allowing Four Continents, Inc., to ecir-
culate Russian publications without any
label disclosing their propaganda content?
Had Judith Coplon, then an employee of
the Department of Justice in the Foreign
Agents Reglstration Section, exerted an im-
proper influence here?) These seem to have
been the questions of initial concern. But
as the committee inquired into them its at-
tention was drawn to the quite different
problem of what to do about all the foreign
Communist propaganda which was coming
into this country via New York for direct
distribution to American addressees. Con-
ditions were then investigated at other points
where foreign mail was entering the United
States. Finding that similar problems exist-
ed, the committee applied informal pressure
on postal and customs officials for more ef-
fective counteraction. Eventually, the House
Un-American Activities Committee came into
the picture and applied similar pressure.

Meanwhile, the Attorney General’s Office
advised harassed postal and customs offi-
cials that the Attorney General’s ruling of
1940 was still the law. Postal, customs and
Justice Department officials then arranged
a program to intercept and confiscate Com-
munist propaganda pursuant to this inter-
pretation of the statutes. The activity was
undertaken without direct congressional au-
thorization, without much preparation in
advance, without promulgating any rules of
procedure or directives which the public at
large could read.

There was, however, consultation with the
interested congressional committees and
some publicity of the menace of the Red
propaganda threat through their hearings.
Indeed, though the legal theory and opera-
tional plan of an antipropaganda program
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came through the executive branch, much
initial impetus was furnished by these com-
mittees. Even after the program was well
underway and well understood, the House
Un-American Activities Committee con-
tlnued to hold hearings in various places
throughout the United States, calling up
the same Government officials for substan-
tially the same testimony, expressing con-
tinued shock at the disclosures made, urging
postal and customs officials to redouble their
efforts, assuring them that clear-cut legisla-
tive authority would soon be supplied so
that they would know that it was clearly
lawful to do what they were doing.

The scope of the legal power which the
Post Office, Justice, an Depart-
ments proceeded to carve out for their en-
forcement officials was broad. In legal the-
ory, their program seemed to call for im-
pounding any political propaganda sent here
in aid of a foreign government by anyone
suspected as an unregistered agent of any
foreign principal. None of these limitations
seems to have amounted to much when it
came to propaganda from Communist coun-
tries.

The agency requirement was readily satis-
fled. As noted, a foreign principal is de-
fined, roughly, as any person, organization,
or government outside the United States;
and, subject to exceptions which may simply
have been ignored, anyone acting for a for-
eign principal could be deemed an agent.
Indeed, the Department of Justice later ruled
that all political propaganda originating in
Iron Curtaln countrles could be presumed
to come from an agent.

So, too, with the requirement that the
agent send papers in ald of a forelgn gov-
ernment. If his papers are political propa-
ganda, then they are in ald of a foreign gov-
ernment, advised the Government's lawyers.
And what is political propaganda? The Reg-
istration Act defines it as “any * * * ex-
pression * * * reasonably adapted to * * *
prevail upon, indoctrinate, convert, induce,
or in any other way influence a recipient or
any section of the public within the United
States with reference to political or public
interests, policles, or relations of a govern-
ment of a foreign country or a foreign polit-
ical party or with reference to the foreign
policies of the United States or promote in
the United States racial, religious, or soclal
dissensions.”

The breadth of this authorlty, the ab-
sence of any modus operandl planned in ad-
vance to enforce it, the absence of any pub-
lished procedures, including the absence of
any notification to addressees of propaganda
material, the emergency character of the op-
eration, and the novelty of the whole prob-
lem—these and other factors caused imme-
diate, serlous problems.

THE CONFISCATION PROGRAM IN OPERATION

Efforts to stop the flow of Communist
propaganda from foreign sources began in
1951 and were steadily augmented thereafter.

The attempt was made to set up some sort
of screening operation at every major point
of entry for foreign mail. But the procedures
were hasty and improvised, nor were there
enough men everywhere to do the job prop-
erly—as at St. Paul where a warehouse full
of material accumulated while a non-Rus-

slan-speaking customs employee, furnished
solely with a Russian-English dictionary, at-
tempted to select and detain all publications
deemed to contain Communist propaganda.
Furthermore, the legal authority invoked to
engage in such censorship was both broad
and presumably difficult for local postmasters
to understand. The objectives of the pro-
gram were neither well formulated nor well
understood among the very men charged
with enforcement.

The criteria for propaganda were so broad
that enforcement officlals in the field were
able to find suspect matter in Soviet pub-
lished works on art, religion, philosophy,
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18th century literature, and even so a polit-
ical a subject as “Chess for Beginners'; vol-
umes of this kind were detalned even though
they had been published prior to the Czar
Nicholas’ demise.

Having once started a program of con-
fiscating Communist propaganda, it was easy
for the enforcement authorities to lose sight
of what, presumably, was their basic objec-
tive—preventing the use of the U.S. malls
for mass dissemination of propaganda by for-
eign, Communist-controlled agencles. The
power which Attorney General Jackson had
marked out in 1940 sometimes seemed tanta-
mount to a power to impound any book com-
ing from any foreign country if it contained
the proscribed ingredients. So it came to
pass that at least some officlals in various
post offices in the field were stopping suspi-
cious publications from Hong Kong and
India, and then France, Germany, England,
and Canada, and withholding those which
seemed to have a propaganda-type message,

Indeed, books which admittedly were
neither pro-Communist nor anti-United
States in theme, but which still seemed to be
“propaganda” under the statutory definition,
were occasionally stopped. Thus, a US.
importer ordered, from England, Avro
Manhattan’s “Catholic Imperialism and
World Freedom.” The thesis of this decided-
1y controversial book is that the church,
through Rome, is attempting to win polit-
ical hegemony over the whole world. Here,
declared the postal solicitor, justifying his
decision to ban the book in the language
of the statute itself, was a work designed to
promote in the United States, racial, reli-
glous and social dissensions. And, if the
book did fit the statutory definition of
“propaganda,” of what consequence should
it be that this propaganda was not Commu-
nist propaganda?

Of course, most of the material seized was
Communist propaganda from Soviet bloc
countries, and most of it was sent here un-
solicited by Communist controlled agencies,
and the destruction of most of it went un-
noticed and unlamented. But there were
still thousands of Americans and many or-
ganizations who, for one reason or another,
had ordered publications from Communist
countries which contained patent propa-
ganda.

For example, & number of important
American research libraries gradually came
to the conclusion that many items in the
vast varlety of Russian, Czech, Polish, and
Chinese materials on current events and cul-
tural developments which they had been
regularly recelving on an exchange basis
were no longer coming through; there were
gaps In the collections; some of the
materials were lrreplaceable. Speclalized de-
partments of universities, e.g., those dealing
with Russian or Slavic affairs, as well as
similar nonuniversity agencies experienced
frustrating losses. Numerous political sclen-
tists and freelance writers and other experts
on current events or current shifts in the
party line behind the Iron Curtain failed to
receive current journals and newspapers such
as Pravda, which were of the utmost impor-
tance to their work. Bookstores and im-
porters who sought to acquire Russian ma-
terials could not. Ironically, a consignment
t0o one importer who was purchasing Soviet
publications for U.S. military agencies was
confiscated and lost. Mathematical Review,
one of the world’s three publications which
list all known works in the mathematics
fleld, was deprived of Russian titles for a
year. The Assoclation of American Geog-
raphers was moved to adopt a resolution ex-
pressing concern over the Government’s pol-
iey of withholding distribution to competent
scholars and libraries. Similar protests ema-
nated from similar groups. And not only
did the confiscation program result in wide-
spread loss of material needed, it also pro-
duced great delays which were n-ustratin.g
per se.
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The total impact of this censorship on
American culture, sclence and research dur-
ing this period can hardly be estimated in
any quantitative way. The American people
were soon to be sputniked into recognition
that they had a lot at stake in maintaining,
at least for those who were interested, the
most liberal kind of access to information
about the Communist world. It would seem
unnecessary, here and now, to labor the
point that what happened from 19851 to 1955
was unfortunate and undesirable as a mat-
ter of national policy—even if that policy
is to be formulated in terms of the most
narrow national self-interest.

Those dangers became apparent to postal
and customs officials too. Repeatedly they
made ad hoe concessions to meet some obvi-
ous imperative demand for a special dispen-
sation. But, since the statutes and the At-
torney General’s ruling gave no guldance,
they were forced to go ahead on their own,
first making empirical rulings for special
cases, later, and gradually, developing gen-
eral criteria applicable to all cases.

Thus, unwritten law developed during the
period 1951-55 which curtailed the scope
of the Attorney General's ruling. The ex-
clusionary program came to be limited to
more patent Communist propaganda, sent
unsolicited and in quantity from behind
the Iron Curtain or Communist controlled
agencies outside it. To elaborate, the power
to impound came to depend on three admin-
istration criteria, nowhere explicit nor even
implicit in the Attorney General's ruling;
these tests had to do with: (1) the character
of the addressee of the material; (2) the
source of the mailing; and (3) the character
of the materlial.

THE CHARACTER OF THE ADDRESSEE

As a result of the urgent complaints by
many scholars, librarians, and others, it was
soon perceived that least some addressees
should be allowed to receive otherwise non-
malilable propaganda. The administrators of
the program first tried to build up a list of
persons and institutions in this category. It
became known among some circles as the
white list. In some instances, people or in-
stitutions were able to get on it by simply
pestering the Post Office or the Bureau. In
some cases the Post Office initiated the ex-
emption process. Thus, where publications
addressed to a university or one of its de-
partments were being withheld, a letter was
sent to the institution’s president. Typically
1t read:

“Parcels containing Communist propagan-
da arriving by mall from (an Iron Curtain
country) and also from other countries are
addressed for delivery to the Unlversity
of . Such matter is nonmailable pur-
suant to an opinion of the Attorney Gen-
eral * * * unless addressed to a registered
agent of a foreign government or to members
of diplomatic staffs. However, exceptions
have been made in certain cases where such
matter was addressed to universities which
undertake to study such propaganda and, of
course, in no way promote its dissemination.
Some institutions of learning have stated
that they have no use for such publications,
do not desire to recelve them and have not
ordered or agreed to receive them.

*“This office would appreciate a statement
ifrom you as to whether the University of
desires to receive these Communist
propaganda publications and the nature of
their utility to the unlversity and what re-
strictions are placed upon their accessibility.

“As you no doubt know, Communist
propaganda has greatly increased in volume
and viclousness and is being addressed to
many persons and institutions which object
to receiving such matter. It is believed to
be incumbent upon this Department, there-
fore, to obtain some information as to the
position of addressees of such publications
where exceptions to the general rule of non-
mallability are made.”
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All of the presidents (about whom we have
any information) asked—some far more em-
phatically than others—that all publications
be forwarded at all times. Some pointed out
that all materials, regardless of content,
might prove to be essential to further the
study and research of members of their
faculties. Some indicated the vital nature
of this research—in several cases it was Gov-
ernment-sponsored research. Some pointed
out that their libraries had broad exchange
arrangements with comparable Russian in-
stitutions and had no way of knowing in
advance what would eventually be worth
keeping. Several librarians, answering for
their institutions, were eloquent on fune-
tlons of a research library, and they pro-
ceeded to lecture the Post Office on the need
for uninhibited access to publications of all
kinds at all times. Spokesmen for other in-
stitutions, however, were almost apologetic
about asking for release of the propaganda.
The president of one State university as-
sured postal lawyers that all materials sent
to his school would be segregated, under
security protection, in a locked area of the
library stacks.

Aside from universities, the Post Office also
directed letters to a few, selected individuals
asking whether Communist propaganda ad-
dressed to them should be delivered. Anti-
Communist George Sokolsky responded
angrily:

“The theory of your advice is that I am
entitled to special privileges. But I do not
like privileges. I want these publications
because I subscribed to them. They can do
me no greater harm than some American
publications I buy. If I am to be saved from
my reading habits I do not want it done by
the Post Office, the business of which it is to
deliver the mails.”

Sokolsky appears to have articulated
eloquently the feelings of others who dis-
covered that the Post Office was policing
their mail. And he was right in character-
izing the exemption as a privilege. At the
time he wrote not everyone was allowed ac-
cess to contraband propaganda, and very few
were informed that they could enjoy the op-
portunity. It is hard to say what criteria
were used to grant the privilege. But clear-
ly, at this earlier stage in the program’s
evolution, some people who wanted mail
from the Commuaist world and who asked
for prompt delivery were still denied it.

One person reports that he was told by
the Post Office that he was not sufficiently
educated. Several faculty members were
obliged to have thelr college presidents clear
them with the Post Office before their pub-
lications were delivered. Other scholars
changed the delivery address from their
homes to their university offices, whereupon
publications previously withheld began to
appear. Some journalists and freelance
writers went through a long, frustrating
serles of communications before interrup-
tion of their mail ceased. Some were told
that there would be an investigation be-
fore there could be any clearance. A re-
tired Coast Guard officer in New England
had developed a unigque avocation: study-
ing various navigation problems confront-
ing the Russian Navy, using all sorts of
current Russian magazines (even a fashion
journal) to get his data. Learning that
some people were allowed to receive such
mail, he asked for the same privilege. The
request was denied. He was told by his local
postmaster that he was deemed unqualified
to receive the propaganda he wanted. A
midwestern technical library of long stand-
ing, had to receive speclal clearance, ap-
parently because postal officials were un-
familiar with its operations and standing.
Ironically, when Customs did try to facilitate
the entry of some bona fide subscriptions
to various Communist journals by request-
ing commercial importers (who acted as
agents for subscriptions) to furnish lists of
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persons and institutions from whom they
had receilved orders, these importers re-
fused to divulge the information.

There is not sufficient space here—nor is
there really need—to relate other painful
incidents which marked the evolution of
this policy of granting exemptions. What is
important is the lesson: when Government
officials, simply in the exercise of an un-
regulated discretion, tried to pick and
choose among Americans as to who might
and who might not recelve Communist
tinged publications, there was chaos.

The enforcement officials perceived this.
Gradually it was recognized that anyone
who ordered Russian materials ought to get
them. The only thing the Government need
worry about was the importer who acted as
a mass disseminator himself. Ironically,
loopholes in the Registration Act sometimes
seemed to enable such individuals to escape
its registration requirements.

The policy of permitting entry of solicited
materials was fixed by the end of 19566 but
not generally known. Some persons still
experienced inordinate delays and even oc-
caslonal losses. Criticism—much of it based
on misunderstanding—continued. The De-
partment of Justice finally promulgated its
rule 6 in December 1956, which codified the
informal policy already established by cus-
toms and postal officials. This rule declared,
by implication, that the Government was
permitting transmittal of propaganda to per-
sons who have ordered * * * or otherwise
solicited such material. In practice it ap-
pears that anyone (other than a domestic
disseminator) is entitled to receive foreign
Communist propaganda if he requests it—
even if the material was not ordered in
advance.

Notwithstanding the literal terms of rule
6, the Government still occasionally exer-
cises outright censorship controls against
at least some addressees—persons who are
not registered (nor, necessarily, required to
register) under the Foreign Agents Regis-
tration Act, but who import propaganda ma-
terial in bulk for general distribution to the
public at large. For example, a San Fran-
cisco bookseller who has imported books
and tracts of all sorts and sometimes in sub-
stantial quantity (e.g., 100 coples of one pub-
lication) reported repeated interference from
postal and customs authorities, and this dif-
fleculty has continued into 1958. The pro-
longed detention (and in some instances
destruction) of this importer’s materials has
probably been based on the Government’s
belief that he is a domestic distributor; and
because he is he falls outside the purview
of exemptions permitted under rule 6.

A Chicago importer who maintains a peace
library and sells or distributes peace litera-
ture of all sorts—including propaganda tracts
put out by Communist-controlled agencles—
reports continued losses; recently au-
thorities have told him that he will not be
permitted to receive large quantities of prop-
aganda materials because rule 6 prohibits
admittance of materials, whether solicited
or not, if they are sent here in quantity for
broad domestic distribution. Other persons
or organizations have reported similar diffi-
culties. The precise line which is to be drawn
here—the line delimiting controls imposed
upon suspected domestic disseminators—has
not been articulated publicly. Libraries are
apparently free to import what they want,
even though the material is thereafter made
freely avallable to the public at large. In-
dividuals are apparently free to import a
few coples of a tract, have it copled and re-
distribute it on a broad basis. Registered
agents are entitled, presumably as a matter
of law and not just administrative discre-
tion, to receive all material, even when
quantities of a single item are sent; and it
is, admittedly, most difficult to police their
domestic distribution to assure their compli-
ance with the labeling requirements of the
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act. Notwithstanding these loopholes, the
Government still appears to assert the right
to control the volume of propaganda received
by potential domestic disseminators who are
not registered nor required to do so.

Apart from the more or less ad hoc con-
trols exercised against these suspected do-
mestic disseminators, mail is supposed to go
to all who really want it. But there is still
one, big, practical qualification—a proce-
dural matter which affects the substance of
rule 6's exemption in favor of solicited mail.
Notices are not regularly sent as a matter of
course to every individual addressee whose
mall is stopped. That is impossible, say the
administrators—pleading administrative im-
possibility and expense. Hence if a person
wants mail, other than first-class mail, from
Soviet bloe countries, he must take it upon
himself to request our Post Office for de-
livery; for, absent any information about
the addressee, the enforcement officials may
be unable to tell whether a suspect item is
solicited. They may send him a notice with
a postcard asking if he wants this particular
propaganda publication. If they send no
notice and conclude the material is unso-
licited propaganda, the addressee will never
see the publication.

SOURCE OF THE MAILING

While criteria exempting solicited mate-
rials emerged only after many (and often
painful) case incidents, criteria exempting
non-Iron Curtain materials were developed
more sharply, late in 1855, largely as the re-
sult of one case incident—the Post Office’s
dealings with the American Friends’ Service
Committee.

In furtherance of some of its many, varied
activities the Friends’ Service Committee
imported, from time to time, political pam-
phlets on various subjects from various
sources in England. Among the publica-
tions ordered in 1955 were 500 copies of a
leaflet called “Guatemala: The Fate of a
Bmall Country.” This work—which con-
demned U.S. involvement in the Guatemalan
revolution—had been published by the
Movement for Colonial Freedom, a British
organization which counted approximately
60 members of Parliament among its num-
ber; and one was author of the pamphlet.

In the spring of 19565 the committee asked
the movement why the Guatemala pamphlet
had never arrived in the United States. The
response from England: the pamphlets were
mailed long ago; we are asking our post of-
fice to investigate; If an explanation is not
forthcoming within a week, we will arrange
for the question to be raised in Parliament.

The British postal officlals did report; the
pamphlets had been seized by the U.S. Gov-
ernment. Upon further inquiry to Wash-
ington, the committee learned that foreign
propaganda malled from abroad was subject
to seizure here; that the Guatemala pam-
phlet was in this class because (in the words
of the post office) it stated that “there is no
Communist threat there (in Guatemala),
and that what took place was solely to bene-
fit American big business.” The committee
also learned that a number of other English
pamphlets which had been sent (some unso-
licited) to its Boston office were under
detention.

A series of inconclusive negotlations with
postal officials followed. The committee was
on the verge of suing the Government—an
unusual step for this group—when the postal
solicitor suggested another conference; in-
deed, he took the novel step of coming to
Philadelphia to facilitate the meeting. With
characteristic candor the postal solicitor ad-
mitted that a lawsuit might play havoc with
the Government’s program which, he de-
clared, should be aimed at unsolicited vast
volumes of Red propaganda from the Soviet
bloc, and not at propaganda from other for-
eign sources. Furthermore, the Geneva con-
ference was now pending; United States and
Russian officlals were soon to bargain over
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relaxing controls upon the channels of com=-
munication between the two countries. The
U.S. position, he suggested, would be em-
barrassed if a lawsuit challenging its power
to control Russlan propaganda were to be-
come a matter of public record now. The
solicitor promised to release the pamphlets
if the suit were dropped. But the committee
insisted he do more. It was not enough to
give special privileges to one group. The
same privileges should be accorded to all
Americans similarly situated. Furthermore,
some procedures should exist to supply notice
and opportunity to be heard to those whose
mail was stopped.

The upshot of the conference was this: the
committee called off its lawyers; the Post
Office released all impounded materials, and
promised, through its Solicitor, to revise the
procedures for dealing with mail from non-
Soviet bloc countries. Henceforth, there
would be no detentlon of such mail unless
the addressee was furnished with notice and
an opportunity to claim the material de-
tained. The Solicitor went on to assure the
committee that the Government's design was
slmply to exclude Communist propaganda
sent here in quantities from Communist-
controlled agencles. Since few of these were,
presumably, located outslide the Iron Curtain,
the occasion for screening any mail from
any non-Communist country would be slight.
The understanding was, in effect, reduced
to writing through a series of letters. The
Solieitor even submitted a copy of the form
of notice which he proposed to use in cases
where non-Iron Curtain propaganda was im-
pounded.

Thus, as a result of all this bargalning, the
Post Office renounced powers which, in
theory, it enjoyed under the terms of the
Attorney General’s ruling; the substantive
scope of U.S. censorship was reduced—de-
limited, virtually, to Iron Curtaln mailings;
procedural reforms were instituted to apply
in the cases of non-Iron Curtain mailings.

THE CHARACTER OF THE MATERIAL

Publications emanating from the Commu-
nist world have varied greatly as to style,
content, and level of intellectual appeal.
Typical examples of propaganda include:
People’s China, a well written, slick paper,
English language, Pelping-published fort-
nightly with articles and pictures portray-
Ing lavish soclal progress in Communist
China and the idealism of her leaders; New
Times, a weekly published in Moscow, in
various languages including English, ex-
pounding the Communist position on issues
of the day, linking the interests of the Com-
munist bloe with the world's new, neutral
countries; Soviet Woman, blending politics
with fashion, news, sob stories, dress pat-
terns, and biographical homilies; Women of
the Whole World, a similar English language
monthly (published in the Soviet sector of
Berlin) with perhaps more emphasis on the
international questions of the day: World
Youth, a Hungarian monthly, and World
Student News, a Czechoslovakian monthly,
directed at students everywhere with news
of international conferences, ecstatic descrip-
tions of the life of youth in various Commu-
nist and neutral countries and invitations to
enlist in various peace crusades; and News,
an English language Soviet monthly, sound-
ing the tocsin for International exchange
and damning U.S. opposition to such pro-
posals.

Some tracts, such as Lenin's Boyhood and
Adolescence (a primer on the noble Lenin)
and the laboriously titled “The Just Father-
land Liberation War of the EKorean People
for Freedom and Independence,” seem to bog
down under the welght of thelr own words.
Others have been sharp and hard-hitting,
with clever cartoons or plausibly distorted
conclusions drawn from reasonably accurate
facts: thus USA in Wort und Bild, a German
language publication, used, inter alla, a col-
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lection of American comic book covers and
pictures and an article on juvenile delin-
quency reprinted from the New York Dally
Mirror to launch its attacks on American
life.

In lesser numbers there have been tracts
purporting to document U.S. war atrocities
in Korea—often replete with pictures, some-
times written in English, sometimes in for-
eign languages.

From time to time customs officlals have
also stopped vast quantities of so-called
“back to the homeland” mailings—first class
letters sent to persons of foreign ancestry,
particularly in areas around New ¥York,
Philadelphia, and Detroit. While, individ-
ually, each seemed to be a personal com-
muniecation from someone in Russia, Poland,
or East Germany to someone in the United
States, it was perceived that these letters
fell into a definable category. External ap-
pearances were enough to arouse suspicion:
the handwriting and stationery were similar;
the letters arrived in quantity. Once opened
(after the addressee consented to inspection)
the content of the communications also
proved similar; the writer, allegedly a friend
or kin of the addressee, urged defection—
often physical return to the “homeland,”
sometimes a donation of money. Some-
times (so customs officials state) this plea
was coupled with veiled threats to members
of the addressee’s family still living abroad.

Many of these letters, along with the other
propaganda described above, and indeed al-
most any publication from Russia, were
seized or detalned during the early years of
the program. For all mail from the Iron
Curtain was closely screened; and while at-
tempts were made to make discriminations,
to release materials deemed devoid of propa-
ganda, gross mistakes obviously occurred.
Thus, as has already been indicated, not only
more patent propaganda, but books and
journals of every sort—some utterly lacking
in any possible propaganda overtones—were
seized and destroyed: texts on law, literature
and sclence, editions of Russlan classics and
80 on.

These obvious abuses probably occurred
because there were, during thic period (1851-
55), inadequate procedures for reviewing and
supervising activities of overzealous men in
the field, an inadequate staff of translators
and knowledgeable readers, a tremendous
backlog of publications placed under deten-
tion and a hazy conception of the objectives
of the program. Moreover, the problem of
what kind of propaganda to selze was aggra-
vated when customs and postal officials began
screening, sporadically, publications sent
from non-Iron Curtain countries; this activ-
ity produced more abuses.

Eventually some rulings of postal or custom
officials, such as the banning of Avro Man-
hattan’s “Catholic Imperialism and World
Power,” the detention of the London Econo-
mist and the selzure of the American Friends
Service Committee's pamphlets caused con-
siderable public criticlsm and embarrass-
ment. In these and several other cases the
Bolicitor of the Post Office was obliged to
apologize for the mistakes of "underlings”
or himself confess error—which he would do
with admirable candor. These Incidents oc-
curred during the latter gquarter of 1955, and
the notoriety seems to have spurred postal
and customs officlals directly responsible for
the program to reappralse thelr objectives
and procedures,

As we have seen, policles were effected to
permit release of publications to persons who
requested delivery, and shortly thereafter
attempts to screen non-Iron Curtain mail-
ings were largely abandoned. Similarly, ef-
forts were made to narrow the range of cen-
sorship of publications coming from Iron
Curtain countries, to contract the standard
defining nonmailable propaganda.

Gradually, there was a relaxation of bans
once put upon a number of Soviet-published
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books. Thus, historical and sclentific texts,
works of literature and art, and other mate-
rials which once were seized or detained reg-
ularly, came to be released without inquiry
as to whether they were solicited—simply on
the theory that their propaganda content
was not noxious enough to warrant their ex-
clusion, Generalizations are difficult and
risky, but it would appear that most of the
propaganda seized today consists of contem-
porary, mass-produced materials designed
for mass distribution here to promote some
current Communist claim.

Administration of all these various re-
forms and criteria for exemption were facili-
tated by the development of more centralized
operating procedures. All mail originating
from behind the Iron Curtain was sent, di-
rectly upon arrival, to one of three “segrega-
tion centers” which were established in New
York, Chicago, and San Francisco. There
teams of translators and inspectors, oper-
ating under the guidance of the deputy col-
lector of customs of New York, screened the
material. Suspect matter was referred to the
deputy collector either by physical shipment
or by a résumé of the contents. His deci-
sions were reviewed, more and more only as a
matter of form, by the postal lawyers.
Through the close supervision of this offi-
clal, many defects in operating procedures
causing delay as well as mistakes in decision-
making have been corrected.

Thus, the pattern of selzures has con-
tracted considerably and the exclusionary
program appears to be limited to more patent
forms of Communist propaganda, mailed in
quantity from behind the Iron Curtain or
from Communist controlled agencies in the
non-Communist world and sent unsolicited
to people in this country or sent in volume
to suspected disseminators in this country
who are not registered here as foreign agents.

The impact of this program today in terms
of interference with the activities of most
people who seek access to publications from
the Communist ruled world is probably
slight. But there are still irritating delays
and occasional unexplained losses. And there
is dellberate Interference with some im-
porters who do not and perhaps need not
(under the statute) register as forelgn
agents, but who do receive gquantities of
publications from abroad. And, of course,
s0 long as notice of selzures is not given to
every addressee, it is probable that many
Americans can never know for sure whether
publications addressed to them are being
seized by the Government and committed
to oblivion with or without their approval.

PROBLEMS OF LEGALITY

Thus far the administrators of this pro-
gram have escaped a direct challenge of the
legality of the operation. In the beginning,
potential litigants whose materials were
seized and not released even upon request
were either too uninformed or otherwise un-
willing to assert their rights. More recently
materials have been released to any individ-
ual complaining of interferance; thus, once
a complaint is made, the injury is usually
rectified, and the complainant seldom suf-
fers further injury apart, perhaps, from de-
lay. And, since postal-customs enforcement
officials will now permit delivery automati-
cally wherever they have reason *o belleve the
propaganda is desired—except in the rare
case where the recipient 1s a mass dissemi-
nator—it may be hard to find a plaintiff with
standing to test the legality of the confisca-
tlon program.

Yet the Attorney General’s ruling of 1940,
the basic legal authorization for the opera-
tlon, does rest on weak 1 . Recall
the reasoning of that opinion: (1) it is a
crime for a domestic forelgn agent not to
register; (2) the maliling of foreign propa-
ganda by an unregistered agent is therefore
a crime under the Esplonage Act (knowing
control of papers in aid of a forelgn govern-
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ment used in violation of any penal statute),
and (3) under the Espionage Act, papers
used in violation of that statute are non-
malilable; (4) the act of a “foreign” foreign
agent in malling or otherwise sending prop-
aganda from abroad to reciplents within
the United States is equally a violation of
these various statutes because use of the U.S.
malils equals physical presence and activity
as an unregistered agent, here, and there-
fore (5) propaganda mailed by “foreign"
foreign agents is nonmailable and can be
destroyed.

That this reasoning found little support
in the history, theory or express terms of the
Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA) as
it stood in 1940 has already been discussed.
And the case for the program was further
weakened perhaps unintentionally when, in
1942, Congress amended the FARA. The leg-
islative history of these amendments re-
flects, apparently, only one passing refer-
ence to the Attorney General's ruling in a
committee hearing. So it is difficult to as-
sert that Congress actually was aware of the
problem of “foreign” foreign disseminators,
let alone that it ratified the ruling calling for
the exclusion of their propaganda.

In terms, the act, as amended, provided—
and it now provides:

“Every person within the United States
who is an agent of a foreign principal and
required to register under the provisions of
this (act) and who transmits * * * in the
US. mails * * * any political propa-
ganda (a term which is defined else-
where) " must file copies of that propaganda
with the Library of Congress and the Attor-
ney General and must also label it in ac-
cordance with detailed requirements,

Since these provisions apply to persons
within the United States, the Department of
Justice has, presumably, been unable to rely
upon them. So, in effect, it apparently has
ignored the amendments and simply re-
iterated the Attorney General’s ruling—and
this notwithstanding the fact that the act
now contains express provisions dealing with
the maliling of propaganda by agents, that
these provisions promote the disclosure ob-
jectives of the original act with no sugges-
tion that censorship was intended as an ad-
ditional sanction.

To be true In logic to its premises, the De~
partment of Justice is obliged to say that
unregistered foreign agents outside the
United States may send no propaganda, la-
beled or not, into the United States. But
that conclusion is unacceptable precisely be-
cause it is unrealistic; the law cannot be
pushed that far; Government spokesmen ad-
mit there should be no objection to propa-
ganda sent by foreign, foreign agents if it
fits the various administrative exemptions
which have been created, and these exemp-
tions are justified on the ground that they
are consistent with the basic labeling-dis-
closure objectives of the act. But the fact
remains that these exemptions are inconsist-
ent with the premises of Attorney General
Jackson’s opinion.

The intent to authorize a censorship op-
eration of this kind should hardly be inferred
from ambiguous statutory authority and
negligible evidence of congressional purpose.
Contrast, for example, the Tariff Act: here
Congress has expressly excluded materials
advocating treason or insurrection and the
like; procedures for selzing these materlals,
for supplylng notice and an opportunity for
de novo court consideration of their contra-
band content are spelled out in the statute.
The Tariff Act Is thus aimed at a specles of
subversive materlals originating abroad, and
it was only passed after long, arduous de-
bate. But Congress has never debated the
merits of excluding virtually all foreign prop-
aganda or the necessity for having a law
which would make the Tariff Act, for the
most part, unnecessary. Surely, then, it
stretches imagination to suggest that Con-
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gress passed the FARA with ancient ambigu-
ous provisions of the Espionage Act in mind
or to suggest that Congress anticipated At-
torney General Jackson's legal gymnastics—
to suggest that Congress chose such devious
means to authorize a confiscation operation
which might so significantly lmpinge on
basic freedoms.

Enforcement officials of the Postal, Treas-
ury and Justice Departments have recognized
their precarious legal position. Bills to con-
firm the Attorney General's 1940 ruling have
been suggested. One was introduced and
pressed by the Department of Justice in 1956.
It passed the Senate without attention. But
articulate spokesmen from various civil liber-
ties-minded groups unleashed a score of
criticisms in the hearings before the House
Judiciary Committee. Perhaps the most ef-
fective critic was the Assistant Librarian of
Congress (speaking for the Librarian) who
reviewed some of the unhappy history of the
recent past and startled the committee with
the assertion that if the bill were to pass,
books from the Oxford press or articles criti-
cal of our foreign policy in the London Econ-
omist might, in theory, be subject to sum-
mary seizure, The Post Office’s Solicitor then
testified to this effect: he really had not
studied this bill too carefully; the job of
preparing it had been delegated to the Jus-
tice Department; and he recommended that
Congress drop the matter for the present—
till more consideration was forthcoming from
his Department,

In the last session Congressman WALTER
introduced a bill to amend the FARA similar
to those previously introduced—a bill which
again would simply codify the Attorney Gen-
eral’s ruling. These provisions were inserted
in the midst of omnibus legislation dealing
with the Internal Security Act and related
matters. In this posture these proposed
amendments to the FARA might pass all too
easily with all too little attention. If such
legislation is introduced again—indeed
whether or not such clarifying legislation is
introduced—Congress should examine care-
fully the necessity for authorizing the broad
powers asserted today under the theory and
terms of Attorney General Jackson's ruling.
For there are also constitutional grounds for
doubting the legality of this extension of
censorship or any statute which in effect
would simply codify and permit the adminis-
trative practices described above. These
questions are considered next, but in the
context of an analysis of the total problem
of what Congress may do to meet the prob-
lem of foreign Communist propaganda in
our mails.

THE NEED FOR REVIEW OF THE PROPAGANDA
PROBLEM

There is a real need for careful review at
both the executive and congressional level
of the question of what controls, if any,
should be imposed upon dissemination of
these publications.

Today’s extensive, censorial, exclusionary
program is based solely on an Attorney Gen-
eral’s opinion issued in 1940. The legal valid-
ity of that ruling is clearly doubtful, and it
is well to remember that the opinion was
promulgated at a time of a worldwide, shoot-
ing war and directed in large part against
domestic propagandists who were receiving
quantities of Nazl propaganda for further
distribution here. Enforcement of the ruling
was completely abandoned after World War
II—apparently in recognition that the prin-
cipal justification was based on wartime ne-
cessity. Enforcement was only revived in
time of war (the Korean conflict) and at a
time when our fear of communism'’s capacity
to promote domestic subversion exerted
strong influence on the activities of Govern-
ment. The exclusionary program which
evolved in the early 1950's seems in a large
measure to have been the result of prodding
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from particular congressional leaders—mem-
bers of the Senate Internal Security Com-
mittee and, later, members of the House Un-
American Affairs Committee—who urged or
encouraged officials in the Justice, Treasury,
and Post Office Departments to develop the
operation.

It would appear that the executive branch,
while recognizing the dubious legallty of the
program, has never candidly reviewed its
rationale in light of past experience and
today's needs. Congressional review for
these purposes has hardly been adequate.
True, the Internal Security and the House
Un-American Affairs committees have ex-
posed some of the dangers or alleged dan-
gers which might result if no countermeas-
ures against foreign Communist propaganda
were undertaken. But objective, compre-
hensive study from a broad perspective still
seems needed—particularly in view of the
lack of clear-cut authorization to the Post
Office and the Bureau of Customs to do what
they are doing. For it is poor precedent, in-
deed, for Congress to permit censorship of
the sort now employed without a plain legis-
lative mandate. Rather, because of the com-
plexity of the propaganda problem, exercise
of legislative judgment instead of abdication
to executive officialdom seems particularly
appropriate.

The fact is that the objectives of today's
exclusionary program are unclear. What
policles are we now trying to enforce? What
policies should we enforce? Postal and cus-
toms officials have often said that the pur-
pose is to prevent widespread distribution of
undesirable propaganda to the public at
large. Some enforcement officials have
openly voiced the opinion that it would be
dangerous to permit delivery of this propa-
ganda to the foreign born or other segments
of the population because it would promote
disloyalty or subversive conduct. Usually
coupled with this argument, though it is
essentially a quite different proposition, is
the economic justification; the U.S. Fost Of-
fice and our Treasury should not be obliged
to bear the expense of delivering vast quan-
titles of the unsolicited propaganda of our
cold war enemy.

On other occasions it has been sald that
the purpose of the program is simply en-
forcement of a disclosure statute; if there
were other ways to assure full disclosure
of the source of foreign Communist propa-
ganda materials in our malils (something
more than a foreign postmark and publica-
tion dateline indicative of origin within a
Communist-controlled country), all mail
could and should be delivered. It seems
also to have been suggested that the ex-
clusionary program is basically a foreign
policy measure—a retallatory weapon which
our country is using in the cold war: the
Communist bloc has expended great efforts
to propagandize the world In an aggressive
way, violative of traditional, peacetime re-
lationships between sovereignties, and our
exclusion of this propaganda is a justifiable
countermeasure regardless of any domestic
threat posed by the influx of the material.
Yet on only a few occasions does it appear
that the United States ever has protested
against the attempt of the Communist
countries to flood this country with propa-
ganda. Indeed, in the contexts of other in-
ternational problems our Government has
taken a strong stand against censorship
which would bar criticism of the govern-
ment of one country by the people of an-
other. Again, enforcement officials have
sometimes justified the exclusionary pro-
gram on the ground that this activity, along
with other bans on international contacts,
is mecessary if we are to be in a position
to bargaln with the Communist-bloc coun-
tries over measures to be undertaken to
ease their restrictions on the dissemination
of American publications: we need the pro-
gram as leverage to lift the Iron Curtain.
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Whether these various objectives are con-
sistent or not, the factual bases to support
them have hardly yet been fully adduced.
For example, if, as is most usually asserted,
today's exclusionary program is to be justified
primarily on the ground that these controls
are necessary to protect national security,
then the assumed premise that the propa-
ganda will have a harmful influence on many
of its recipients should be examined care-
fully. Notwithstanding information revealed
by the inquiries of the Un-American Affairs
and Internal Security Committee and fears
voiced by some of their members, it would
seem advisable to learn more facts than we
now know about the nature, quality and po-
tential psychological impact of the various
publications condemned. If, as is also com-
monly asserted, the program is to be justified
in part because of the expense of delivering
the propaganda, it may still be advisable to
learn more about these costs: How much
expense is involved here? How does it com-
pare with the cost of managing a censorship
operation designed to prevent delivery?
Similar questions might well be raised with
respect to factual assumptions underlying
other assumed objectives—if, in fact, there
are other objectives to be secured.

Even if, after full review, it seems desir-
able to do something to counteract attempts
of Soviet propagandists to use our mails for
wholesale, direct dissemination of their pub-
lications, the question remains, What specific
countermeasures should be taken? We turn
now to the examination of some possible
courses of action, examining these in the
light of limitations which the Constitution
may impose on Congress’ power to act at all.

LEGISLATIVE ALTERNATIVES AND CONSTITUTIONAL
LIMITATIONS ON CONGRESS' POWER TO IMPOSE
CONTROLS

Revlew of the problem may persuade Con-
gress that some sort of legislative controls
are n . The most likely argument for
legislation might be as follows: Propaganda
15 a major cold war weapon. The Soviet
Union is said to have spent around $3 billion
a year to persuade, intimidate, or otherwise
win the war for men’s minds; according to
the estimate of one customs official, Soviet-
controlled disseminators sent nearly 7 mil-
lion pieces into this country in 1956, This
propaganda takes all sorts of forms, some
ridiculous, others noxious; the germ warfare
tracts; the “back to the homeland” letters
which apparently have caused no little mis-
ery among many recipients; foreign language
tracts aimed, via specially worked up maliling
lists, at the foreign born—these are some of
the items which Government officials have
most frequently cited in defense of their
activities. With no controls, America must
face, in theory, the prospect of an even
more concentrated effort to use our mails.
Ironically, U.S. taxpayers pay a good part of
the cost of this propaganda dissemination,
for, under the terms of the International
Postal Convention and international usage,
the United States exacts no postage for the
domestic transmission of foreign mall; we
are obligated to carry it unless the content so
offends our domestic law that the material is
subject to confiscation. Thus, inaction will
produce a situation where the United States,
while spending billions of dollars to counter-
act communism, is subsidizing the dissemi-
nation of our cold war enemy’s propaganda
here.

Assuming these considerations do persuade
Congress to do something, the question re-
mains: what specific countermeasures could
be adopted? Initially, the range of choice
seems wide—from an outright confiscation
statute to one which provides for delivery of
all mail, but with a stamp affixed to Iron Cur-
tain propaganda which would simply indi-
cate (over and above the foreign postmark)
the geographical origins of the publications.
However, there are constitutional limitations
on the power of the Government to act in
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this field; these limitations may well narrow
the choice available.

1. A confiscation statute: One legislative
choice would be enactment of a statute
which, after reciting the dangers noted
above, unauthorized confiscation of all for-
eign Communist propaganda—defining such
contraband in terms similar to the existing
FARA definition. (A statute with a censor-
ship standard narrower than “Communist
propaganda” would seem unnecessary since
there already is one—the Tariff Act of 1930,
which proscribes admittance of publications
advocating treason or insurrection or foreci-
ble resistance to any law or threats to life.)

Enactment of a statute calling for confis-
cation of Communist propaganda would pose
obvious policy problems: for example, pre-
ceding discussion has already underscored
the fact that thousands of Americans have
professional need for propaganda publica-
tions, and frequently the need is related to
national self-interest. Thus, constitutional
considerations apart, such a statute would
seem undesirable without exemption provi-
sions; and to the extent exemptions were
made discretionary Congress would be invit-
ing censorial discriminations.

But passing these problems, an outright
confiscation statute of the type described
above, even if it contained provision for
notice and hearing, would probably be un-
constitutional. The argument for its valid-
ity might proceed from two alternative
propositions:

1. The U.S. Government—via a combina-
tion of its power to control forelgn com-
merce, conduct foreign relations (especially
in time of cold war) and establish a postal
system with other countries—should have
plenary power to exclude this brand of for-
eign propaganda.

2. If the Government's power is not abso-
lute, any balancing of interests would find
the exclusion justifiable because of the po-
tential adverse effect on American morale
and upon the American fisc.

These arguments, we think, should be
rejected. What 1s here involved is propa-
ganda—ideas and arguments, distorted and
noxious though they may be. The first
amendment, with its use of the phrase no
law, is in terms a total limitation on gov-
ernmental power to curb dissemination of
political argument; at the very least it
should impose some limitation upon govern-
mental power, even where the speech be dis-
seminated through the channels of foreign
commerce by the post office in time of cold
war. The Government, having established
the channel of communication, cannot open
and shut it at will,

We put to one side the question whether
nonresident aliens have any right under the
U.S. Constitution to use the U.S. malls to
circulate propaganda. The question is
whether the American addressee is given a
constitutional right to receive this material.
True, most cases construing the first amend-
ment deal with the right to create, publish
and disseminate. But these rights are pro-
tected, not for the sake of glving the dissi-
dent the right to speak in an empty room,
but to curb political controls on political
discussion and on the development of the
arts and knowledge generally. The right to
obtain publications should be as important
under the rationale of our first freedom as
the right to create and publish them in the
first place. And under this rationale there
should be no room for discrimination be-
tween ideas which are born abroad and those
which find their origins in this country.

If Americans do have a first amendment
right to recelve publications, then a statute
authorizing confiscation of Communist
propaganda should abridge that right. The
danger from distribution could hardly meet
the clear and present standard or any variant
traditionally used to measure the legality of
such restraints, particularly since a form of
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prior restraint would be used here. What-
ever definition Congress might assign to
Communist propaganda, the criterla would,
perforce, be imprecise—in all likelihood too
broad to permit the censors to exercise ob-
jective judgment as to whether material
should be banned. On balance these re-
strictions on the right to receive mall and
have access to publications should outweigh
dangers asserted in justification for the stat-
ute, particularly since less drastic alterna-
tives are available to accomplish the legisla-
tive ends.

2. A statute providing for summary seizure
of propaganda malled from Communist con-
trolled sources but for release of any pub-
lications to persons who come forward and
request delivery. We envision here a statute
largely codifying present practice, eg., a
statute setting out legislative findings on the
menace to security as well as the burden
of expense to our Government if all propa-
ganda were automatically carrled and au-
thorizing: (1) seizure of all Communist
propaganda mailed from behind the Iron
Curtain (and perhaps, too, if it be assumed
the danger justifies it, all propaganda mailed
by any foreijgn, Communist-controlled
groups), but, (2) requiring the Post Office
to deliver any mail subject to seizure if an
ad or potential addressee notifies the
Department of his desire to receive the mate-
rials or if postal officials otherwise conclude
that the materials have been solicited.

In defense of such a statute it might well
be argued that there is no constitutionally
protected right to receive unsolicited mail,
that the right to receive mail and have access
to publications means only a right to receive
material which the addressee wants and re-
quests and that this right would be ade-
quately protected by the statute.

But should there be such a distinction be-
tween solicited and unsolicited materials?
A great portion of all mail daily received—
of all information daily imparted by mail—
is probably unsought ab initio. The recipi-
ent receives this information without re-
questing it or knowing in advance that it
is coming to him, but it would seem to be
a part of his first amendment freedom to
decide for himself what he wishes to do with
it. Perhaps the addressee may have little
“property interest” in this unsolicited mail.
Perhaps he may have little desire for the
publications after inspecting them. Yet,
there 1. an interest worthy of protection
here, and that interest is the freedom of
Americans to read what they choose to read,
ard to enjoy the opportunity to exercise that
choice. This freedom, too, would seem basic
under the rationale of free speech, and it
may receive scant protection if addressees
are given no right to exercise a choice to re-
celve unsolicited malil. Surely it would be
unthinkable for governmental officials to
have the power to decide what pleces of un-
solicited domestic advocacy Americans may
receive; again there seems to be no persua-
sive basis, on this point, to distinguish be-
tween geographical sources of mail—domes-
tic or foreign.

Assuming there is a right to receive all
mail, solicited or not, the gquestion is
whether, on balance, the statute described
above violates it—whether, under the first
and fifth amendments, the procedure for en-
forcement of the statute must, at a mini-
mum, make provisions for informing an ad-
dressee of the existence of the propaganda
publications and of his right to have them
without question if he so requests.

Administrators of today’'s program have
sald (up to now) that a requirement of per-
sonal notice of that sort sent to every ad-
dressee would make enforcement most diffi-
cult: with milllons of items to process, the
manpower requirements and expense would
be exorbitant. The situation, they observe,
is to be distinguished from enforcement of
other nonmalilability statutes, e.g., those
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providing for seizure of “obscene” mail (the
second largest area of postal censorship to-
day), because the volume of this contra-
band is insignificant compared to the volume
of propaganda. If true, these administrative
claims should certainly be a factor to be
welghed in deciding the statute’s validity.
Important, too, might be the extent to
which alternative precautions were employed
to supply a general notice of the terms of the
law, e.g., by general publications in post
offices and other places giving a clear expla-
nation of procedures available to request de-
livery of mail.

To be welghed against these claims are the
risks to freedom. In the first place, unless
enforcement officials supply notice, how can
they, themselves, know for sure whether ma-
terial addressed to an individual is solicited
and urgently needed? How can their as-
sumption that material is propaganda be
adequately tested? By resort to summary
procedures they simply presume to make
those decisions., No doubt, in practice, their
assumption that the material is propaganda
and is undesired and may therefore be selzed
has been true in most instances. But ex-
perience with the enforcement of the pro-
gram has also shown that when notices have
been sent, the addressees receiving such no-
tices have frequently demanded that there
be no interference whatsoever with the de-
livery of any propaganda addressed to them
at any time. (Recall Mr. Sokolsky’s eloquent
protest.)

In the second place the absence of personal
notice procedures puts a burden on every
American who wants to be sure of receiving
mail addressed to him from anywhere behind
the Iron Curtain; he must come forward
and identify himself to some appropriate
postal or customs official and have his name
put on some list. This burden, viewed real-
istically, is in itself a deterrent to enjoy-
ment of what we assume should be a con-
stitutionally protected right. Apart from
that, the person who does undertake the
burden of notifying the Post Office can never
be sure, absent notice of confiscation, that
every item sent to him will be delivered;
costly delays may occur; mistakes causing
total loss of a publication desired can hap-
pen, and, since the Government can seize
summarily, these delays or mistakes may
easily go undetected. These considerations
militate against the constitutionality of the
statute described above and against the
validity of today’'s program as codified in
rule 6.

3. A statute which provides for seizure of
“propaganda” but release to those who re-
quest release and which further provides for
personal notice to all addressees prior to con-
fiscation of propaganda. This statute would
codify present practice but add the addi-
tional (and highly significant) requirement
that no propaganda could be seized unless
the addressee, after personal notification,
waived his right to delivery. It may be
urged, of course, that such a statute is eco-
nomically and administratively unfeasible.
But if feasible, would it be constitutional?

One serious charge which might certainly
be leveled at the statute is that arguably it
thrusts an unreasonable onus on many citi-
zens who might otherwise choose to request
delivery of propaganda; the fear of stigma
(especially if the addressee has no scholarly,
Journalistic, or similar interest in receipt of
the material) might well deter many per-
sons from exercising the right to receive this
mail—a right which we believe must be
granted, not simply as a matter of statutory
dispensation, but as a matter of consti-
tional necessity. An invitation to identify
oneself as a reader of Communist propaganda
might well be regarded by many people as
an invitation virtually to incriminate them-
celves. To the extent that this is true,
Congress would thereby be creating a bar-
rier to the free flow of information. Wheth-
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er, on balance, the barrier would be regarded
as 50 unreasonable that the Constitution
would condemn it is much more doubtful.

4. A statute designed to make the prop-
aganda pay its own way. This statute would
provide for the automatic delivery of prop-
aganda once the recipient paid a postage-due
type exaction for its carrlage within the
United States. Here the principal (but not
sole) justification for the statute is the
economic argument—the U.S. taxpayer
should not be required to pay the cost
of delivering Communist propaganda in the
midst of our present cold war sltuation. The
legality of this statute under the Postal Con-
vention may be dubious. Its constitution-
ality might also be doubtful. Clearly the
exaction would have to be small or else the
case becomes similar to the problem of the
confiscation statute. But even if the
exaction were small the question remains
whether the courts would yield any exception
to the principle that neither Congress nor
administrators operating under broad, dis-
cretionary standards, can be allowed to
single out unpopular categories of publica-
tions and levy even a small tax against their
distribution. Perhaps, on balance, such an
exception might be allowed, considering (1)
the foreign source of the mail; (2) the cir-
cumstances of the cold war; (3) the economiec
burden of carrying tons of enemy prop-
aganda. But the imposition of this tax on
the distribution of “speech” together with
the resultant burden on the addressee who
desires to exercise his rights, could be a
dangerous precedent. In any event, the cost
and difficulties of administering such a
statute might well make it self-defeating.

5. A disclosure statute providing for auto-
matic labeling and delivery of all mail. This
statute would simply authorize officials to
stamp publications malled here from behind
the Iron Curtain and believed to contain
propaganda. The stamp would simply indi-
cate the origin of the item; possibly it might
go further and indlicate that the materials
were belleved to contain propaganda.

If the sole purpose of the Foreign Agents
Reglstration Act, the statutory basis for to-
day’'s program, is disclosure, and if, as Gov-
ernment officials sometimes assert, disclosure
is in fact the objective of the present pro-
gram, then such a statute might well be all
that is necessary. At least for an experi-
mental period, such a statute might be at-
tempted as an alternative to any type of
greater censorship.

If a label of the sort described above is
not enough to alert Americans and make
them wary of the validity of messages in the
publication, then the fabric of our democ-
racy is far weaker than we think it is. A free
and self-reliant people should be capable of
the discernment needed to withstand dangers
latent in the blasts or blandishments of So-
viet manipulated propagandists. The risks
and economic burdens resulting from having
no restrictions other than an indication of
the origin of the publication may be the cost
of freedom; these costs may well be worth-
while if the gain is preventing a dangerous
censorship precedent.

Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, I send to
the desk and ask to have printed other
amendments to the postal rate bill, in-
tending to deal more justly with the
salaries of legislative employees and of
committee employees of Senate commit-
tees than in my opinion the subject is
dealt with in the bill which we will take
up tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MeTcaLFr in the chair). The amend-
ments will be received, printed, and will
lie on the table.

Mr. CLARK also submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him to
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the bill (HR. 7927) to adjust postal
rates, and for other purposes, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

APPLICATION OF SPECIAL CON-
STRUCTIVE SALE PRICE RULE FOR
PURPOSES OF CERTAIN MANU-
FACTURERS EXCISE TAXES—
AMENDMENT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him, to the bill (H.R. 8952) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with
respect to the conditions under which
the special constructive sale price rule
is to apply for purposes of certain manu-
facturers excise taxes, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF HOME OWNERS’
LOAN ACT OF 1933 AND FEDERAL
HOME LOAN BANK ACT—RECOM-
MITTAL OF BILL

Mr. MORSE., Mr. President, at the
request of the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBerTsoN], chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill (H.R.
13044) to amend the Home Owners’
Loan Act of 1933 and the Federal Home
Loan Bank Act, be recommitied to the
Committee on Banking and Currency,
for further consideration. I understand
that the request has been cleared with
the minority.

Mr. KEEATING. I understand it has
been cleared.

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

PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT
ON WEST PALM BEACH CANAL,
FLA. (8. DOC. NO. 146)

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Cuavezl, I present a letter from
the Secretary of the Army, transmitting
a report dated June 19, 1962, from the
Chief of Engineers, Department of the
Army, together with accompanying pa-
pers and illustrations, on a review of the
report on West Palm Beach Canal, Fla.,
requested by a resolution of the Commit-
tee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, adopt-
ed August 17, 1954. I ask unanimous
consent that the report be printed as a
Senate document, with illustrations, and
referred to the Committee on Public
Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

e —

NOTICE OF HEARING ON H.R. 13044,
TO AMEND THE HOME OWNERS’
LOAN ACT OF 1933 AND THE FED-
ERAL HOME LOAN BANK ACT
Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, on be-

half of the Senator from Virginia [Mr.

Roeertson], I have been asked to read
the following statement:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERTSON

As chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, I desire to give notice
that a public hearing has been scheduled
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for Thursday, September 27, 1962, at 10 am.,
in room 5302, New Senate Office Bulilding,
on HER. 13044, to amend the Home Owners’
Loan Act of 1933 and the Federal Home Loan
Bank Act with respect to investment by
Federal savings and loan associations in
multifamily housing.

All persons who wish to appear and testi-
fy on this resolution are requested to no-
tify Mr. Matthew Hale, chief of staff, Senate
Committee on Banking and Currency, room
5300, New Senate Office Bullding, telephone
Capitol 4-3121, extension 3921,

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
‘ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

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

By Mr. DIRKSEN (for Mr. COTTON) :
Review of the latest edition of poetry by
Avis Turner French, of Antrim, N, H., writ-
ten by Teenus Cheney and published in the
August 21, 1962, edition of the Salisbury (N.
C.) Post,

A STUDY OF COMMUNISM

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I should
like to call to the attention of my col-
leagues an extraordinary new book en-
titled “A Study of Communism,” by
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, the distinguished
Director of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation. This book will be released
on October 1 by its publishers, Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston.

It was my privilege to read an ad-
vance copy of this book, and I want to
recommend it most highly to my col-
leagues. It is one of the finest books on
the subject ever written, brilliantly in-
cisive, thoroughly scholarly, completely
honest and frank. We are deeply in-
debted to this great American for con-
tributing this information for the guid-
ance of his fellow citizens.

Most of you will remember Mr.
Hoover's first book on communism—
“Masters of Deceit.” That book is a
masterly analysis of the machinations
of the Communist Party in this country,
telling how the Communists intend to
destroy our American form of govern-
ment. Here are clear explanations of
Communist strategy and tactics, how
the party is organized, what is meant
by infiltration, agitation, and front
groups. I am pleased to say that thou-
sands of schools in the United States are
currently using “Masters of Deceit” as
a textbook, knowing they have an au-
thoritative guide for understanding this
dangerous enemy of our country.

Now, in “A Study of Communism”
additional vital information is made
available by Mr. Hoover. This new book
is an examination of the origin of com-
munism; how it spread from the minds
of Marx and Engels into organizational
form; how the Communist Party was
formed; and how, step by step, com-
munism gained control not only in So-
viet Russia but in other countries. In
clear and understandable terms, Mr.
Hoover shows the background, current
operations, and future plans of interna-
tional communism.

Of special interest is the section en-
titled “A Digest of Differences.” Here,
in tabular form, are listed the differ-
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ences between communism and freedom,
between this atheistic conspiracy and
our free way of life. As I read these
points, I could see the naked brutality
of communism and how, through propa-
ganda, the Communists are trying to
make slavery sound like freedom. Any-
one who will take the time to read this
book will become a better citizen.

This is Mr. Hoover’s purpose in writing
the new book—to make each of us, young
and adult, better citizens by being better
Americans. The way to defeat commu-
nism, as Mr. Hoover says, is through edu-
cation — through knowledge — through
the truth. There is no alternative.
That is our responsibility.

In this mid-20th century America is
privileged to have among its native sons
a man whose career has been a personi-
fication of the ideals which have made
our Nation great. In J. Edgar Hoover we
have such an intensity of love for free-
dom, for the dignity of man, that he is
impelled to put his knowledge to work
for his fellow Americans. I know of no
American who has a more thorough and
intimate knowledge of communism.
Ever since the days of World War 1,
when Mr. Hoover was a Special Assistant
to the Attorney General of the United
States, he has been carefully studying
and analyzing this menace. He knows
its theory and practice, its claims and
misconceptions, its fallacies and weak-
nesses. His knowledge is distilled from
truth, a devotion to the facts, and a
profound respect for the law. Mr. Hoo-
ver's way is one of education, of sane
and rational analysis of the facts. He
does not believe in vigilantism, extra-
legal activities, or wild character assas-
sinations. The work of the FBI in pro-
tecting our liberties is a monument of
modern-day America—an accomplish-
ment which enables every man, woman,
and child to sleep more peacefully to-
night because there is an FBI.

I recommend that each of my col-
leagues, and Americans everywhere, read
“A Study of Communism.” It is inter-
esting, informative, inspirational. “A
Study of Communism” tells citizens what
they can do as individuals to fight com-
munism. This is the information we so
desperately need today.

This is why I call this book a modern
masterpiece—simply because it is a man-
ual of survival for America—a manual
which this Nation simply cannot afford
to neglect.

COMMUNIST GOVERNMENT OF
CHINA —A BEEHIVE WITHOUT
HONEY

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, because
of the remarkable light it throws on the
situation in China, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp an
article entitled “Beehive Without
Honey,” written by Leon A. Dale, chair-
man of the Department of Industrial
Relations at the University of Bridge-
port, Conn.

Dr. Dale’s essential argument is that
the Chinese food crisis presents the West
with “an unparalleled opportunity to use
food as a powerful lever to force the Red
Chinese dictatorship out of Laos and
Vietnam and back into its own borders.”
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I hope that all of my colleagues will
find time to read Dr. Dale’s article, be-
cause this is a matter that will demand
our most earnest attention in the months
to come.

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

BEEHIVE WITHOUT HONEY
(By Leon A. Dale)

Recently, the “amous writer, Pearl Buck,
wrote a letter to the editor of the New York
Times in which she sald among other things:

“The Communist Government of China, I
am told, has approached our Government
through at least two international sources
for a purchase of wheat to an amount of $400
million. * * * We should sell food to China,
with the conditions, first, that food is not to
be resold to other countries, and second that
the Chinese people know the food comes from
the American people, who wish them no
harm” (New York Times, March 11, 1962.)

The problem, of course, is not that the
American people wish harm to anyone but
that the Government of Red China has re-
peatedly stated, and continues to state that
the United States of America is bent on the
destruction of the so-called People's Repub-
lic of China. I would welcome a letter to
the editor of one of the main newspapers of
China by one of Pearl Buck's Chinese coun-
terparts saying that indeed there is no ill
will between the Chinese people and the
people of America.

The Pearl Buck letter completely ignores
that in the hands of the Communists food
is an instrument of war as well as a part of
the overall strategy against the West.

Also the implication that the Chinese
leadership is moved by welfare considerations
is not in keeping with the realitles of the
situation. One rarely hears the suggestion
that if Red China really wanted more food,
it could divert its colossal manpower to grow-
ing more of it. If Red China does not choose
to do this in order to increase her industriali-
zation and military expenditure, Is the
United States to help her? Are we in effect
to underwrite the cost of building Red
China's nuclear weapons?

The Bridgeport Post of March 16, 1962,
included a dispatch from Washington en-
titled "Firm Would Sell Grain to Reds” say-
ing in part:

“Government officials say a west coast ex-
port company has applied ‘for permission to
ship 10.5 million tons of wheat and barley
to Communist China and North Korea. The
permit applications of the International
Trading Corp., of Seattle, Wash., are under
study at the Commerce Department, the
officials said yesterday. Officials of the firm
declined comment.”

The problem is that the Western nations
have always subsidized communism and res-
cued it from starvation. This was true in
the 1920's when the United States sent food
to Soviet Russia when the revolution was
collapsing from hunger. It is true today
with a number of countries in the West
sending food to China. Some Communist
countries in Europe, including Poland and
Yugoslavia, are recelving U.S. surplus food
shipments, as well as aid from private U.S.
relief agencies.

However, an idea that exporting grain to
China would provide permanent or tempo-
rary relief there is sheer nonsense. Such
exports would simply lead to a strengthen-
ing of the Communist regime at the expense
of the Chinese peasantry. A starvation or
near-starvation level must be part of the
overall Chinese economic planning. Of
course, with a system which has never
worked in any Communist country and the
traditional bungling of the Communist bu-
reaucrats, not to mention the no less tradi-
tional resistance of the peasants, even if only
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a near-starvation level is planned, it is al-
most inevitable that complete starvation be
not far off.

Only an army-backed dictatorship can en-
force this intolerable situation. By and
large, Red China's 2.6 million-man army is
well fed, loyal to the Communist Party, and
easily able to curb possible uprisings. Most
of the food now imported from abroad goes
to the party officials and the army. What is
left is sent to the province where the short-
age is most acute.

Recently, however, political commissars
have been instructed to apply thought con-
trol more effectively as dissensions were
appearing. The main tension stems from
the opposition between those advocating
more political indoctrination and those em-
phasizing more training in military tech-
niques and more modern weapons, a lack of
which has been behind Peiping’'s disparage-
ment of nuclear arms.

According to reports from Hsinhua, the
official Chinese Communist press agency,
last year at peak periods of farming activity
most army units interrupted their training
to help in agriculture.

In addition, technical experts in the army
were called upon as often as the foot soldiers.
According to Hsinhua, army units repaired
or constructed more than 16,000 units of
agricultural machinery and more than 100,~
000 farm tools in 1961.

The mechanization of agriculture which
Pelping has long held to be the key to
prosperity is not proceeding according to
plan. The drive has been centered on the
production of tractors. Two million 15~
horsepower tractors were needed according
to an article in the Peiping newspaper Ta
Eung Pao in 1959 to mechanize agriculture.
Most observers believe that the present total
is about 40,000—less than enough to equip
a single province.

On January 21, 1961, the Chinese Com-
munist Party made two important announce-
ments. First, it declared the United States
to be “the main enemy of the peoples of the
whole world” and at the same time it averred
that a world war would be avolded. Then
it went on to state that the farm produc-
tion crisis would result in a reduction in
the rate of growth for Communist China’s
heavy Industry.

Shortly before, Chang Te-sheng, party sec-
retary of Shensi Province wrote:

“For a fairly long time to come the primary
task of the whole party and the whole people
will be agriculture and grain production in a
big way. Grain comes first. All ways and
means must be devised to step up grain
production. Mr, Chang stated further that
agriculture must get priority over every-
thing else for manpower."”

Whenever Red China faces an economic
crisis, which is to say chronically, the pro-
duction failures are often blamed on the
lower ranks of the party (never on the sys-
tem). There are indications today of dissen-
sions within the Communist Party because
of this, partly as a result of the continu-
in;: food and clothing shortages and the
traditional Communist bureaucratic blun-
ders. So Peiping is tightening party dis-
cipline at the same time the Chinese are
tightening their belts. The “centralized”
leadership of the party ls becoming more so.

As usual in times of crisis, particularly of
crisis in Red-led countries, there is a de-
terioration of both men and materials. Be-
cause of lowered resistance to disease due to
inadequate dlets, beriberi, hepatitis, and
tuberculosis are taking a frightening toll
among the millions of undernourished Chi-
nese peasants. This malnutrition means fur-
ther diminished productivity on the farms.

Mao's government in desperation has
found a novel way of combating disease
at a time when drugs and doctors are in
very short supply. It is prescribing heavy
doses of Marxism for the sick because—
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“Combating disease is a political mission
and must not be treated as a personal ques-
tion * * * we must fight tuberculosis and
all other disease with the spirit of uninter-
rupted revolutionary optimism so that we
may regain our health and make greater and
more contributions to the cause of socialism
and communism.”

Earl Marx would have been sed if
he could have anticipated that Das Kapital
was used for magic incantations.

As for the equipment, it too is badly in
need of replacement parts. As a result there
has been among other things a serious short-
age of safety equipment causing a consid-
erable rise in the factory accident rate.
Again the reason for this shortage has been
the emphasis on the production of equip-
ment for agriculture.

To cope with its shortage of food and
capital equipment the Chinese Government
devised the commune system. It was out-
Stalinizing Stalin and in fact putting into
effect a system that the U.S.S.R. itself found
impossible. It was the system of the bee-
hive but unlike what happens with the
bees, it did not work with the Chinese. As it
was, Chinese tradition of participation in
small, tightly knit associations was a factor
in the fiasco of the large impersonal com-
munes, more often than not run by incom-
petent political hacks.

Today the Red Chinese are using the same
motivation typically found in capitalist
countries to increase production in agricul-
ture and everywhere else, namely money.
The state is now giving the peasants 5 per-
cent of the arable land of the communes.
The state is also permitting the peasants to
go back to.their houses and farm “produc-
tion groups" which contract with the state
for rye, cereals, vegetables, and grain. Sur-
plus produce grown by the peasants be-
longs to them. Officials are forbidden to
interrupt farm work by assigning peasants
to construction jobs, as was done before,

An interesting side result of this is the
development of a black market in reverse
in the rural areas. Occasionally, a peasant
has produced so much (as a capltalist) that
he must keep the price of his goods well
below the official level. For the Red Chinese
Government, this partial return to capital-
ism is a real admission of defeat, “a great
leap backward.”

Meanwhile, food ratloning of course is
imposed on the whole Chinese malnland.
It is secret but nonetheless very real. In
addition, it does not work very well. Meat,
for example, is so rare that meat coupons are
usually worthless. Fish is also scarce even
in the coastal areas. Fat consumption is
very low and eggs are sold only in the black
market at exorbitant prices. The rationing
system does not apply to officials who shop
in special stores.

While rationing and food shortages are
prevalent in China, they seem to spread
wherever the Red Chinese extend their em-
pire. For example, North Vietnam where
Mao holds sway is facing such a food prob-
lem that Pham Van Dong, the puppet Pre-
mier, went to Communist bloc countries in
quest of food for his area. There were re-
ports of peasant protests over food short-
ages in Communist-controlled North Viet-
nam and Lao provinces.

The food problem has boomeranged in
other ways too for Red China which in its
never-ending long-range propaganda cam-
paign has offered free college education to
hundreds of foreign students and oversea
Chinese. Now former students tell of brain-
washing, manual labor, and of not having
enough to eat, not to mention low educa-
tional standards. But the food problem has
brought on other problems as well. The
shortage of food as well as that of ather
goods is causing a general increase in prices,
and the inflation is causing concern to Mao’s
government.
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For most Chinese, breakfast is still a bowl
of watery soup, dinner a bowl of rice or sweet
potatoes with a bit of other vegetables. In
Shanghal, each person is allowed only one
bar of soap for 6 months. Few, except the
ruling elite, can afford 566 cents for an egg,
#3 a pound for chicken, and up to #6 a
pound for beef or pork, six or seven times
the official prices.

In the spring of 1961, the Chinese Com-
munists signed agreements to import about
7 million tons of wheat and grain from
Canada. A Canadian friend, when recently
asked why Canada was selling wheat to Red
China, replied in justification: *“You can’t
ignore them” (no mention was made of the
Canadian wheat surplus). The truth of the
matter is precisely that you are ignoring them
when you choose to support with food or any
other commodity the very government seek-
ing your destruction.

The Canadian Government has reaped a
handsome profit from its trade with Red
China, which has put a big dent in the na-
tion's 535-million-bushel surplus. It has
made Canada the world's No. 1 commercial
wheat exporter. Agriculture Minister Alvin
Hamilton has been moved to urge large sow-
ings of grain for the first time.

Australia has arranged to sell 2,600,000
bushels of grain to Red China in the last
2 years. To help pay for its Canadian grain,
Communist China seeks to step up its sales
to Canada which now run about $5.6 million
a year in furs, pillow cases, hog bristles and
other items. It is finding difficulties increas-
ing the variety of goods Canada is willing
to buy.

To help pay its bills, China has been ship-
ping silver to Western markets, particularly
London and Europe. By the end of 1961,
it is estimated that Red China will have sold
from $30 million to $50 million in silver.
Much of the metal is believed to come from
melted-down Tibetan coins.

Pelping meanwhile 1s pushing its export
drive in Hong Kong where it has set up a
huge department store averaging $8,300 daily
in sales of items ranging from silk neckties
to sewing machines. Peiping is also exploit-
ing refugees from Red China in Hong Kong.

Hong Kong residents shipped 2-pound food
parcels at a rate of more than 1 million a
month in 1961 to relatives and friends in Red
China, compared with a total of less than 4
million for all of 1960 and only 870,000 in
1859. In addition, the Chinese in Hong
Kong have begun to send parcels of cotton
and woolen cloth and old clothing to their
friends and relatives despite heavy Com-
munist duties and freight charges that quad-
ruple the original cost.

The grave food shortage of China has given
rise to a new Hong Kong enterprise: “the
food messengers.” These are usually women
taking rice to relatives and friends in Canton
where they receive the cost of their return
fare and a small fee. Such trafic in food
parcels has been gradually expanding with
the “liberalization” in the attitude of Chi-
nese customs officials who formerly regarded
this activity as a loss of face.

Another Chinese trick is to sell to Hong
Kong residents food which is produced right
where it is supposed to be delivered: In fam-
ine-stricken China. Such scarce commodi-
ties as canned chicken, soybeans, and cook-
ing oil are sold to merchants in Hong EKong
so that Chinese refugees there with relatives
on the mainland can buy and ship them
back. In the process, Communist China
collects duties and shipping charges that
total several times the food’s normal cost.
Thus, a can of chicken that costs Hong Kong
residents little more than 20 cents for home
consumption sells for about &1 for export to
China. 8Still another trick even more des-
picable is selling the freedom of relatives
inside Red China for about $1,500 worth of
fertilizer. Mainland residents are told to
write relatives in Hong EKong and request
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the fertilizer. When it comes through the
Chinese receive theilr exit permits. In the
meantime, the whole Chinese food problem
is blamed on natural disasters.

In line with its technique of attacking
first and asking for food later, Peiping has
invaded and is occupying 14,000 square milea
of Kashmire on the northern part of India,
its populous neighbor to the south, and is
castigating India for rejecting proposals for a
new trade agreement. But why wouldn't
Red China receive help from the USS.R.,
its ally in communism? For this there are
several reasons, some which go back sev-
eral decades. In 1937 Mao sald:

“When the people’s revolution has been
victorious in China, the Outer Mongollan
Republic will automatically become part of
the Chinese federation.”

Mao's victory in China came more than a
decade ago, and he promptly began reassert-
ing China's claims to all the vast semi-
autonomous borderlands that had come un-
der Stalin’s sway. Sinklang and Manchuria
were gradually taken over. Tibet was seized
and ruthlessly suppressed. Outer Mongolia,
in fact, is the only large area of onetime
Chinese rule that has not yet returned to
Peiping rule.

Mao Tse-tung’s view since the 1820's has
been that successful revolution in China
was based on the peasantry, not the prole-
tariat. This marked the beginning of the
split between the U.S.S.R, and what was to
become Red China, with both Mao and
Ehrushchev laying claims to being the right-
ful heirs of Lenin.

Mao’s power was derived from the land
tilling serfs he regimented and the rising
nationalism of China. Ehrushchev's power
is based on the technicians and his party
machine,

For all these reasons and many more there
is presently a rather considerable doctrinal
and geopolitical schism between the U.SSR.
and Red China; to such an extent that we
can truly say that world communism has
become polycentric. Interestingly enough,
China in spite of its rapidly dwindling for-
elgn exchange reserves (Chinese currency is
practically worthless on free-world markets)
has commlitments to ship flour to its west-
ern satellite Albania, rice to Cuba and wheat
to Ceylon. This schism as well as the pres-
ent food shortage in the U.S.S.R. itself makes
it unlikely that any significant ald may
come to China from the U.S.S.R. now or in
the near future.

“By his [Ehrushchev's] account, Soviet
output of grain and the livestock population
both were lower in 1953 than in czarist
19132

This belng the case significant amounts of
food can come to China only from three
sources: the United States, some Common-
wealth countries such as Australia and Can-
ada, or Europe (France). All of these coun-
tries are part of NATO and some belong to
CENTO, the Asian military defensive alllance
against Red China,

This means that normally the West would
have an unparalleled opportunity to use
food as a powerful lever to force the Red
Chinese dictatorship out of Laos and Viet-
nam and back into its own borders. But so
far no attempt in this direction has been
made, in fact some of the Western nations
are vying with each other to see which will
glve China the most favorable terms.

Senator THoMAs J. Dopp, of the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee, sald that
testimony taken by the subcommittee
“eclearly indicates that, because of the lax-
ness of our export policy, we have been help-
ing the Eremlin to overcome many of its
most critical weaknesses in the fleld of
military-Industrial technology."

Senator KENNETH B. KEATING, o member of
the same subcommittee, declared:

iWilliam L. Ryan, “Nikita Stakes Future on
Farm Gamble,” AP, Apr. 12, 1962.
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“To date, the West has almost completely
forfeited the opportunities it has to use trade
as a positive weapon for winning substan-
tial concessions from the Communists.”

Mao himself gives advice when he says:

“Only the greatest idiot or megalomaniac
would cherish passive defense as a trump
card.”

George Meany, president of the American
Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial
Organizations, sald selling grain or goods
to dictators “whose policies have brought
misery and hunger” to their peoples would
not help. Communist leaders, he sald, are
not above reselling such supplies or stor-
ing them for military forces “geared to op-
pression at home and aggression abroad.”

Instead, the labor leader proposes that the
United States send teams to distribute food
and other free goods behind the Iron and
Bamboo Curtalns. Meany pointed out
that—

“Our country has always shown great
generosity and capacity in helping save peo-
ple from starvation. The American people
would rather give away some of their rice,
wheat, butter, textiles and medicines to the
needy people in Communist China, Cuba
and elsewhere behind the Iron Curtain than
to sell these goods for gold mined by slave
labor.”

The shortage of food on the Chinese main-
land provides the West with a unique op-
portunity to make some gains in the cold
war. Are we going to use it?

ALBERT COATES AND THE
HARVARD LAW SCHOOL

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, recently
my distinguished colleague from North
Carolina [Mr. Jorpan] and I paid tribute
to one of the truly great personalities in
American public life, Dr. Albert Coates,
a member of the law faculty at the Uni-
versity of North Carolina. At that time
we were speaking on the occasion of Dr.
Coates’ retirement as director of the In-
stitute of Government at Chapel Hill,
which he founded. In considering what
this great institute has meant to the
Nation one may be curious abouft the
background of the man whose vision pro-
duced it.

Recently I had occasion to read again
a speech which Dr. Albert Coates made
at a meeting of the Harvard University
alumni of eastern North Carolina al-
most a year ago. In that speech Dr.
Coates tells of the impact which Harvard
Law School made upon his life. It is an
inspiring story told in the inimical
manner of Albert Coates. I have found
it a rewarding experience to review this
testimonial to a great American institu-
tion by a great American, and I should
like to share it with the other Members
of the Senate. Accordingly, I ask unan-
imous consent that Mr. Coates’ speech
entitled “What Harvard Law School
Meant to Me,” be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

WHAT THE HARVARD LAW ScHOOL MEANT TO ME
(Remarks by Albert Coates at a meeting of

Harvard University alumni of eastern

North Carolina, November 28, 1961)

Willlam Polk, my Harvard Law School
roommate, told me of a man in his home-
town who wrote a little book. He found no
one who would print it and printed it him-
self. He found no one who would review it
and reviewed it himself. His review was
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short, to the point, In these words: “This
book is full of the sorts of things that Shake-
speare or Milton might have struck off in a
happy half hour of literary excitement.”
(Signed) “Critic.”

If you do not find my talk tomight full of
the sorts of things Shakespeare or Milton
might have struck off in a happy half hour of
literary excitement, in all humility I call
your attention to the fact that nelther
Shakespeare nor Milton had the advantage
of Harvard training.

Two weeks ago your president asked if I
would talk to you. I was sensitive to his
compliment; so much so that I did not want
to accept it because I could not take out time
to do a good job. At that point my wife
chimed in: “Why don't you tell them what
you have been telling me ever since we met,
about what the Harvard Law School meant
to you?” Your president sald that would be
all right; and here I am.

I am going to talk about the meaning of
Harvard. Not what Harvard has meant to
New England, or the Nation, or the world;
others know more about that than I do. Not
what Harvard has meant to you; for you
know more about that than I do. But what
Harvard has meant to me; for I know more
about that than you do. And all it takes to
make me an authority on any subject is the
presence of people who know less about it
than I do. On this theory I offer myself to
you as the worldwide authority on this eve-
ning's subject: “What the Harvard Law
School Meant to Me."

In my student days in Chapel Hill, the
dean of janitors wrote this request to the
university's business manager: “I have got
to make an address to the Baptist Sunday
School Convention on the dutles of a pastor
to his congregation in vocal music. You
sang in the glee club, and I want you to jot
down the points I ought to make in that
address—and then, fill in between ’em.” In
this fashion I have jotted down the points
I want to make tonight; and as I go along,
I will try to fill in between them.

POINT NO. 1

I saw the Harvard Law School through the
eyes of my professor of philosophy, Horace
Williams, in my senior year at the University
of North Carolina in the fall of 1917, He had
gone to Harvard in the 1880's and brought
something of Harvard back with him to
Chapel Hill—enough to point out her values
to his students for 40 years. He fixed my
eyes on the Harvard Law School with this
statement from one of his students who had
gone there: “My professors write the books
the other professors teach.” I went there.
That 1s what the Harvard Law School meant
to me.

POINT NO. 2

I saw the Harvard Law School face to face
in September 1920. I saw it in “Bull” War-
ren on the opening night for the first year
men, and heard it in his rasping voice:
“Young gentlemen, if your moral character
has not been nourished by your parents, the
kindergarten, public school, and college,
there is little the Harvard Law School can
do for it this late In the day. What this
law school is concerned with is your mental
character, training a mind that refuses to do
a sloppy plece of work."”

Bo far as I can recall, this was the first
time I had heard the word, “mental,” used
as a modifylng adjective for character. I
had always heard character referred to as
moral, not mental, Here was the turn of a
phrase, and something more. It suggested
that mentality perhaps was not altogether
incompatible with moral fiber. It added a
new dimension to my thinking about charac-
ter. That {8 what the Harvard Law School
meant to me.

POINT NO. 3

I went to my first class in law school. The

air became electric as the class got under-
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“Will you state the first case?” Profes-
sor Warren asked me. I responded, with
mounting blood pressure. “You don’t mind
if I criticize you rather sharply?” the profes-
sor asked. “No, sir,” I answered, in as big
a lie as I could have told at that time and
in those circumstances. He took me at my
word, fried the fat off my statement of the
case, found no lean meat or even gristle
underneath, went on to burn up the grease,
and left not even a crackling to recall my
mailden effort in the Harvard Law School.

“Give us the next case, Mr. X.” I had been
confused at the end of my ordeal, but Mr.
X was confused at the beginning of his. The
professor tried again with this inquiry: “Mr.
Black went out of his house one morning.
The snow was white beneath his feet. The
sky was blue above his head. What was his
name?"” No response. Confusion here was
worse confounded. “I can see you are a
man of parts,” the professor observed, with
all the kindness he could muster, “but the
parts haven't been put together.” And with-
out waiting to pick up the parts he moved
along the row of students with his unan-
swered question, looking into faces paler
than any Indian ever saw, and well aware
that he had put the pale in paleface. The
classroom was full of all the tortures of
“Little Ease.” At last he got the answer
he wanted from a fellow named Newcomer
sitting next to me. It was all I could do
to keep from jumping up and crying out the
line in Shelley’s poem: O blithe newcomer.
I have heard, I hear thee and rejoice.”

“Mr. Y,"” the professor continued, “will you
give us the next case?” He did. “What do
you think of the court’s opinion. “It's the
bunk,” answered student Y. “Correct,” the
professor sald and went on to prove it, while
I listened in amazement to their irreverent
comments. I had underscored the fine
phrases, the flowing sentences, the at-
mospheric paragraphs, and completely missed
the point of the case.

I began to learn the meaning of Gilbert
and Sullivan’s line: “The flowers that bloom
in the spring, tra la, have nothing to do
with the case.” In fact, I can trace my
growth in law school by the underscorings
in my casebooks—changing from purple pas-
sages and literary efforts to meanings ob-
scured and all but lost in the interstices of
procedure, stated always without flourish
and sometimes without grammar. I had
always heard about reading between the
lines, and now I was learning how to do it.
That is what the Harvard Law School meant
to me.

way.

POINT NO. 4

I found men in the law school studying
their lessons 12 hours a day. Working as
hard for grades and standing as I had seen
men working for commissions in Army
camps in World War I. This was unconsti-
tutional. The president of the class was
nothing, or next to nothing; the editor of the
Law Review was everything, or mighty near
it. This was putting the bottom rail on top.
That was not the way it was back home.

In Smithfield High School I had run up
agalnst men as good as the best in Smith-
fleld. In Chapel Hill I had run up against
men as good as the best in North Carolina.
In the Harvard Law School I was running up
against men as good as the best in the Na-
tion. I was finding that the quality of the
students played as big a part in shaping the
character of the school as the quality of the
professors who wrote the books that others
taught.

I had worked 12 hours a day on student
activities in Chapel Hill, but studies were
not ordinarily included in student activities
as that term was then used. It was a long
time before I could use my mind to advan-
tage on hard and driving study for many
hours at a stretch, day after day. It was
a violent shift from the liberal arts to the
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fleld of law with its new and strange vocab-
ulary. And it was with main strength and
awkwardness that my mind gradually began
to do my bidding. I was well into my sec-
ond year in law school before I began to see
connecting links between the law and the
liberal arts.

My mind went back to an experience in
Chapel Hill in college days. I reglstered for
a course in Spenser's "Faerie Queene,” missed
the first 3 weeks of the course, and came into
the class 100 pages behind to find the “Fae-
rie Queene” clothed in old English, I saw
that taking off those clothes was going to
be all strip and no tease. This process took
time, which I didn't think I had. It took
patience, which I thought I had to the point
where there was no need to demonstrate it
on this particular assignment. It took in-
sight and capacity to grasp below the surface
meanings, which I had In general to the
point I felt a man of my ability could afford
to let it slip in this particular case.

I told Professor Greenlaw I wasn't getting
anything out of the course and wanted to
drop it. He told me I would get “discipline”
out of it, and he didn't know anybody who
needed discipline more than I did. I told
him I was looking for literature and not for
discipline, and it looked like discipline was
all I was going to get. Professor Greenlaw
started laughing, and kept on laughing till
the tears rolled down his cheeks, and then
he held out his hand and said: “Have it
your way and drop the course with my
blessing.”

Now, 4 years later, for the first time I
understood his laughter and my flesh crawled
off my bones as I lived over that experience.
Discipline was coming to me at last—better
late than never. I was learning that it was
more than the capacity to hold oneself to
the task in hand and included among other
things the power coming from long practice
in holding oneself to the task in hand; it
was a byproduct, built by indirection. I
was finding that the tortoise will always
beat the hare if the hare is accommodating
enough to go to sleep in the middle of the
race; but God pity the tortoise when he
runs up against a hare that does not go to
sleep. That is what the Harvard Law School
meant to me.

POINT NO. §

I found the best men in law school doing
as well on one course as another—whether
they liked the course or not, whether they
liked the professor or not, whether they
thought the professor was good or not, and
whether they thought the course was good
or not. This was a revelation to me.

In my student days in Chapel Hill, I had
flunked the course in physics. Professor
Patterson called me in to see him, told me
he had looked at my grades in the regis-
trar's office, and found I had “A” grades in
English and history and philosophy and
economics, a passing grade in French, and
a failing grade in physics. In the light of
my record in other courses he wondered
whether the fault in the physies failure
lay with him or with me.

I told him it was my fault and not his;
that I had put most of my time on the
courses which I thought would do me most

in law and government; that I had al-
lowed what I had thought was enough time
to pass the courses in physics and French,
which I was taking for the sole purpose of a
college degree, and that I had won the gamble
in French and lost the gamble in physics.

He told me I was wrong—that every stu-
dent, every year, ought to take one dis-
tasteful course under one distasteful teacher,
and do his level best to make his highest
grade on that course for the sake of the moral
discipline involved.

At long last I was learning in law school
the lesson of discipline that Professor Patter-
son had tried to teach me. I learned it to
the point that to this day I am likely to do
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a better job on a task I do not like than on
one I do. That is what the Harvard Law
School meant to me.

POINT NO. 6

I took a course in public utilities in my
final year in law school with a teacher whose
principal stock in trade appeared to be some-
thing called a method of approach or a
way of looking at things—which left me a
little uneasy. I was forever approaching and
never getting there—wherever “there"” was.

He gave few, if any, citations; had little
patience with men who were “always in
earnest and always dull”; and was as likely
to tell a student to read Trevelyan's “History
of England,” as a court decision, or to go out
for a walk and look up at the,sky, or read a
novel, as to refer him to a statute.

I got few, if any, notes, and they meant
little if anything to me; and if there was any
such thing as a “body of knowledge” in his
course I didn't find it. In the words of a
friend of mine, I was a little “under-
whelmed."”

But when I started teaching the course in
property in Chapel Hill the following year, I
found I had got something out of Professor
Frankfurter's course in public utilities that
helped me more in teaching property than
the notebook full of notes I had got out of
the course in property itself. (I might add
that this professor’s books on “The Business
of the Supreme Court” and “The Public and
Its Government” have influenced the ap-
proaches to my work in later years as much
as any books I ever read, if not more.) I
thought of a fellow classmate who had
bought sets of notes in every course he didn't
take, saying he was going to carry the whole
Harvard Law School home in his trunk.

Somehow or other the Harvard Law School
had given me the feeling that I could get
along without her. She had somehow
planted in me a power to go on my own, to
work my way through any problem coming
before me, within the limits of my abilities,
no matter what the problem was. For 3
years she had worked to make me independ-
ent of her, and not dependent on her, and in
the process drawn me closer to her. That is
what the Harvard Law School meant to me.

POINT NO. 7

I have never forgotten a moment in the
course in equity in the fall of 1922. The
class met from 12 to 1 o’clock, 3 days a
week. The Harvard-Army football game was
called for 2 o'clock on Saturday. The stu-
dents wanted the class moved forward so
they could meet and lunch with friends and
relatives and sweethearts coming for the
game. Professor Magruder carried the re-
quest to Dean Pound and came back with his
answer to the class: “Dean Pound says the
Harvard Law School will follow its schedule
without interruption, regardless of the mag-
nitude of any athletic event. And, as far
as I am concerned, equity is going to follow
the law.” The whole class stood and ap-
plauded, and kept on standing and applaud-
ing, with the pride of men who knew the
Harvard Law School had scored its own
touchdown that morning in that classroom—
not a gut, gripe, bellyache, or catcall in 300
students. The classroom had won the com-
petition with the football field. That is what
the Harvard Law School meant to me.

POINT NO. 8

Let me tie some law school happenings
together to the theme of “I Remember It
Well” as Lerner and Loewe tied remem-
brances together in the song I once heard
Maurice Chevaller sing in “Gigl.”

There was Williston with a fine art of
teaching which I have always put along with
poetry and painting and music. He could,
and did, help me find out for myself that I
was agreeing fully with two cases with op-
posite holdings, and do it with a saving
grace that never left a scar—even though I
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knew the whole class was coming to the
same conclusion by the same process at the
same time. He taught easily, leaving me
with the feeling—not that culture could not
afford to ralse a sweat, but that with him
it didn’t have to.

There was Chafee in whom I found the
law and the liberal arts were one. In his
classes I saw that an essaylst would write
an essay, or a novelist a novel, out of the
same raw materials which judges would use
in writing decisions and legislators in writ-
ing statutes. I saw the “inquiring mind”
in his living presence before I saw it on the
cover of his book,

There was Scott who covered 200 pages
in the casebook in the last hour of the
course in clvil procedure. Summing up the
meaning of successive cases in scintillating
sentences, with one following the other fast
enough to show me how a movie camera
could take sequences with a speed so much
quicker than the eye and ear that it pro-
duced a flawless flow of sound and a steady
flow of light. I discovered the uses of
mathematics in his course in trusts as he
put every case into a setting of related
“supposes” illustrating the theory of per-
mutations and combinations to the limit of
probability, possibility and beyond.

There was Beale whose mind played all
over everything it touched like a dancing
ray of light which was up to no good. He
outsocratized Socrates in the Socratic
method, attracted us like moths into his
flame, and with similar results. If we hadn't
known he was all substance, we might have
thought he was all process.

There was Pound who never parried a
question with the comment—"This is not in
my field.” He toock all flelds of law to be
his province. Trying to put Pound into
the average student’'s head—I am referring
to my own—was like trying to put an ocean
into a quart pot. The point of all his learn-
ing was that it was always to the point.

I would knock on his door, hear him say,
“Come in,” on the instant, find him with
his head low over his books until I stood
before his desk. At that point he would
look up, give me 100 percent of his atten-
tion as long as I stood before him. When
the conversation ended he would go back
100 percent to his books before I got out
of the room. He taught me the scarcity
value of time, while leaving me with the
feeling I could, and did, get all of his time
I wanted, whenever I wanted it

In 3 years of the Harvard Law School I
never heard a student ask, “Are you taking
contracts, evidence, equity, public utilities,
procedure, conflicts?” but, “Are you taking
Williston, Chafee, Pound, Frankfurter, Scott,
Beale?” And so on to the end of the roll.
In all that time I never ran into a teacher
80 absorbed in research and writing as to
feel the Harvard Law School would be a good
law school if it were not for the students.
That is what the Harvard Law School meant
to me.

POINT NO. 9

Dean Roscoe Pound gave me the Rumrill
scholarship amounting to $400 my first year
in law school in 1920, He gave me a $2,700
fellowship for graduate study in 1928 to help
me along in the work that has grown into
the Institute of Government, came to Chapel
Hill in 1932, to throw his weight behind it,
and took time out to write an article ap-
pralsing it in 1937. I got my first lawyer's
fee in the summer of 1823, pald In kind
and not In cash—the biggest country ham
I have ever seen—and sent it to Dean Pound
as a token payment on account,

But to this moment I have not pald a
penny to the annual giving fund of my law
school class. All of the money I could rake,
scrape, and borrow has gone into the bulld-
ing of the Institute of Government. As
soon as I finish paylng for my home, I ex-
pect to start saving money to return the face
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value of the scholarship and fellowship the
Harvard Law School gave to me in 1920 and
1928—with interest added, in more ways than
one, As soon as I do this I expect to start
giving to the annual giving fund. And let
me tell you why.

The present dean of Harvard Law School,
Erwin Griswold, read the “Story of the Insti-
tute of Government,” and threw his weight
behind it in an inspiring letter in 1948 and
another in 1952, These letters meant more
to me and my wife at those particular
times than he will ever know, unless he reads
that meaning between these lines. In his
1948 letter to me, Dean Griswold wrote that
he was "closely confined to the problems
here in the law school.”

Read his annual reports from 1946 to 1961
and you will see what he has been doing with
his time: (1) Lifting the number of students
in the law school to 1,600 and raising their
general average to the highest point in its
history; (2) increasing the faculty by 50 per-
cent and keeping up its high standards of
teaching and research; (3) adding 300,000
books to the library and bringing it to the
million-volume mark; (4) building five new
dormitories and the Griswold tunnel and
sharing a new eatlng commons with other
graduate students in Cambridge; (5) starting
the annual giving fund with gifts running
to $60,000 in 1950 and going beyond the half
million dollar mark in 1960; (6) revising old
courses in the law school, adding new ones,
and adjusting the whole curriculum to new
problems and conditions; (7) bringing stu-
dents from countries throughout the world
into an unprecedented program of interna-
tional studies with 30 countries represented
in this program in 1961; (8) going on the
road to take part in conferences of lawyers,
teachers, and alumni throughout the United
States, the British Commonwealth of Na-
tions, and other parts of the world; and so
on in the tradition of Roscoe Pound and
James Barr Ames, and Christopher Columbus
Langdell. That is what the Harvard Law
School means to me.

POINT NO. 10

This point goes beyond the Harvard Law
School to Harvard College and all the schools
which go into the making of Harvard Univer-
sity. In the 1630's John Harvard gave his
estate and his library to overseers who had
a college in mind but not in hand. They
put it on a plot of land in Cambridge and
called it Harvard. It started teaching 31
years after English settlers took root in
Jamestown, 17 years after the Pilgrims
landed at Plymouth Rock, and 140 years be-
fore the American Revolution.

In the years from 1636 to 1961 the name
of Harvard has drawn men from the utter-
most parts of the earth to her Yard., In this
magnetic field she has helped them find
themselves. She has taught them the mean-
ing of the words of Heslod, 2,500 years
ago, that “before the door of excellence the
high gods have ordained sweat.” She has
sent them out to work on the job in hand
with the confidence of men who know that
they have touched at least the hem of the
garment of education at its best. She has
schooled them to turn “keen, untrammeled
faces home to the instant need of things"—
whoever they are, whatever they are. Look
at a map of the world, and put your finger on
the places where these men live and work to-
day upon this globe, and you will see that
her “dwelling is the light of setting suns,
and the round ocean and the living air, and
the blue sky and in the mind of man."”

In his essay on “Castles in Spain,” John
Galsworthy quotes a note from a guidebook
for visitors to the Cathedral of Seville: “On
the eighth day of July, in the year 1401, the
dean and chapfer of Seville assembled in the
Court of the Elms and solemnly resolved:
‘Let us build us a church so great that those
who come after us may think us mad to have
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attempted it The church took one hun-
dred and fifty years to build,” and five gen-
erations of builders worked into this fabric
of stone all the magic of the Middle Ages.

I do not know whether any such resolve
was In the minds of the founders of Har-
wvard College in the 1630's, or whether their
successors picked it up along the way; but I
am sure that 11 generations of students,
teachers, and alumnl have come as close as
men have come in any other place on earth
to building what Edmund Burke described
as “a partnership in all sclence, a partner-
ship in all art, a partnership in every virtue
and in all perfection, and since such a part-
nership cannot be attained in one genera-
tion, a partnership between all those who are
living, and those who are dead, and those
who are yet unborn.”

Here in Chapel Hill tonight we rejolice that
we are a part of this tradition; and in recog-
nition of this partnership, we send our
greetings across the intervening distance to
the Harvard of us all; to Harvard University
which is greater than the sum of all its
parts.

THE UPPER COLORADO RIVER
PROJECT

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President,
along with many other Members of Con-
gress and citizens from the Upper Colo-
rado River Basin, I have worked many
years toward the full development of
projects under the upper Colorado River
project. The dream of people in these
areas has been to put to beneficial use
the water to which each is entitled un-
der the upper Colorado River compact.

We are now beginning to see our
dreams fulfilled and on Saturday, Sep-
tember 15, 1962, the Navaho Dam on
the San Juan River, in San Juan County,
N. Mex., was dedicated. The comple-
tion of Navaho Dam is another mile-
stone we have passed in the development
of our water resources.

Secretary Udall gave a very fine speech
at the dedication ceremonies setting
forth some of our recent accomplish-
ments in the field of reclamation. In his
remarks he pointed to the record of
Commissioner of Reclamation Floyd
Dominy in the management of the Bu-
reau during his tenure of office. Under
Mr. Dominy the Bureau in 1962 em-
ployed an average of 10,975 people, only
11 percent more than the postwar low
of 1955. Yet, these dedicated men and
women accomplished approximately 100
percent more work. I compliment Com-~
missioner Dominy and the fine people
in the Bureau of Reclamation on this
accomplishment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remarks of the Secretary
of the Interior be printed in the body of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REMARKS OF BSECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
StEwART L. UpALL, AT THE DEDICATION OF
NavaHO DaM, SaN JUAN CoUNTY, N, MEX.,
SepTEMBER 15, 1962
We are here today to dedicate Navaho

Dam—to celebrate the completion of the

first major feature of the vast, five-State

Colorado River storage project. It marks

a new day for the Southwest. But, in a

larger sense, it 1s also symbolic of the new

era in America where the total development
of our Natlon’s water resources is proceed-

Ing at an alltime high.
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Navaho Dam brings new hope, new oppor-
tunity, and new purpose to those of us assem-
bled here. It also stands before us as a
constant reminder that the optimum devel-
opment of our natural resources is a neces-
sity In this century of challenges.

Many of you think of Navaho Dam as your
accomplishment—and it is. You have lived
through its conception and completion. You
have worked hard to make it possible. It is
a fact—a proven fact that 1962 is a high-
water mark in the 60-year history of the
Department’s Bureau of Reclamation.

In 1962, the Bureau of Reclamation has
spent more money—and spent it more effec-
tively and economically—on the construc-
tion of dams, hydroelectric power stations,
transmission lines, and irrigation works than
ever before.

Three hundred and forty-seven million
dollars, a record volume of work for any year,
has been invested In water resource
development.

Forty-four principal features on 19 Bureau
projects in 13 States have been completed.

Construction in fiscal 1962 was initiated
on seven major storage dams and three di-
version dams in eight States. Since July,
constructlon has also been started on the
important San Luls Dam in California. This
structure 1s, by far, the most ambitious
Joint Federal-State water project in history.

Another signal accomplishment has been
the awarding of five major contracts, each
in excess of $1 million, for the con-
struction of transmission lines. Among these
was the $12.8 million contract for the con-
struction of the 210-mile, 845,000-volt line
from Glen Canyon Dam to Pinnacle Peak in
Arizona—the highest voltage line yet to be
built by the Bureau of Reclamation.

Of the work In progress, significant con-
struction achievements are signified by the
pouring of more than 60 percent of the con=-
crete needed to complete Glen Canyon, the
key feature of the project of which Navaho
Dam is a part, and more than 75 percent of
the concrete for Flaming Gorge Dam, an-
other important feature.

In total, some 1,260 separate contracts for
construction, materials, and supplies were
placed—contracts which will spur the econ-
omy of the Nation in many areas.

While 1962 has been Reclamation's finest
year in program accomplishments, it has also
been equally significant for the new author-
izations approved by Congress. This year,
two projects of the first magnitude have been
approved—the first time that two such proj-
ects have ever been approved by Congress
in a single year.

The spectacular Frylngpan-Arkansas proj-
ect in Colorado—commemorited last month
by President EKennedy—will supply new wa=-
ter for expanding municipal, industrial, and
domestic requirements on both sides of the
Continental Divide. The project will pro-
duce supplemental irrigation water for 280,-
000 thirsty acres and will generate 470 mil-
lion kilowatt-hours of electricity annually.

The San Juan-Chama project in Colorado
and New Mexico, the other major authoriza-
tion, will provide much-needed municipal
and industrial water for Albuquerque, as well
as full and supplemental irrigation water for
some 120,000 acres of farmland in the Rio
Grande Basin,

Another new authorization, the Navaho
Indian Irrigation project, will take San Juan
River water across 150 miles of reservation
lands to fight drought by supplylng water for
110,000 acres—thereby contributing to the
employment opportunities, economic stabil-
ity, and better standards of living for the
Navaho people.

In additlon, three other reclamation proj-
ect.s—Bpoka.ne Valley in Washington and
Idaho, Mann Creek in Idaho, and the Ar-
buckle project in Oklahoma—have also been
approved by Congress, a total of six for the
session so far.
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And, the same as Navaho, these projects
will also add to the growing recreation
potentlals of the entire reclamation system
and the growing inland shoreline of reclama-
tion reservoirs.

From any point of view we choose, the
claim that 1962 is reclamation’s biggest year
is a demonstrable fact, grounded in the hard
work, solld achlevement, and constant devo-
tion of many men and women. We cannot
slngle out each and every one—though each
deserves his full measure of honestly earned
praise.

We must mention, however, several who
deserve special recognition, for without their
tireless efforts, their legislative skills, and
their enduring belief in the worth of con-
servation, this record would have been im-
possible.

I am referring, of course, to Senator CLIN-
ToN P. AnpErson, of New Mexico, to Con-
gressman WaynNE N. AsriNavn, of Colorado,
chairmen of the respective Interior Commit-
te-s of Congress; to Senator CarL HAYDEN,
of Arizona, dean of the Senate and chair-
man of its Appropriations Committee; and
to Congressman CLARENCE CANNON, one of
the great statesmen of the House and also
chairman of its Appropriations Committee.

These men—joined by a majority of their
colleagues in the 87th Congress—have writ-
ten and passed one of the finest overall rec-
lamation programs of any Congress in the
history of our nation. They gave us the basic
tools with which this administration made
1962 the biggest reclamation year in history.

Earlier, I said this record of accomplish-
ment has been carried forth effectively and
efficiently by the Bureau of Reclamation. It
is one thing to spend the public's money in
large volumes—it is entirely another to
achieve the greatest volume of work at rela-
tively less cost than ever before. In 1962,
the Bureau of Reclamation—under the direc-
tion of Commissioner Dominy—employed an
average of 10975 people, only 11 percent
higher than the postwar low of 1955. Yet,
these dedicated men and women accom=
plished approximately 100 percent more
work. I know of no finer record in the
Federal service.

In past years, Congress has appropriated
more money and the Bureau has had nearly
twice as many employees—but never before
have the funds available been translated into
more effective investment in the future of
America.

Looking beyond 1962 and the projects au-
thorized thus far, the Eennedy administra-
tion has prepared and sent to Congress an
additional 15 favorable reports on another
$750 million worth of reclamation projects
in 13 States.

These projects would provide an irrigation
water supply for about 1.6 million acres of
land and about a half million acre-feet of
new water for municipal and industrial use,
as well as an installed hydroelectric capacity
of 800,000 kilowatts. Built principally to
conserve water, these projects, too, would
carry many extra dividends in flood control,
fish and wildlife enhancement, and outdoor
recreation opportunities.

For 40 years, this area grew slowly, de-
pendent entirely upon agriculture and the
hazards of an unstable water supply. With
the discovery of natural gas, with the de-
velopment of assoclated industry, and with
the soon-to-be-realized utilization of the
vast coal deposits of the Navaho Reservation,
this area holds great promise for the future.

However, until the completion of Navaho
Dam, it was merely promise. Now, it can be-
come reality because the blg question mark
of a dependable water supply has been
solved.

To those who live in this area, I need not
spell out the local multipurpose significance
of Navaho Dam. Those who live in the San
Juan Basin have seen the miracle of recla-
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mation open the gates of opportunity in area
after area, in State after State in the West.

Navaho—and dams like Navaho—bring
great benefits to the Nation as a whole.
Thus far, for example, this dam—which
stands 40 stories high—has resulted In ex-
penditure of $24 million for services, sup-
plies, and equipment which reached into all
parts of the Nation. Reclamation and the
works of reclamation are truly of national

ce and national benefit.

We have spoken today of the finest year
in reclamation’s history, of the truly bril-
liant record of the 87th Congress, and of
the amagzing efficlency of the Bureau of Rec~
lamation. But, what of the Navaho Dams
of the future?

Today, there is—roughly estimated—about
$4.1 billion of contract construction work in
the reclamation pipeline on projects under
construction, authorized for construction,
and transmitted to Congress for authoriza-
tion. For those who view reclamation as a
local, or western program, let me cite a few
projections of what this means.

First, the actual construction of these
projects would provide nearly three-quarters
of a million man-years of employment on the
actual site.

Becond, the construction of these proj-
ects would require $2.2 billion in equip-
ment and supplies manufactured in all parts
of the country, generating an additional to-
tal employment opportunity of over two-
thirds of a milllon man-years.

These are the ilmmediate, tangible bene-
fits to the Nation as a whole of the on-
going reclamation program as it stands to-
day. We also know, from experience, that
the fruits of reclamation magnify manifold
through the years in terms of local, State,
regional, and national economic growth. We
know that salaries and income, corporate
and personal profit, and tax revenues at all
levels generated by reclamation projects far
surpass the public investment In water con-
servation.

Speaking of reclamation activities, Presi-
dent Eennedy has said:

“Nothing could be more disastrous for this
country than for the citizens of one part of
the State to feel that everything they have
is theirs, and it should not be shared with
other citizens of the State, or for the people
from the East to say ‘There is no beneflt to
us in spending our money to make this
valley green.”

“This is the way to stand still,” the Presl-
dent sald. “The way to move ahead is to
realize that we are citizens of one country
who can move from one State to another
and as one State does well, so do the others,
and if one State stands still, so do all the
rest.

“What I preach is the interdependence of
the United States. We are not 50 coun-
tries. We are one country of 50 States and
one people, and I believe,” said the Presi-
dent, “that those programs which make life
better for some of the people will make life
better for all of the people.”

These words of President Eennedy are the
watchwords of conservation in the 1960's.
Resource conservation and development is
a national effort which extends from coast
to coast, from border to border—not a pro-
gram in one State or for one State. Even
as we celebrate the completion of this dam,
we are looking to the future. Our land is
growing in population and In economic
activity. We must provide the raw mate-
rials for new wealth, new homes, new job
opportunities, and more wholesome foods
for our people. And, in the process, we must
also provide a life-giving environment of
land and open space and recreational oppor-
tunity to make this new wealth meaningful
and purposeful,

Growth is a never- process which
depends ultimately on the use we make of



20652

all our natural resources. Yesterday, this
posed no problem because resources beyond
imagination lay westward for the taking.
Now, however, the pinch of onrushing na-
tional growth is being felt.

Never again can we allow ourselves the
foolish luxury of waste. Never again can
we relax our efforts toward the optimum de-
velopment of all the resources of our land,
nor can we allow the process of resource
conservation and development to falter as
was done in recent years.

With this dedication and this devotion,
we celebrate the completion of Navaho Dam,
we understand the true meaning of Navajo
and we pledge our Government and our
people to the continuing tasks of conserva-
tion that will enable us to meet the chal-
lenges of domestic growth and world leader-
ship which mark our times.

RESEARCH WILL GOVERN THE
FUTURE

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, the Uni-
versity of Delaware annually holds a
farm field day at the university's agri-
cultural experiment substation near
Georgetown, Del.

This farm field day has been an out-
standing event in Delaware since the
program began.

This year we were fortunate in having
Dr. W. E. Krauss, associate director of
the agricultural experiment station,
Ohio State University, as the principal
speaker. His address on “Research Will
Govern the Future” was so timely and
appropriate and so forward looking that
I believe it is a valuable contribution in
our consideration of many of today’s
pressing problems. I think my colleagues
would like to read this address, and I
therefore ask unanimous consent that
it may be printed in the RECORD.

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

RESEARCH WiLL GOVERN THE FUTURE

(By W. E. Krauss, associate director, agricul-
tural experiment station, Ohio State
University, presented at TUniversity of
Delaware farm fleld day, agricultural sub-
statlon, Georgetown, Del., August 1, 1962)

I consider it an honor to have been invited
to speak to you today in this environment
of friendly people at a substation of one of
our great land-grant universities. This day
should have special significance to you, as
it does to me, since it comes during the
centennial year of the land-grant movement
and also marks the 100th anniversary of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture.

The University of Delaware, privately char-
tered as Delaware College in 1833, blossomed
into a land-grant college following the Mor-
rill Act and has continued to grow to its pres-
ent university size and influence. The fact
that last year your president, Dr. Perkins,
served as president of the American Associ-
atlon of Land-Grant Colleges and State Uni-
versities and that your vice president for
university relations and dean and director,
Dr. Worrilow, has been recognized in many
ways as a stellar worker within that organ-
ization, attest to the recognition and pres-
tige attained by this university in land-
grant circles. It is outstandingly significant
that while many colleges of agriculture in
this country are facing declining enroll-
ment, your School of Agriculture increased
its enrollment last year by 34 percent.

It has been my privilege to visit the uni-
versity at Newark on several occasions and
this substation once before today. I have
been impressed by the competence of the
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staff, the quality of their research, the in-
strumentation of the laboratories, and the
cooperative relations with industry. This
substation is unigue among substations of
my acquaintance. Its organization and op-
eration allow its research and service pro-
grams to be most effective in tackling and
solving the problems of Delaware farmers
and related but increasingly important agri-
businesses.

A land-grant college, through successive
acts of Congress (Morrill Act of 1862; Hatch
At of 1887, Smith-Lever Act of 1914), has a
three-way responsibility of resident instruc-
tion, research, and extension. Research is
the area from which comes the sclentific
knowledge which fortifies the classroom
teacher and the extension worker as they
carry out their duties with youth and adults.
In agriculture, the experiment stations and
the USDA have been the principal reservoirs
of new knowledge that leads to improved
technology. It is largely because of this
that the economy of the United States is as
prosperous as it is and that our people are
the best fed at the lowest cost. It is also be-
cause of this that farming has become a
dignified profession and business and that
agriculture today is not declining but in-
creasing in Importance as more and more
people must be fed by the efforts of fewer
people on fewer acres of land. Even greater
efficiency in production is indicated for the
future. This can come about by increasing
the use made of existing knowledge, through
the educational facilities at our disposal, and
through research which yields new knowl-
edge. In addition to serving those who pro-
duce, our efforts of the future must become
increasingly evident in the processing,
marketing and utilization areas, as well as
in the fields of farm policy, conservation of
natural resources, and family living.

You are here today to see research at
work and to learn the results of research
that might be helpful to you. There is no
better way to get new information quicker
or more directly. But do you realize what
went on before this opportunity was offered?

To answer this requires a definition. Re-
search is the process of critical inquiry or
examination in seeking facts or principles.
It may be extremely simple, as review of
documents or sclentific literature, or it may
be extremely complex as in the case of build-
ing an atomic pile based on complex formu-
las of mathematics, physies, and chemistry.

Research is an evolutionary process. It
starts with an idea or problem. This is fol-
lowed by a period of exploration consisting
of experimental procedures, plus keen powers
of observation that will not overlook sug-
gested tangents of activity or accidental ap-
pearance of a phenomenon that may prove
to be the key. Data obtained by these
processes are tabulated, summarized, and in-
terpreted. Hypotheses and theories are for-
maulated, conclusions are drawn and recom-
mendations may be made. From then on
application of the recommendations be-
comes either a part of applied research or
of demonstration and technological improve-
ment, thus completing the cycle.

Agricultural research follows this general
pattern. For various periods of time scores
of scientists in your experiment station, to-
gether with their laboratory and field help-
ers and graduate students, have been going
through the above-described research proc-
ess. Each year your State and the Federal
Government invested almost a million dol-
lars to support this research. Industry,
foundations and Government agencies like-
wise invested in the research ability and
productiveness of your experiment station
staff, The research results have been made
avallable to the world in scientific journal
articles and pamphlets, bulletins, and com-
modity newsletters. The financial return
from this modest investment in research will
conservatively be at least a hundredfold, to
say nothing of the Immeasurable improve-
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ment in the general welfare of innumerable
people.

This section of the United States is noted
for its concentrated poultry industry. It is
only mnatural that considerable research
effort of your experiment station should be
devoted to the many problems posed by so
concentrated and important an industry.
Research on poultry diseases and the much
needed services of a diagnostic laboratory un-
doubtedly occupy high priority in your re-
search and service effort., It is significant
in this connection that in the recently pub-
lished history of the State agricultural ex-
periment stations illustrated reference is
made to the contribution of the Delaware Ex-
periment Station to reduction of incidence
and spread of poultry diseases.

Outstanding also is the work on CRD, es-
pecially that concerned with the treatment
of hatching eggs with antibiotics for the con-
trol of PPLO, the causative agent of CRD.

Economics, marketing, and processing re-
search revolving around the complex poultry
industry also is contributing to improve-
ments of marked significance.

It is rewarding to know that in this State
some real effort is being made to shorten the
gap between discovery and adoption. Your
crop yield program with soybeans is an out-
standing example. Research and cultural
practices, seed varieties and handling, and
marketing procedures set the stage for the
extension service to initiate a soybean yleld
program which has resulted over a period of
only a few years in soybeans becoming the
State's most widely grown crop and in de-
velopment and acceptance of a superior new
variety (Bethel).

Another outstanding accomplishment,
using the three-armed team of research,
resident instruction, and extension, is the
development of a comprehensive food dis-
tribution program which has attained na-
tional prominence. The broad scope of this
project in itself illustrates the not clearly
understood fact that agriculture and agri-
cultural research are everybody’s business.

We are living today in an era marked by
change, speed, and mechanization. This
same era also is marked by increased interest
in research, stimulated in part by comic
strip artists and science fictlon writers, in
part by the developments in lethal weap-
ons, in part by space probing, earth orbiting,
moon shots, and now Telstar TV. At the
Seattle World's Falr the longest queue lines
are the ones leading to the exhibit build-
ing of the U.S. Government, for there the
science exhibits are housed. Perhaps the
greatest stimulation for research, however, is
the realization by both industry and agri-
culture that research pays. If this were not
80, industry would not have spent more than
#4 billion and agriculture more than $300
million for research last year.

Accelerated change is the trademark of
our times. Technology and scientific de-
velopments have released our Nation from
bondage to the soil. More than 90 percent
of our workers are free to apply their skills
in other fields, although 4 out of 10 are
engaged in businesses and industries related
to agriculture. This contrasts sharply with
100 years ago when 6 out of every 10 Ameri-
cans made their living from the s=oil.

Education and research played the major
role during this past century of agricultural
progress. As agriculture has become special-
ized farmers have become more and more
dependent on off-farm sources for their pro-
duction supplies and services. Horse and
mule power, fed by farm-produced grain, has
given way to the gasoline or diesel-powered
tractor. Modern seeds, like modern ma-
chinery, are produced by speclalists; fer-
tilizer produced on the farm cannot begin
to do the job of feeding modern crops.

Today's farm is an efficlent, factory-busi-
ness combination. The farmer and his fam-
ily supply the management and labor. Pro=
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duction inputs are hauled in, piped in, or
brought in over powerlines. Products leave
the farm by truck or rail, often on a daily
pickup basis operated by an independent
businessman such as a bulk milk hauler,
The farmer keeps himself abreast of fast-
moving developments and new technology
through farm magazines, newspapers, radio
and television, and frequent contacts with
extension agents and speclalists, research
workers, college professors, salesmen, manu-
facturers' representatives, and other progres-
sive farmers and agribusinessmen.

Our economists tell us that the success-
ful farmer of the future will use more busi-
ness-like procedures. He probably will use
more of his working hours for manage-
ment and decisionmaking, as he grows big-
ger. He will elther farm more land, keep
more livestock, or change to more intensive
crop or livestock production. He will have
a much higger investment. There will be
much more part-time farming and of course
there will be fewer farmers.

This means there will be fewer opportuni-
tles in farming for young men (about 1 in
6) but much greater opportunities for
college-trained young men and women In
jobs to be found in the agribusiness world.

In many of our States the rural commu-
nity as we have known it will lose much of
its identity. Crossroads, U.S.A., with its gen-
eral store, its barber shop, its one-room
school, and its church or two, will be no
more. Former rural communities already
have a mingling of persons with varled back-
grounds, different values, interests, and oc-
cupations. Without careful planning such
growing communities ean develop serious
problems: water supply, sewage disposal,
street maintenance, school financing, zoning.
Research in these problem areas is sorely
needed, for such communities will emerge
neither rural nor urban, but a combination
of both. Through good planning, based
upon research facts, this marriage of cul-
tures will produce a new urban culture,
stronger and better than either of its
parents.

Much fussing s heard about farm sur-
pluses, but nothing about how much more
our grocery bills would be If there were
even a small deficit In farm products. Nel-
ther is it generally realized that food is a
bargaln compared to most other things.
In fact, food is much cheaper, relatively, than
it was 40 or 50 years ago In terms of the
effort 1t takes to obtaln 1t. And many foods
would be even cheaper If consumers didn't
demand out-of-season things, fancy pack-
ages, and built-in maid service. In 1910, it
took 120 hours of labor to buy food eaten
by a family of four in a month’s time. To-
day it takes 38 hours. Thirty years ago 1
hour of factory labor would buy 78 pints of
milk. Today it will buy twice that much.

No one has felt the changes of the past
century more than the homemaker. New
products, the result of research and tech-
nology, have done away with many laborious
time-consuming household tasks. The mir-
acles of food marketing bring fresh foods
and vegetables to her neighborhood super-
market all year round. The American farm-
er and the food technologists (both products
of agricultural education) provide the
world’s most wholesome, nutritious foods, so
many of which are so easy to prepare and
use. Out of the kitchen and into the proc-
essing plant has gone much of the peeling,
slicing, squeezing, bolling, baking, and fry-
ing connected with meal preparation.

No one doubts that the considerable in-
vestment in agricultural research has paid
big dividends. It is glibly sald that our
agricultural knowledge has increased more in
the last 75 years than in the entire previous
period of history. We do know that crop
ylelds have increased 45 percent In the last
30 years; that cows produce 25 p more
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and that within a perlod of 60 years the
overall efficlency of farming has tripled (in
terms of number of people one farm operator
can feed). This all happened during periods
of great crises and when the proportion of
clty to rural people was undergoing a com-
plete reversal.

To the Nation, agricultural research has
meant improved health through provision of
an ample food supply capable of providing
better nutrition for all our people. It actu-
ally has saved lives because of the develop-
ment of antiblotics and other protective
materials. It also has helped in the adjust-
ments required to meet rapldly changing
conditions and it is in this area that new
techniques will need to be developed to
measure the tremendous impact of our pres-
ent and future speed of progress on social
behavior.

As we look ahead and anticipate the prob-
lem presented by an exploding world popu-
lation, we must realize that there are even
more monumental frontiers in science to be
reached and that successive waves of new
knowledge must be forthcoming as our ad-
vancing technologies absorb that which is
presently known.

Successful launching of satellites and the
knowledge that this is only the forerunner
of an era of almost infinite dimension, prac-
tically guarantees support with public funds
for research, and development of research
personnel, in those areas directly related to
defense and war. This is covered under the
now familiar phrase “sclentists for basic
research.” While at first emphasis may need
to be on those sciences and technological
developments that make for destruction it
is inevitable that other scientific needs will
be met and even ultimately benefit from a
crash research program in missiles and in
space sclence. It must never be forgotten
that the secret of life and the secret of
manufacture of food nutrients by plants
have not been solved and that since all
biological activities are related to these two
basic processes there is as much need for
encouragement of research in life building
and life preservation as there is in life de-
struction even as a defensive mechanism.

We can be almost as fantastic as we wish
in our thinking as to future developments
and probably be right. We can, for example,
expect to do something about the weather
in the future other than just talk about it.
Certainly the Geophysical Year explorations
and the observations that can be made
through controlled satellite orbiting will add
to our knowledge of factors affecting weather
throughout the world. We can look for-
ward to methods that will release or prevent
release of moisture from the atmosphere, and
certainly eventually there will be devices
for destroying those combinatlons of atmos-
pheric conditions that give birth to violent
storms.

Ground and stored water supplies have
reached a critical point in many areas, espe~
clally following periods of drought. With
the demand for water for irrigation, indus-
try, and human consumptive use rapidly
increasing, the need for water-conserving
measures will become more and more acute.
Such things as prevention of evaporation
from stored water supplies, and conversion
of sea water and sewage waste are already
beyond the realm of speculation and need
only to be accepted and developed. New
economic plants with low moisture require-
ments will be developed.

With the need for even greater efficiency
per man-hour for both crop and livestock
production, we can expect such apparently
fantastic things as remote control of large
farm machinery operation, and development
of new fuels and power sources, including
solar and atomic energy.

Synthesis of food nutrients will be greatly

lerated when the basic reaction involved

milk; that hens lay 25 percent more eggs;

in photosynthesis can be duplicated in the
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laboratory. Preservation of food by ionized
radiation and through use of antibiotics will
change radically present processing, storing,
packaging, and marketing technigques.

Housing design and structural materials
will change considerably and new push-
button devices will be developed for doing
household chores which will allow the house-
wife as much leisure time as her husband
when he has a 3-day workweek.

New methods of transportation will speed
up movement of perishable produce and
draw markets even closer together. Many
new products will be brought to the con-
sumer's table. Much of what we now con-
sider farm wastes or surpluses will find their
way Iinto industry or to the consumer
through seeming miracles of chemical and
physical transformations.

‘We cannot be content in our overall plan-
ning to consider only those things which
may concern only a small segment of the
total problem. There is need for coordina-
tion of the independent planning of various
groups and for envisioning the world impact
of agricultural research not only now but for
some time into the future.

It, therefore, becomes important to deter-
mine population trends and composition and
the requirements of such populations over
successive decades. At the same time the
dynamics of land use must be plotted.
Probable human and mechanical resources
will need to be estimated. Methods for long-
term storage and preservation of foods, and
techniques for decontaminating food and
water supplies and food-production areas
following atomic or biological warfare will
need to be developed.

This kind of perspective leads only to the
conclusion that the responsibilities of agri-
culture and therefore of agricultural research
are as great and as much in the national
interest as are those concerned with nuclear
and space sclences. It simply suggests that
if the same public interest were aroused and
the same combination of public and private
enterprise became effective, support for agri-
cultural research would attain the same
magnitude as that now being directed toward
other areas of scientific endeavor. Both are
essential.

Today you are seelng only a part—but a
significant part—of your total research pro-
gram at work. Your sympathetic and criti-
cal evaluation of it are solicited, I am sure,
because it is through this process that re-
search effort is geared to your problems. It
is through this process, also, that you con-
tinue your interest in and support of efforts
that are vital to your own welfare and that
of the Nation. May I congratulate you on
the fine progress you have made possible so
far. You can help, by your support, decide
the tempo of progress in the future.

THE PUBLIC WORKS ACCELERA-
TION ACT

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
the Congress recently enacted legisla-
tion vital to the reduction of unemploy-
ment in our Nation. The Public Works
Acceleration Act can be most important
in providing jobs in areas of critical un-
employment and in meeting needs of the
Federal Government.

On behalf of my senior colleague, Sen-
ator SymincTon, and myself, I would like
to comment on a project requested by
the Bureau of Prisons which illustrates
clearly what can be accomplished by this
act. The Bureau of Prisons has re-
quested funds under this act to con-
struct a new youth institution in St.
Francois County, Mo. The people of St.
Francois County have suffered high rates
of unemployment and extreme economic
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distress for the past 10 years. The econ-
omy of the county has in the past de-
pended largely upon lead mining opera-
tions. However, due to declining prices
in the lead mining industry and new
automation methods, employment in the
county has gone steadily downward. At
present, out of a total population of
36,545 in the county, 10,545 persons are
eligible for U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture surplus commodities under the com-
modity program for low-income groups.
More than 14 percent of the county’s
able-bodied workers are unemployed,
The county has been certified as a rede-
velopment area under the Area Rede-
velopment Act of 1961, and fully quali-
fies for the public works projects under
the terms of the recent legislation.

The U.S. Bureau of Prisons has long
planned to build a new youth institution
in the midwestern area. Its construction
needs in this respect were approved by
the Bureau of the Budget and filed with
the Judiciary Committee’s Subcommittee
on National Penitentiaries by the Attor-
ney General on January 24, 1962. The
members of the subcommittee, having
personally viewed the extreme over-
crowding in the institutions of the Fed-
eral prison system, have endorsed this
constuction in its report of July 11, 1962.
The prisoner population of the system
now averages in excess of 24,000, and all
of its institutions are overloaded. The
number of youthful offenders aged 18 to
25 in the overall prisoner population ex-
ceeds 8,000. The system at present has
only two youth institutions, each of
which has a design capacity of less than
500. Consequently most of the youthful
offenders must be committed to adult
correctional institutions, penitentiaries,
and other institutions for older and more
criminally sophisticated age groups. The
need for additional facilities of all types
for offenders in the Federal system is
acute, and particularly so for the youth~
ful group.

Director James V., Bennett of the Fed-
eral prison system has already selected a
site for this institution near the com-
munities of Flat River, Farmington, and
Bonne Terre, in St. Francois County, Mo.
Mr. Bennett considers that this site is
especially suited for the requirements of
a youth institution. The St. Joseph Lead
Co., which has been deeply concerned
about the severe unemployment in the
county and which now owns this 1,000-
acre property valued at more than $120,-
000, has offered it to the Bureau of
Prisons at no cost. The citizens of St.
Francois County are also prepared in
other respects to lend their assistance in
keeping down the costs of constructing
the institution.

The Bureau of Prisons has planned
this institution for 400 youths to be con-
structed at a cost of $71% million. It has
statutory authority for this construction
and requires only the necessary funds to
go ahead with the project. The archi-
tectural firm working on the project is
well along in preparing the necessary
plans, the site has been surveyed, and the
usual engineering studies made. The in-
stitution, as planned by the Bureau of
Prisons and its architects, is designed to
be built quickly and economically by the
use of modular construction methods.
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If the Bureau is able to obtain the
necessary funds under the public works
acceleration program appropriation, it is
prepared to proceed immediately with
the construction and can have the in-
stitution completed well within the time
limitations of the act.

This project would be of great help in
alleviating the persistent economic dis-
tress that has existed in St. Francois
County for many years and at the same
time fulfill a critical requirement of the
Federal Government. It is certainly our
hope that the appropriations for the
public works acceleration program will
be quickly approved and that out of these
funds this worthy project can be con-
structed.

RED CHINESE ADMIT ERRORS

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, on the
global horizons, Red China—for the
years ahead—may loom larger and
larger as a threat to peace and freedom.

As of now, however, the Communist
regime, fortunately, is having its troubles
in making its system work in the Chinese
economy.

Recently, the Milwaukee Journal pub-
lished an editorial reflecting upon prog-
ress in a country which may well prove a
big trouble for the future.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the Recorp.

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

Rep CHINESE ApMIT ERRORS

In its great leap forward Communist China
has fallen flat on its face. Industry, which
was to have been quickly expanded to make
China one of the production giants of the
world, is in a sorry state. To survive, China
must concentrate on agriculture—and in-
dustrial development must come slowly.

This from the Chinese themselves, not
from outside critics. The case is stated in
Hung Chi, the authoritative publication of
the central committee of the Chinese Com-
munist Party.

Those who sald that the nation could in-
dustrialize overnight are wrong, sald Hung
Chi. It added this bit, which would have
been treason to top theory only & few months
ago: “The process of realizing socialist in-
dustrialization can only be a gradual process,
and the process of improving working equip-
ment, too, can only be a gradual process.”

Hung Chi proposed a most un-Marxian
system under which rewards would be used
to increase the productivity of workers—
with penalties for those who lagged. Fac-
tories were told to cut their work force and
avoid innovations in production. They were
warned that shortages of raw materials will
continue to curb output.

This was all foretold in the last year when
some 20 million urban workers were moved
to rural areas as farmers and the govern-
ment admitted that food production was in-
adequate.

Red China’s “leap forward” theory was
discounted even by Russian economists.
Russia’s will to help has slacked off, too.
Trade between the two countries dropped 50
percent last year and China had to pay the
Soviet Union $180 million more for goods it
needed than the Russlans bought from
China. At the same time the Russians have
sharply cut back their technical assistance,

No one will take comfort from the fact that
any group of humans in the world lack food.
But the Chinese have proved again that
communism is not the effectlve economic
system that the free world system is.
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MARINER II—VENUS-BOUND
SPACECRAFT

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on De-
cember 14, Mariner II—the U.S. space-
craft bound for Venus—is expected to
complete a successful mission of a near
bypass of that planet 36 million miles
away.

The flight itself—as well as earth con-
trol over it—has been one of the
astounding accomplishments of the space
program.

Recently the Milwaukee Journal pub-
lished an informative editorial entitled
“The Wonder of It All.”

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the REcorbp.

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

THE WoNDER OF IT ALL

Mariner II, the spacecraft the TUnited
States has sent Venus bound, has escaped
the earth’s gravitational pull. It now is
under influence of the sun,

It left earth at Cape Canaveral with an
escape velocity of 25,661 miles an hour.
Gradually it slowed down in space, its mo-
mentum pulled back by earth until it was
traveling only 6,448.38 miles an hour at
8 a.m. Tuesday. There, but for the sun, it
would have slowed further and in the end
have fallen back. But the huge sun mass
exerted its pull. Slowly speed increased
again. By 9 p.m. Wednesday Mariner II was
reporting a speed of 6,451 miles an hour some
3,840,511 miles from earth. From now on it
will continue to gain until, as it approaches
Venus, the speed will reach 60,000 miles an
hour.

When Mariner II passes Venus on Decem-~
ber 14 the planet will be only 36 million miles
from earth—but the long, curving route of
Mariner will carry it much farther. And, if
all goes as it has so far, Mariner will be in
touch and under direction of its masters here
on earth.

Why all these figures and statistics? Be-
cause they most easily express the sheer
wonder of it all. Man has long known Venus
as a planet of our system to be admired from
afar. Its beauty won it the name of the
goddess. Man has known Venus more in-
timately since the days of the telescope.
Now man has sent his messenger to Venus—
and one day man may go himself. The mind
boggles. Man who could barely fly as this
century dawned is conquering space un-
dreamed of by our grandfathers, dreamed of
but unapproached by our fathers.

Man who hasn't learned as yet to drive
a simple automobile safely on the highways
can pinpoint a spacecraft—steering it mil-
lions of miles away, sending it messages and
recelving information from it, penetrating
the very heavens. Our great-grandfathers
would have scoffed at the thought—and
might even have called it heresy.

THE COMMUNIST THREAT

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I call at-
tention to the Senate to a most interest-
ing article by Arthur Krock in today’s
New York Times. Mr. Krock points out
that the American people have the op-
portunity to register their choice be-
tween the idea philosophy of a Chester
Bowles and an action philosophy of a
General Clay.

General Clay, who has consistently
advocated a hard and realistic line in
meeting the Communist threat in Ber-
lin, extends that same American phi-
losophy to the Cuban situation.
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Based upon the success of the Clay
philosophy when he was allowed to fol-
low it as against the failures of the
Bowles soft-pedaling approach which is
prominent because of its shallowness, I
would hope the administration would re-
assess its source of advice.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Krock’s article be printed at this point
in the REcCORD.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
transcript of Senator Kearmveg’s TV show
of Sunday, September 23, be made part
of the Recorbp.

General Clay, a guest on this show
ably spells out the action philosophy
that our foreign policy should follow.

There being no objection, the article
and transcript were ordered to be print-
ed in the Recorb, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 25, 1962]

THE CHOICE BETWEEN Two CONFLICTING
PoOLICIES
(By Arthur EKrock)

WasHINGTON, September 24.—The Presi-
dent is in complete charge of the conduct of
the foreign policlies of the United States.
Whenever the President chooses to do so, he
can formulate and execute the policies with-
out prior consultation with Congress in gen-
eral and the Senate, his junior foreign af-
fairs partner, in particular. And, once he
has done this, Congress must either support
him or create a destructive crisis in constitu-
tional government.

But many Presidents, and Mr. Kennedy
especially, have kept an ear close to the
pulse beat of American public opinion when
evolving policies, foreign and domestic, and
gradually disclosing them. While the Presi-
dentlal ear is testing, the American people
have an opportunity to register a choice be-
tween two policies before one is irrevocably
made. And such an opportunity has now
been presented by recent statements from
Chester A. Bowles and Lucius D. Clay.

DIFFERING VIEWPOINTS

Bowles is Mr. Eennedy’s special State De-
partment counselor on Latin American, Afri-
can, and Asian affairs. Clay, a retired Army
general, has twice successfully checked So-
viet aggression in Berlin [Bowles on Septem-
ber 16 gave a synthesis of the bases of Mr.
Kennedy's foreign policy—undoubtedly an
authoritative exposition since it was issued
to the press by the White House and virtually
repeated today in New York by Secretary of
State Rusk]. Clay's comments on the same
subject, where he has established a claim to
the attention of the American people, were
made yesterday in an interview with Senator
EEATING, Oof New York.

[The differences in the two documents
concern both the foundation and the actual
conduct of foreign policy.] Bowles' pervad-
ing theme was that, if the United States
speaks firmly to a prospective or already es-
tablished aggressor in its immediate sphere
of interest, and precisely defines in words a
new line it will not permit him to cross,
recent events have demonstrated he will halt
his penetration of this area. And where our
sphere of interest is also occupied by allies,
sald Bowles, the U.S. policy guides are “skill
and patience in dealing with our friends,
neutrals, and adversaries, keeping in mind
not only our own interests but also their
own," meanwhile holding to the concept that
“a truly realistic policy must be based, not
solely on [military] stockpiles, but on the
power of people and the power of ideas.”

As an example of the right way to deal
with the first situation he cited the Presi-
dent's warning that “he will act promptly
and vigorously if the Soviet-trained and
armed Cuban forces move ahead to threaten
Cuba's neighbors, our naval base at Guan-
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tanamo, the approaches to the Panama
Canal, or U.8, security generally.” The right
way to deal with the second situation, Bowles
sald, is the way the administration is pur-
suing “vigorous support of the United Na-
tions and the growth of world peace through
world law.”

ACTION VERSUS REACTION

General Clay stated a different theory,
based in part on his personal experience in
Germany. It is, that the Soviet Unlon backs
down when the United States does some-
thing which can be overcome only by the
use of force. His citation was the notice
given to the Russians that they would no
longer be permitted to transport their war
memorial guards to West Berlin in armored
cars. This was not just saying something—
for instance, how we would react if the So-
viet Union expanded its Cuban activities—
it was affirmative action by which a previous
concession we had made to the Soviets was
withdrawn.

[“And that,” asked Senator KEEATING,
“would be a general principle you would ad-
vocate?” “Not only in Berlin, but every-
where, including Cuba,” was Clay’s reply.]
The policy difference is fundamental between
this and the administration’s policy proce-
dures, as summarized by Bowles. And if the
administration decides to enlarge even more
the budget of U.S. problems it delegates to
the United Nations by submitting the Ber-
lin issue, another difference will exist be-
tween experience and theory. “We cannot,”
sald Clay, “get rid of the obligations and re-
sponsibilities we obtained in war by trying
to pass them into the U.N.”

This choice of policies can still be in-
fluenced by American public opinion. But
not much longer.

INTERVIEW OF GEN. Lucrus D. Cray, FORMER
CoMMANDER, U.S. MILITARY ZoNE, GER-
MANY, BY SENATOR KENNETH B, KEATING,
REPUBLICAN OF NEw YORK, oN TELEVISION
AND Rapio PrograM “LET’s LOOK AT CON-
GRESS,”” SEPTEMBER 23, 1962
Senator Keating. This is Senator EKen

EKeatinGg with another “Let's Look at Con-

gress” program. My guest today has had a

distinguished career in military affairs, in

diplomacy and in private life. He is the
former commander in chief of U.S. forces in

Europe and military governor of the U.S.

zone in Germany. He served under President

Eisenhower as a trusted adviser and, until

recently, was President Kennedy's special en-

voy to Berlin. I have the honor to present

a distinguished and dedicated American and

I might say, incidentally, one of my former

military bosses, Gen. Lucius D. Clay.

General, It's very nice to have you here
to talk with the people in New York,

General Cray. Thank you, Senator.

Senator KeaTinc. General, do you think
that the Soviets' willingness to make some
small concessions like the one on armored
cars foreshadows a major new initiative on
their part, perhaps after the elections?

General Cray. Senator, I don't think that
this was a concession on their part. In point
of fact, it was a slight concession on our part
to have let them bring in armored cars in
the first instance. And when we cut them
off, they could have only brought their
armored cars in by the use of force. So, in
fact, this was not really a concession on their
part. It was an admission that they did not
and were not prepared to use force.

Senator Keatmwe. What do you think we
can do when Mr. Ehrushchev comes to the
United States to convince him that we mean
what we say?

General Cray. I would hope that we meet
him with great dignity and with great cool-
ness. I think that this would give him to
understand more than anything elce the
real feeling of the American people toward
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communism as it s belng demonstrated
under his leadership.

Senator EEeaTING. In other words, you
don't think we should treat him in the same
manner we do the head of one of our free
world allies

General Cra¥. I would hope that we would
be very different—that we would be very
correct, but that we would be very cool.

Senator KeaTing, Could you offer any sug-
gestions for allied action to strengthen our
position over the coming months in Berlin?

General Cray. It's very difficult for us to
initiate action. In the first place, we are
three allles and to agree on a common path
is a very difficult task indeed. The initia-
tive there really belongs to the BSovlets.
They have the occupancy of Eastern Ger-
many—they surround Berlin. I think the
strongest action that we can take is always
to be ready so to interpose our troops that
they can take no aggressive action without
using force.

Senator EeaTiNng. Do you think there
ought to be a person of sufficient rank sta-
tioned right in Berlin to enable on-the-spot
declsions to be taken without lengthy con-
ferences or clearances across the Atlantic?

General Cray. The difficulty with this is
that the basic decisions in Berlin have to be
three party—United States, France, and Eng-
land—and it is obviously very difficult for
any one man representing any one country
to have the authority and the responsibility
to deal with events as they arize in Berlin.
Certainly, if we could reach such a solution,
it would ease our problem in Berlin a great
deal. As it is, however, until we get a firm
allled agreement. it would be almost impos-
sible for any one man to have sufficient au-
thority really to do a good job in Berlin.

Senator KeaTinG. In other words, when we
had that incident, for instance, over Check-
point Charlie before we took a firm position,
you mean we had to have it cleared with all
our allies?

General Cray. Well, if we take the ques-
tion of Checkpoint Charlie—of the armored
cars—they were actually taking Soviet
troops in to a Soviet war memorial which
is in the British sector, and if we had stopped
them ourselves at Checkpoint Charlle, it is
quite possible that the British would have
allowed them in through the British zone
to proceed to the war memorial. To be
effective, therefore, you had to have a com-
plete allled agreement. Otherwise, you were
being effective in demonstrating American
determination but you were not being ef-
fective in stopping the Soviet armored cars
from coming into Berlin.

Benator Keatine. Do you look upon that
incident also as really no concession on their
part when they went where we told them
they should go but rather just, * * *

General Cray. I don’t think it was a con-
cesslon. I think it was an example of where,
when we really determine a course of action
and say this is what we are going to take, it
will be accepted by the Soviets because they
are certainly not, as yet, prepared to use
force.

Senator EeaTinG. And that would be a
general principle that you would advocate?

Senator Cray. Not only in Berlin, but
everywhere.

Senator Eeatine. Including Cuba?

General Cray. Including Cuba.

Senator Kratineg. What was the reason
that you resigned as the President’s special
envoy to Berlin?

General Cray. Well, I went over to Berlin
at the President’'s request. The morale of
the city was very low. The agreements
among the allles had not advanced to a
point where prompt action could be taken.
At the time that I left, the morale of the
Berliners had been very largely restored. He
was completely confident again and agree-
ments had been reached with the allles
which covered the most serious contingenciles
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to permit instant action. After this was ac-
complished, there was very little that one
person sitting there in Berlin could do. In
point of fact, I felt that I could do a better
job for Berlin back here than I could by
remaining over there.

Benator Keatine. Well, that you've demon-
strated. Do you think that the free world
would gain anything by bringing the Berlin
issue before the United Nations?

General Cray. I do mot believe that the
free world would gain anything by bringing
it before the United Nations. It is our prob-
lem. It is the problem which resulted from
victory in war and we cannot get rid of the
obligations and responsibilities that we ob-
tained in war by trying to pass them into
the United Nations. I don't believe that
would be any solution at all.

Senator KeaTinc. Now suppose Ehrushchev
finally makes good on his threats and signs
a treaty with East Germany. Do you think
that we in any way should recognize their
authority over the access routes or other
problems of that nature?

General Cray. This is a very difficult ques-
tion. If the East Germans continued to act
as agents of the Soviet Government and if
they behaved properly, it would be very diffi-
cult indeed to find a reason to use force to
prevent such a turnover. If, however, it was
done in a way which refused to accept the
rights which we have for access, it would be
a different matter and certainly we could
not accept any such arrangement. I think
the important thing is, though, that we must
recognize the feeling of the Federal Republic
of Germany with respect to any recognition
of East Germany and our actions would have
to largely be determined by what we could
reach in agreement with them.

Senator KeaTinc. Do you think that the
high level of trade that’s going on between
East and West Germany is a good sign or a
bad sign?

General Cray. Personally, I think it is a
good sign. After all is said and done, the
East Germans and the West Germans are
fellow countrymen. There certainly can be
no advantage to accrue to the Federal Re-
public from the people of East Germany liv-
ing in misery and want. I believe that to
keep communication between the Federal
Republic and East Germany is a very, very
desirable thing and in the long run will help
to have a united Germany a part of the West,
rather than either a neutral state or alined
with the East.

Senator KeatiNg. Now, speaking in broader
terms, do you think that the Western Powers
could use their trade advantages more ef-
fectively in dealing with the Communists?

General Cray. Well, I think that if we can
get complete agreement amongst a great
number of people, we could do this very
well. However, I doubt very much if you
can get complete agreement on trade ex-
cept under overt Soviet actions which might
lead necessarily to a complete embargo. If it
gets to that point, I think we could get
complete agreement among the Western
allies. Prior to that point, I doubt very
much if it would be possible.

Benator EraTiNc. As you look back at it,
do you think that if the United States had
moved decislvely in August 1961 and torn
down this wall, that the Communists would
have backed down?

‘General Cray. Well, this again gets down
to a very difficult problem, the problem that
the United States is not acting alone in
Berlin, that it is a part of an alliance. In

East Berlin is only a small part of the total
wall. If we had torn it down in our sector
and it had not been torn down in the other
sectors, I think the only result would have
been they would have gone a few blocks back
to build a wall opposite the American sector
and we would have been then having to de-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

termine on an invasion if we were going to
tear it down. I doubt very much if action
on our part that night would have stopped
the wall. Certainly such action on our part
might have done well—done a great deal—
to have maintained the morale in West Ber-
lin, which did suffer a great deal that night.
I think the main thing we've got to re-
member, though, is that from the three allies
in Berlin, there were no specific recommen-
dations that night which certainly means
that the people who were on the spot were
unable to0 make a real judgment and a real
decision as to what to do.

Benator KeaTiNG. Is there any way or any
action that we can take now to get this
wall down or in the future?

General Cray. The wall is unnatural. It
is doing economically much more damage to
East Berlin than to West Berlin, and if we
reach an agreed settlement or even a meth-
od of living in West Berlin, I don't believe
that it would be too difficult to get the wall
lowered at least for passage from West Ber-
lin into East Berlin. ‘The passage from East
Berlin into West Berlin is very much more
difficult. It is an avenue of escape and ob-
viously, as long as we are there, we would
have to recognize the principle of political
asylum and anybody that came from East
Berlin to West Berlin that asked for political
asylum, would receive it. ‘This, of course, is
why the wall was put in—to prevent these
mass escapes and mass movements into West
Germany which were destroying the East
German regime. So I think that we could
look for some relaxation in the right of
families in West Berlin to visit their families
in East Berlin but not the other way.

Senator KeariNe. Do you expect that the
present Soviet buildup in Cuba may be used
as a lever to bring more pressure to bear on
Berlin?

General Cray. Certainly the Soviet Gov-
ernment times its acts and its measures all
over the world to keep the pressure on the
Western allies and as they ease up—when
they think that the going is tough in one
spot—they put it on somewhere else. In
this way, they always keep us in a defensive
position and obviously, as long as they are
pressing in Cuba, it does also encourage them
to press in Berlin.

Senator Keating, Do you consider the Rus-
glan intentions in Cuba are defenslive or of-
fensive?

General Cray. Well, I think that the So-
viet Government never starts out fully de-
termined what it’s going to make out of each
of these exploitations. It plays them where
it thinks 1t will hurt us the most and then
they add the pressure or subtract the pres-
sure. depending upon the degree of resi
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contracts for just over $100,000. Thus,
for every $66,000 awarded to space con-
tractors throughout the United States
over that 3-year period, Utah will re-
ceive only $1. That is a shockingly low
0.0015 percent, just over one-thousandth
of 1 percent of the national total.

Utah is virtually tied for the bottom
with 10 other States who have been all
but frozen out of the New Frontier space
program. Of the 50 States in the Union,
only 10 have shared slightly less than
Utah in what for us has ironically been
called the space boom. Where California
gets nearly $1.8 billion, Utah receives a
mere $100,000. Closer to home, Colorado
gets $88 million.

TTAH SUPPOSEDLY REPRESENTED ON SPACE

MATTERS

During the past 4 years we in Utah
have been treated to a constant barrage
of press releases telling us how effectively
Utah was being represented on a con-
gressional committee dealing with space
matters. Supposedly, Utah was among
the leading States to participate in the
space program administered by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration. Now the truth is out and Utah
is all but frozen out, as the facts come to
light.

The U.S. News & World Report, in its
October 1, 1962, issue, under the title of
“States Sharing in the Space Boom,”
includes a table based on estimates pre-
pared by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration—NASA—for the
period from mid-1960 to mid-1963 that
fully reveals the shabby treatment Utah
has received. I ask unanimous consent
that it be included at this point in my
remarks.

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

States sharing in the space boom

(Based on estimates of the Natlonal Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for pe-
riod from mid-1960 to mid-1963)

and danger which they think they are going
to meet.

Senator KEaTiNG. As a military man, do you
recognige that the weapons that they have
in Cuba could be used, either offensively or
defensively?

General Cray. I'm not too concerned about
the Cuban situation as an offensive threat
against the United States. But the possi-
bility that it could become the base for the
inspiration of revolutions in other parts of
Central and South America is very real and
one that we cannot discount.

Senator KeaTiNG. Thank you very much.
My guest today has been Gen. Lucius D.
Clay.

UTAH SHORTCHANGED IN AWARD
OF SPACE CONTRACTS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, there
has just come to light the shocking reve-
lation that Utah is being shortchanged
by the Kennedy administration in the
award of space contracts. Of $6.6 billion
that will be spent between mid-1960 and
mid-1963, Utah's space contractors have

Millions
California $1,778.6.
Florida 843.2
Alabama 708.3
Louisiana 443.5
Ance  priesourd 419.5
Virginia. 880. 1
Ohio. 209.6
New York 286.6
Maryland.._ 280. 1
Texas 261.6
Mississippi 117.6
Colorado. 88.1
New Jersey. 78.3
Pennsylvania. 7.6
Massachusetts___________ ________ 56.9
Nevad 565.3
Michigan 45.3
Illinois 26.9
Connecticut 22.8
Georgla 18.1
Arizona SR 13.6
ML yta ¥y 11.4
North Carolina 9.2
Alaska 8.4
New Mexico. o B.1
p - T SISO o e S s W
Ten 5.9
West Virginia 6.5
Towa. 5.2
Wisconsin 4.4
OEMhBmN. i 2.1
Oregon 1.3
Hawail 1.0
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US. total, including District of Columbia
and unspecified locations, 6.6 billion.

Elght States are getting less than $1 mil-
lion each: Arkansas, Delaware, Idaho, Een-
tucky, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Utah,
Washington.

Nine States are getting nothing: Kansas,
Maine, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont,
Wyoming.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, Utah
is listed at the bottom of the table among
the eight States who are getting less
than $1 million each. I have discovered
that of these eight, only Idaho has re-
ceived less than Utah. While nine States
are getting nothing, Utah is getting next
to nothing, just over $100,000.

UTAH FIRMS WELL QUALIFIED

It is tragic that the highly skilled and
able scientists and technicians of proven
ability who man Utah’s important mili-
tary missile production 2omplex are not
permitted to use their eminent skills in
helping the United States lead the world
in the space race. It is doubtful that
anywhere in the United States could a
more competent group be found than
those scientists, technicians, and skilled
workers at Utah’s Thiokol Chemical
Corp., Hercules Powder, Sperry Co.,
Marquardt Co., Litton Industries, Boeing
Aireraft, and Eitel-McCullough Co.
These companies have proven themselves
on such vital activities as the first and
third stage of the Minuteman, the
Polaris, the Bomare, and the Sergeant,
among others. They know their busi-
ness, but they are being given the busi-
ness by NASA and those who try to
delude the people of Utah that these
companies are being given a fair share
of space contracts.

TITAN III SUPERBOOSTER CONTRACT LOST

This year, two Utah firms bid on the
propulsion confract for the Titan III
superbooster, which is so vital in the
space race. These were Thiokol and
Hercules, two excellently gualified firms
of proven ability. We in Utah read in
the newspapers of visits to the White
House, and we were all but assured that
the contract would be awarded to Thio-
kol for production at Pocatello, Idaho.
However, these two companies were over-
looked in favor of a relatively obscure
company that had never had a contract
of over $200,000 in its history. Utah was
again passed by in spite of all the public
relations activity and publicity emanat-
ing from Washington that appeared in
Utah papers. After all the fanfare, the
people of Utah were entitled to think the
award of the contract to a Utah firm was
a mere formality. It was not awarded.

SOLID FUELS FLOP

Just over a month ago, the House
Space Committee conducted a much-
heralded hearing on the use of solid
fuels in the space race. It was lavishly
billed as the key move in persuading the
Kennedy administration to give deserved
emphasis to the use of solid fuels by
NASA and by the Air Force in the space
effort. Up to this time, solid fuels had
been orphaned and cast adrift by the
New Frontier. But what was the result?
It was made clear by the administration
during the hearing that not only were
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solid fuels not to be emphasized but the

program was to be cut by $40 million

this year. In short, there will be no
meaningful solid fuels program.

Thus, the hearing which was to bring
about a rebirth of solid fuels in space
became instead an empty ceremony to
dedicate the grave.

NO MAJOR MISSILE OR SPACE CONTRACTS

BINCE 1960

No doubt it will be argued that Utah
is doing very well in the military missile
field in contrast to the space freezeout,
and it has been. But, even in the mil-
itary space field, Utah has not received
a single new major military missile con-
tract since 1960. The only important
contracts awarded have been those which
are a continuation of programs begun
in 1960 or before. Thus, at the same
time that we are now being frozen out
of the space field, we are also beginning
to lose out on new military missile con-
tracts. This may not be too important
now, as Utah plants expand, but what
of a few years from now?

Of course, military missiles come un-
der the jurisdiction of the Armed Serv-
ices and the Appropriations Committees
and not under the Space Committee.
Many people in Utah have been led to
believe that the Space Committee has
jurisdiction over military missiles. This
is not true. Virtually 100 percent of
Utah's present missile activities involve
military work and are unrelated to the
space program or to the Space Commit-
tee.

ALL MAJOR TUTAH MISSILE PLANTS WERE
ESTABLISHED UNDER THE EISENHOWER AD-
MINISTRATION
Significantly, all of the major missile

companies or companies whose activities

are related to missile development es-
tablished their operations in Utah under
the Eisenhower administration.

All of them came into Utah to initiate
their operations before Utah supposedly
received committee representation on
space matters in Congress. The dates
they were established are as follows:
Sperry, 1956; Marquardt, 1957; Thiokol,
1957; Litton, 1957; Eitel-McCullough,
1957; Hercules, 1958.

All of these companies were established
in Utah before the 1958 congressional
election. Moreover, as already observed,
all major missile contracts were awarded
to them during the Eisenhower admin-
istration, with which I worked so closely
from 1953 to 1961. Utah enjoyed its
greatest missile era during that period,
and it would be a shocking waste if our
missile industry is to go into eclipse now.

It is difficult to understand the basis
on which contracts are awarded at the
present time. Recently, a Utah com-
pany was low bidder by over a million
dollars on an important contract, and
yet the contract was awarded to an-
other company in another State which
had bid over a million dollars more for
the job than the Utah company. There
is no doubt whatever about the technical
competency and proficiency of the Utah
firm; so this played no part in the deci-
sion. This distressing event must not
be permitted to recur.
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TUTAH DESERVES BETTER TREATMENT IN THE
SPACE FIELD

It is high time for the neglect of Utah,
particularly in the space field, to be
brought to an immediate stop. I hope
in this manner, by taking the floor of the
Senate today, to dramatize the serious-
ness of the situation as I see it. Utah
firms have proven themselves worthy to
receive more than one one-thousandth
of 1 percent of the space contracts
awarded by the KEennedy administration.
I am launching a campaign today to im-
mediately reverse this situation—an ef-
fort which is obviously needed. Utah
companies deserve and must have better
treatment from the Kennedy adminis-
tration.

THOMAS MASARYK—CHAMFPION OF
LIBERTY

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, Thomas
Masaryk was perhaps the leading states-
man in central Europe during the first
third of this century. As the liberator
and leader of his people, and as the cre-
ator of the Czechoslovak Republie, he
occupies the highest place in modern
Czechoslovak history. As a teacher,
philosopher, and man of letters he had
few equals among his contemporaries.
A wise and experienced statesman cham-
pioning the cause of freedom and de-
mocracy, he was one of the revered elder
statesmen of Europe in his lifetime.

No man in central Europe worked so
conscientiously and consistently for the
freedom of his people during the last
quarter of the 19th century and during
the first two decades of this century
than did this man of humble origin. For
nearly a half century, in and out of his
homeland, he advocated and preached
the justice of the Czechoslovak cause.
During the First World War he suc-
ceeded in convincing the statesmen of
the great powers that since the war was
being waged for freedom and democracy,
the freedom of Czechoslovakia formed
a part of their aims. At the conclusion
of that war the Czechoslovak Republic
was created and Masaryk became its
President. From 1918 until 1935 he held
that office through successive elections;
in the latter year illness compelled him
to resign his office, and 2 years later, on
September 14, he died. In observing the
25th anniversary of his death, we hon-
ored the memory of this great son of
Czechoslovak people.

Our colleague, Senator Dodd, was the
speaker at a commemorative ceremony
sponsored by the Associated Czechoslo-
vak Organizations of Washington and
the Council of Free Cgzechoslovakia,
which marked the 25th anniversary of
the patriot’s death. It was held at the
Hotel 2400 on 16th Street, where
Masaryk lived in 1918, I ask unanimous
consent that a copy of Senator Dobppn's
remarks be printed in the Recorp, to-
gether with an editorial, entitled,
“Champion of Liberty,” from the Sep-
tember 15 issue of the Washington Post,

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

REMAREKS OF SENATOR THoMAsS J. Dopp

We meet today to commemorate the 25th
anniversary of the death of Thomas Masaryk,
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the Czechoslovak national hero whose life
and work are of universal importance to
all mankind.

Today Americans and freemen everywhere
honor Thomas Masaryk as a citizen of the
world; as a humanitarian who spoke for
the oppressed; as a teacher whose philoso-
phy, like that of George Washington, was
that nothing can be politically right that is
morally wrong; as a statesman whose prin-
ciples have universal application at all times
and in all countries.

During a period when most national mi-
norities in Europe were governed by alien
rulers, he developed and espoused the prin-
ciple that each nation, each national en-
tity, is entitled to determine its own destiny
and shape its own future.

The principle of national self-determina-
tion profoundly influenced Woodrow Wilson
during World War I. President Wilson pro-
claimed it as one of America’s aims in the
reorganization of Europe on a basis of justice
and equity; indeed, he believed this princi-
ple to be so Important, that it became the
first of his Fourteen Points.

Since then, the basic principle of the
right of national self-determination has
been firmly incorporated into international
law; it has been written into the Charter of
the United Nations; it lies at the foundation
of the independence of the new African and
Asian states which now join the family of
nations; it constitutes one of the reasons
for American opposition to the continuation
and extension of the Russian Empire.

Thomas Masaryk’s work, however, was not
restricted to a narrow, provincial national-
ism. He wanted the right of national self-
determination for all peoples, but he clearly
recognized that much as men are mu-
tually interdependent, so is the life of each
nation intertwined with the culture, the
political, and the economic life of its neigh-
bors. Thus he clearly foresaw the necessity
for the Western democracies to draw more
closely together against the threats of inter-
national communism,

The Eurcpean Economiec Community, and
the beginning of political unification of
Europe, which now do so much to confound
and bewilder the classic Communist “predic-
tions” on the downfall of free soclietles, are
developments foreseen and anxiously antici-
pated by the great Czechoslovak patriot.

We Americans, and particularly our fellow
citizens of Czechoslovak descent, should feel
deeply conscious of the close affinity which
Masaryk had with American ideas and in-
stitutions. He knew American history in-
timately; he had unbounded admiration for
American democracy. Generously giving
President Wilson credit for the development
of the principle of national self-determina-
tion, he wrote:

“In a sense, the United States is Czecho-
slovakia's foster parent. It is upon Presi-
dent Wilson’s immortal charter of freedom,
as embodied in the famous 14 polnts,
that the foundations of our state are lald.
We have tried to pattern our young Republic
after our great sponsor. Our Constitution
and our laws, our mode of government, and
even our business methods follow closely
those of the United States.™

In his admiration of American democracy
and of American, Masaryk was an
idealist. To the self-styled political realists
of Europe before the First World War Mas-
aryk’s notion of a living and vital democracy
for Czechoslovakia was nothing short of
ludicrous.

The country had never had any experience
in representative government; indeed, for
centuries it had not even had self-govern-
ment. It was predicted that Czechs and
Slovaks could not live peacefully side by
side; it was believed that democracy was a
chimera, a useless dream that had no practi-
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cal value or place in the power politics of
the 20th century.

Despite these pessimistic views, Masaryk
fought for liberty while Czechoslovakia was
under foreign rule; he was dedicated to the
proposition that Czechs and Slovaks could
live in peace and enjoy the fruits of mutual
understanding; he was convinced that
democracy would find a fertile soil in his
homeland.

The great merit of the life of Thomas
Masaryk lies as much in the work which he
accomplished as it does in the vision and
idealism which sustained tlat work against
the overwhelming obstacles of apparent po-
litical and historical realities.

It is to Thomas Masaryk's eternal credit
that he recognized the insignificance of what
s0 often is falsely termed political realism
and saw it for what it was—a limitation on
man's highest ambitions and aspirations
toward justice and on the struggle for inde-
pendence for his countrymen.

Much as the American Revolution in the
18th cemtury was successful against over-
whelming odds and despite predictions of
doom, so was Masaryk's dream successful in
the 20th century under entirely different
conditions of time, place, and history.

Europe, the birthplace of Thomas Masaryk,
has not forgotten its prophet nor has the
rest of the free world. His mame may be in-
voked by the present rulers of Czechoslo-
vakia to prop up the false gods of tyranny
and atheism; but all the peoples oppressed
by the Communist conspiracy will remem-
ber him as the defender of freedom and the
protagonist of democracy.

The name of Masaryk will forever be in-
tertwined with the name of Czechoslovakia.

The elder Masaryk dreamed of an indepen-
dent Czechoslovakia, living In democracy
and liberty, and he had the great satisfac-
tion of presiding over the fulfillment of his
dream. It was the tragedy of his son Jan
Masaryk, that he saw the eclipse of that 1lib-
erty and died with the death of his country's
independence.

But Cgzechoslovakia will live. Her eclipse
will be but temporary. Her history has not
come to an end with the Red terror. Her
future will be freedom and democracy.

The Czechoslovaks who in the 20 years
between the wars had created a prosperous
and flourishing state, who were proud to
be called the Yanks of Europe, will not in
the end be defeated.

has come full circle. The ideas of
liberty which the pilgrims brought to these
shores returned to Europe where they kindled
& new flame that is but temporarily dimmed.

The memory of Thomas Masaryk will live
in Czechoslovakia; the memory of freedom
will live in Czechoslovakia; and freedom in
the end will prevail.

CHAMPION OF LIBERTY

Thomas G. Masaryk, the great Czech pa-
triot, was a man whose name is synonymous
with freedom and whose memory remains
as a continuing reproach to the Soviet mas-
ters of his beloved country. The 25th an-
niversary of his death, which was observed
on Friday, is an occasion for recalling the
spirit of this gallant figure who founded
the Czechoslovak Republic. He was a demo-
crat, & humanist and a socialist who op-
posed every form of despotism, whether of
the left or right. *“My socialism is simply
love of one's neighbor, of humanity,”
k once wrote. The purity of this
definition stands in ironic contrast to the
monstrous caricature of soclalism that SBo-
wviet force has imposed on Czechoslovakia.
In the fullness of time, the spirit of Masaryk
is sure to rise again in a truly democratic

Czechoslovak Republie.
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LINCOLN CENTER FOR THE PER-
FORMING ARTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the
opening of the Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts in New York Sunday
night marks a milestone in the cultural
history of the United States, and another
pioneering effort by my great native city
in the encouragement and advancement
of the arts. The impact of Lincoln Cen-
ter upon our Nation not only on the per-
forming level but also on the teaching
level promises to be incalculable. It of-
fers a guide and a pattern which I hope
will be emulated throughout the coun-
try. It provides a fitting endeavor to
accompany the pioneering efforts of the
New York State Council on the Arts, the
State agency which is so successfully
helping in respect to cultural develop-
ment and enjoyment in New York in
areas of the Sfate not heretofore
reached.

I hope and very much expect that
Members of the Senate and of the House
will come to see and to enjoy this vast
center for the development of culture in
the United States. It is my fond hope,
as I know it is of the distinguished Sen-
ator now presiding, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL], and others like
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark] that we may make marked prog-
ress in this field for the Nation as well.
It has been done in New York and, I
hasten to add, with help from the Fed-
eral Government, in terms of urban re-
newal. We are deeply gratified, and I
think this is a cause for gratification on
the part of the whole country.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the Recorp the welcoming address of
John D. Rockefeller 3d, board chairman
of the Lincoln Center, which he de-
livered September 23; the article by
Arthur Gelb entitled “A Deeper Signifi-
cance,” in the New York Times, Septem-
ber 24; and an article by Richard
McLanathan evaluating the achieve-
ment of the New York State Council on
the Arts, entitled “A Venturesome Idea,”
which appeared in Museum News, Sep-
tember 1962.

There being no objection, the address
and articles were ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Sept. 24, 1962]
WEeELCOMING ADDRESS
Good evening, ladies and gentlemen.
This is a proud and happy moment for

all of us—the opening of Lincoln Center for
the Performing Arts.

What was only an idea 7 years ago has
come to reality because thousands of men
and women in the arts, in education, in
philanthropy, in business, in labor, and in
government have given time and money with
unparalleled generosity.

Tonight we move out of the world of plan-
ning into the world of performance. Now
and in the years ahead, only the artist and
his art can fulfill the aspirations of the plan-
ners and exhalt the labors of the bullders.
The valldity of our efforts will be determined
by the use we make of the several stages and
many classrooms of lincoln Center, and it
is gratifying indeed that we have as our
president a distinguished composer and edu-
cator.
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The future of Lincoln Center rests not only
upon the greatness of performances but upon
the existence and support of warm, respon-
sive, enthusiastic audiences. It is my very
great pleasure, therefore, to welcome this
most distinguished audience—which is hon-
ored by the presence of the First Lady of the
land, the Governor of our State, the mayor
of our city, and some of the world’s foremost
artists.

It is very appropriate and pleasing to us
that this first of our six buildings should be-
come the permanent home of Lincoln Cen-
ter’s first constituent and our country’s old-
est orchestra. None have worked harder than
the leaders of the New York Philharmonic
to make real this dream of a great center
of the performing arts.

It is with pride and satisfaction that we
now turn to one of the world's great or-
chestras to dedicate this Hall to musle.

Thank you.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 24, 1962]

A DEeEPER SIGNIFICANCE—FULL IMPACT OF
LincoLw CENTER WiLL Nor BE FELT UNTIL
ALL COMPONENTS OPEN

(By Arthur Gelb)

Last night's unveiling of Philharmonic Hall
was much more than a dazzling New York
premiere.

The full impact of the event cannot be
known for some time to come, when, one
by one, other constituents of Lincoln Cen-
ter have opened their doors. But even with-
out the perspective of distance, it seems
evident that the opening of this first door
will be chronicled as a symbol of the cultural
coming of age of the United States.

The most ambitious and expensive of all
the cultural complexes now under construc-
tion, Lincoln Center is the focus of every eye
both here and abroad. It is probably Presi-
dent Eennedy's unfalling instinct for his-
torical significance that caused Mrs. Ken-
nedy, at the last moment, to change her
mind and attend; how would it have looked,
on the final record, if neither Mr. nor Mrs.
Kennedy, who have carefully established an
image of artistic patronage, had failed to
lend their presence to this potent occasion?

A GREAT RESPONSIBILITY

Exposed with all its virtues and defects in
the city that has become the global cultural
capital, the center has an awesome respon-
slbility.

Already, similar projects throughout the
nation have sent representatives to study and
analyze Lincoln Center architecture, artistic
philosophy, budget, and educational facili-
ties. In future months and years, the Cen-
ter's activities will be even more closely
scrutinized, its successes and fallures pub-
licly and minutely recorded.

Potentially the world's most influential
cultural oasis, embracing the best talent
from all the performing arts that this coun-
try has to offer, Lincoin Center can become
not only an entertainment arena on the
highest level, but also a powerful teaching
instrument.

Some of the people concerned with guiding
the Center’s activities have compared it with
a great medical center. Answering critlcs
who deplore the concentration in one area
of all the representative art forms, they
maintain that only in such physical and spir-
itual insulation can the patron, participant
and pupil work together for the develop-
ment of all the performing arts.

This is a noble goal and it can be achieved
under ideal circumstances. That is to say,
a delicate balance must be maintained—a
balance supremely difficult to sustain. The
Ceater’s board must employ a policy of en-
lightened guidance that never inhibits sin-
cere experiment or exploration.
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The Lincoln Center enclave ideally can be
an embodiment of the Interplay between
professional performance and the dissemi-
nation of knowledge, just as a medical center
simultaneously performs brilliant feats of
healing, pursues research, and instructs its
young medical students and encourages them
to explore on their own.

To this end, the Lincoln Center Fund, with
an endowment of $10 million, plans to com-
mission new works, participate actively in
educational television, conduct schools of
mausic, drama, and dance, and run summer
workshop seminars for secondary school-
teachers from all over the country. Thou-
sands of young people will take part in these
programs and they, in turn, will bring their
strengthened skills and fresh artistic insights
to their own communities.

A full-time employee, whose salary will
be paid jointly by Linecoln Center and WNDT
(New York’s educational television channel),
will soon be engaged to devise a thorough
schedule of programs emanating from the
center. Teachers selected to attend the
summer workshops will be subsidized and,
instead of attending classroom lectures, will
participate in concerts, dramatic presenta-
tions, and dance recitals. Intercolleglate,
national, and international festivals of the
performing arts will be regularly scheduled.

In the meantime, officials of Lincoln Cen-
ter must avold the pitfall of regarding them-
selves in competition with other cultural
projects, despite the fact that they are still
vying with others for funds. The proposed
National Cultural Center in Washington, for
example, is trying to raise $30 million, while
Lincoln Center must raise an additional $27
million of its own to complete its $142 mil-
lion facilities.

A UNIVEREAL COMMODITY

A substantial amount of money for both
centers must obviously come from the same
private sources. But there is no reason why
it shouldn't. Well-to-do patrons should be
happy to promote the artistic cause in as
many of our cities as indicate a desire for
culture., Culture is not a commodity ex-
clusive to New York, Washington, or any
other city.

This is beilng overwhelmingly demonstrated
these days by the fact that 67 cultural cen-
ters, in addition to New York's and Wash-
ington’'s, are planned or under construction.
Some are limited in scope, and others, like
the Hopkins Art Center at Dartmouth, prom-
ise to be widely influential.

It has taken the Unlted States a long time
to acknowledge the importance of compre-
hensive educatlon in the arts. But with
Lincoln Center blazing a trail, this country
appears at last to have realized, with Socra-
tes, that “the soul takes nothing with her to
the other world but her education and
culture.”

A VENTURESOME IDEA
{By Richard McLanathan)

(New York is one of the few States in
which the State government has, through
legislative action, provided funds for a coun-
cil on the arts. Mr. McLanathan, a former
museum director, detalls the formation of
this organization that is serving as a model
for other States setting up an arts council
and one that may well provide the blueprint
for future Federal legislation.)

The relation of government to the arts is
a matter of considerable discussion these
days. Such developments as Secretary of
Labor Goldberg’s report following the crisis
of the Metropolitan Opera, recent congres-
sional authorization of a National Cultural
Center in Washington, pending legislation
to provide for the formation of a Federal
Advisory Council on the Arts, and even the
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restoration of the White House, have not
only been indications of a trend but also
have served to focus public attention on the
arts as a matter of general concern.

Against this background, the creation of
the New York State Council on the Arts
takes on added significance as a ploneering
venture in this field. Since 1944, bills pro-
viding for such a council were brought azain
and again before the State legislature. With
the wholehearted support of Governor
Rockefeller, however, an act introduced by
Senator MacNeil Mitchell was passed during
the 1960 session finally establishing that it
was ‘“‘the policy of the State to join with pri-
vate patrons and with institutions and pro-
fessional organizations concerned with the
arts to insure that the role of the arts in the
life of our communities will continue to
grow and will play an even more significant
part in the welfare and educational expe-
rlences of our citizens.” The act authorized
the Governor to appoint, with the approval
of the senate, a council of 15 members who
were to prepare a report on how best to
realize the purposes of the legislation.

Determined that the council should “func-
tion as an administrative entity developing
imaginative programs, not a mere committee
of well-known names,” Governor Rockefeller
appointed a group professionally representa-
tive of the wvarlous cultural fields of the
visual and performing arts, of museums and
historical socleties. He named as chalrman,
Seymour H., Knox, president of the Buffalo
Fine Arts Academy, chairman of the council
of the University of Buffalo, and trustee of
the ¥ale Art Gallery; as vice chalrman, he
named Dr. Henry Allen Moe, treasurer of
the Ascsociation of American Rhodes Schol-
ars, vice chairman of the Museum of Modern
Art, and a trustee of the John Simon Gug-
genheim Foundation and the American
Academy in Rome. The other members
named include Reginal Allen, executive di-
rector for operations of the Lincoln Center
for the Performing Arts; Cass Canfield, pub-
lisher, of Harper & Bros., and Freedom
House; Angus Duncan, executive secretary
of Actors’ Equity Assoclation and vice presi-
dent of the Theater Authorlty; Theodore M.
Hancock, lawyer, and former chairman of the
Everson Museum of Syracuse; Mrs. W. Averell
Harriman, former head of the Marie Harri-
man Gallery of New York Clty; Wallace K.
Harrison, former director of planning for the
United Nations, coarchitect of Rockefeller
Center, and a director of the Rockefeller
Bros.’ Fund; Miss Helen Hayes of the Amer-
ican theater: Dr. Louis C. Jones, executive
director of the New York State Historical
Association: David M. Keiser, president of
the New York Philharmonic Society, trustee
of the Juilllard Musical Foundation, and a
director of the Lincoln Center for the Per-
forming Arts; Dr. Richard McLanathan, art
and museum consultant, former director of
the Museum of Art, Utica; Alfred J. Manuti
of the executive committee of the Interna-
tlonal Musieclan’s Union (AFL-CIO) and
President of the Musiclans’ (AFL-CIO) New
York State Conference; Richard Rogers, com-
poser; and Louls A. Swyer of the board of the
Albany Institute of History and Art, and the
Greater Albany Chamber of Commerce.

Laurance P. Roberts, formerly director of
the American Academy in Rome, agreed to
serve temporarily as first executive director.
He completed the initial survey of the State's
cultural institutions, including a list of all
theaters, auditoriums, and other buildings
capable of housing theatrical or musical per-
formances, as well as museums, galleries,
and other facilities. This report was sub-
mitted to the Governor along with recom-
mendations for a program. As a result, the
sum of $450,000 was included in the Gov=~
ernor’s 1961 budget for the council,
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In order to have the best possible advice
in the various fields in which the council
proposed to operate, leading experts were
asked to join advisory panels for ballet, con-
cert, historical collections, opera, theater,
and the visual arts. BSince the panels were
made up of extremely busy performing art-
ists, composers, specialists, and executives,
there was no intention of ever calling the
half-dozen or so members of each panel to
meetings; but rather to consult with them
individually by telephone, by letter, or by
appointment, and thus to take maximum
advantage of their expert knowledge without
imposing more than absolutely necessary on
their already full schedules.

The survey carried out by Laurance Rob-
erts served to emphasize, even more em-
phatically, the concentration of the State's
main cultural resources in the major urban
areas, and to point to a primary function
of the council in bringing the arts to this
broad potential audience hitherto lacking
the opportunity for enjoying them, The
survey also revealed the melancholy but not
unexpected fact that “there is no cultural
institution in New York State today,
whether it be a museum, an historical so-
clety, an orchestra, an opera company, a bal-
let, a repertory theater, that is self-support-
ing.” A basic policy of the council was
adopted to grant no subsidies, but to assist
and strengthen groups and organizations by
extending existing services, and in this way
to increase audiences and participants.

The council then approached the Phoenix
Theater, the New York City Center Opera
Company, the Buffalo Philharmonic Orches-
tra, and the New York City Ballet to discuss
the broadening of their activities to include
tours throughout the State guaranteed by the
council against loss. In each case the re-
sponse was immediate, and the cooperation,
not only of management but also of every
member of the groups, was enthusiastic and
complete. Sponsorship for each performance
was shared with the council by some local
agency.

The tour of the Phoenix Theater may be
taken as an example of how the program
works in the fleld of the performing arts.
Traveling by bus with two companies, leap-
frogging to maintain the rigorous schedule
of successive single performances, the theater
presented Shaw’s “Androcles and the Lion,”
at matinees and Shakespeare’s “Hamlet” in
the evening, in two dozen communities, play-
ing in theaters or high school auditoriums
to a total audience of more than 27,000 chil-
dren and adults. The council insured that
seats were available at reasonable prices so
that performances could be attended by all.
T. Edward Hambleton, manager of the
Phoenix Theater, reported that about 40 per-
cent of the people who attended the pro-
ductions had never seen live theater before,
and that many cities had their first exper-
ience of it during the tour. Almost all
houses were sold out long in advance as
people everywhere reacted to the opportunity
with keen enthusiasm. The other perform-
ing groups met with similar experiences, and
the difficulties of unexpected situations and
of untried and sometimes insufficient facili-
ties faded before the intense interest with
which the various performances were
greeted.

Under the council’s sponsorship, the Buf-
falo Philharmonic performed in 20 commu-
nities, the New York City Center Ballet in
16, and the New York City Opera in 11.
The Rochester Philharmonic presented spe-
cial children's concerts and programs in-
cluding new works by contemporary com-
posers; the New York Philharmonic, under
the direction of Leonard Bernstein, per-
formed a children’s concert in the Rens-
selaer Polytechnic Institute Field House at
Troy for an audience of 7,600 drawn from
a radius of about a hundred miles. Each
selection was applauded so enthusiastically
that there was no time left for an encore.
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Though the cooperation of such long-es-
tablished groups with completed repertories
was enlisted early, the visual arts were not
neglected. Through the aid of the American
Federation of Arts, seven traveling exhibi-
tions were produced which toured mu-
seums, libraries, art centers, schools, and col-
leges. The first of these alone, “Masterpieces
of Photography,” selected by Beaumont
Newhall from the Eastman collection in
Rochester, was immediately booked in 11
communities. The Everson Museum of
Syracuse and Onondaga County provided
two other exhibits, as did the Schenectady
Museum Assoclation and the Rochester
Memorial Gallery. The exhibits included
such diverse material as fossils and artifacts
as well as prints and paintings, and treated
subjects ranging from techniques of print-
making to “How To Look at a Painting.”
The exhibits were designed and packaged
for great flexibility of use under varying
conditions of display. Their cost was met
by the council, but transportation expenses
were shared by the borrowing institutions.
Four of the federation's exhibits proved so
popular that their circulation is being ex-
tended for the coming year, and there con-
tinue to be so many requests for “How To
Look at a Painting” that there are now
plans to duplicate it if possible. The fed-
eration is producing four new educational
exhibits designed primarily for schools, li-
braries, and other institutions without usual
gallery facilities. In addition, the Whitney
Museum of American Asf has generously
shown its practical interest in this phase
of the council's work by consenting to put
together a major exhibition.

A further development of the visual arts
program is the enrichment of the displays of
regional museums by semipermanent loans
from major collections. Dr, James J. Rori-
mer, director of the Metropolitan Museum,
has established a process of carefully select-
ed loans for extended periods, chosen to com-
plement and supplement the collections of
various upstate museums. Since it is always
easier to borrow paintings, these loans stress
the more difficult flelds of sculpture and the
decorative arts, material generally seen only
in large institutions, and yet always mean-
ingful to students and gallery goers alike
because of the association with the every-
day life of other periods and countries. The
council has undertaken to support the cata-
loging and installation of the material, and
to guarantee proper insurance coverage. It
is hoped that this aspect of the council’s
program will develop into an increasingly
slgnificant sharing of the State's extraordi-
nary artistic resources,

It was apparent from the beginning that a
practical pattern of cooperation with com-
munities throughout the State should be es-
tablished to insure the effectiveness, through
the broadest possible participation, of the
council’s program. John MacFadyen, who
succeeded Laurance Roberts as executive di-
rector, undertook a survey during which he
met with groups in 25 different centers, ex-
plained the purpose of the council and its
projected program, and asked for suggestions
as to how best to reallze common aims.
These meetings resulted in a mutual under-
standing of purposes and problems, and in
many communities these groups, made up of
leading citizens, educators, artists, musicians,
representatives of service organizations, local
government, chambers of commerce, the ra-
dio and television industries, and the press,
transformed themselves from temporary and
informal gatherings into more permanent as-
sociations, and thus marked the beginning
of a community arts council movement
throughout the State.

Further impetus was added by the success
of a 2-day conference devoted to the subject
held at the Roberson Memorial Center in
Binghamton. More than 200 people from
all parts of the State participated and dis-
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cussed problems and programs with such
authorities as Seymour Knox, chairman of
the council, Dr. Louis C. Jones, director of
the New York State Historical Assoclation;
Ralph Burgard, of the St. Paul Council of
Arts and Scliences; John Gutman, of the
Metropolitan Opera Assoclation; Donald
Engle, of the Martha Baird Rockefeller Aid
to Music Program; Choreographer George
Balanchine, of the New York City Center
Ballet: Dr. Paul B. Pettit, of the drama de-
partment of the State university; and Dr.
James M. Brown III, director of the Corning
Glass Center.

In this way, regional agencies are develop-
ing with which the council can work for a
common purpose, avoiding competition with
local organizers of cultural programs, and
ensuring active participation of the com-
munities. Nine or ten reglonal councils are
already active, with a number of others in
the process of formation., Thus, Governor
Rockefeller's concept of the council’'s func-
tion as a pump-priming effort and not a
form of government subsidy could be real-
ized, It has become a means of enabling
an increasing number to share the State's
cultural advantages through active coopera-~
tion rather than as passive recipients of gov-
ernmental largesse.

The case of Middletown is, in many ways,
typical. Last October the Phoenix Theater
presented, under the joint sponsorship of
the Council, the Middletown Times Herald-
Record, and the Orange County Community
College, “Androcles and the Lion” at a mati-
nee and “Hamlet” in the evening. More
than 3,000 persons saw the performances. In
November, the New York City Opera pre-
sented “The Marriage of Pigaro,” with the
added sponsorship of the Middletown school
system. It was the first opera ever per-
formed in that city. Tickets were priced at
$3 and $4, with patron tickets at $10, and
student tickets at $2. In each case the high
school auditorium was sold out weeks in
advance. Net profits were set aside to form
“a local council on the arts designed to con-
tinue to bring professional presentations in
the arts to Orange County.” This is a prac-
tice which has been followed by a number
of other communities.

Because of the special stage requirements
for ballet, a system of ballet demonstra-
tions was evolved which could be presented
in school auditoriums, smaller theaters, gym-
nasiums, and, in two cases, on outdoor stages
at upstate summer art festivals. These were
extremely well-recelved and gave encourage-
ment to the growing number of students of
the dance. More than 50 educational insti-
tutions, ranging from grammar schools to
universities, took advantage of the council’s
offerings in the performing and the visual
arts.

The preliminary survey conducted by
Laurance Roberts, and the later experiences
of John MacFadyen in traveling about the
State and meeting with community groups
revealed a great and widespread need for
various kinds of expert technical assistance
and advice. It was therefore decided that
an important function of the council was to
make available the services of experts in all
the needed fields, such as conservation, iden-
tification, and evaluation of objects, works
of art, and documents; recordkeeping; pub-
lic relations; fund-raising; and all the count-
less other problems that beset museums,
libraries, art centers, and historical societies.
A roster of consultants was complled with
the aid of W. Stephen Thomas, director of
the Rochester Museum of Science and Art,
and secretary of the newly organized New
York State Museums Association.

Applications for technical aid are eval-
uated with the assistance of the appropriate
advisory panel, and the council pays the
fees and travel expenses of the consultants,
The program was initiated in August 1061,
by the visit of Sheldon Keck, director of the
Conservation Center of New York Univer-
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eity’s Institute of Fine Arts, to Fort Stan-
wix Museum in Rome. It has included such
wvarious forms of ald as the survey of orlental
porcelains in the Albright-Enox Art Gallery
in Buffalo, made by Fong Chow, assistant
curator of Far Eastern Art at the Metropoli-
tan Museum; and a critical study, with ad-
vice on care and classification, of the his-
torlecal collections of the Elbert Hubbard
Memorlal Library of East Aurora, by Francis
W. Cunningham, curator of the Oneida His-
torical Soclety.

In October of 1961, William Hull, former
director of the Everson Museum in Syracuse,
became assistant director of the council,
with the assignment of developing
the council’s program in the visual arts and
technical assistance areas, In November, he
organized a 1-day workshop on display and
conservation for historic houses and his-
torical societies which was held at the Suf-
folk Museum in Stonybrook, Long Island,
with the cooperation of its director, Mrs.
Jane des Granges.

The conference brought together a dis-
tinguished group of panelists including Carl
C. Dauterman, associate curator of Western
European Arts of the Metropolitan Museum;
Miss Alice Beer, curator of textiles at the
Cooper Union Museum; Marvin L. Schwarz,
curator of decorative arts at the Brooklyn
Museum; and Per Guldbeck, research asso-
clate of the New York State Historical As-
soclation. Representatives of more than 30
Long Island institutions participated, and
the success of the event has led to the in-
clusion of such workshops as a regular part
of the council’s program.

Another project which has been launched
in the Syracuse area, with the hope that it
may eventually spread throughout the State,
is the cataloging by the School of Architec-
ture of Syracuse University of the buildings
in the region which are architecturally or
historieally important. Its major purpose
is to compile a list of those worth saving and,
by means of a professional study for their
reuse, perform the function of conservation
of historic and artistic monuments in a par-
ticularly practical and useful way.

The request for an increased budget for
this year was granted by the legislature, and
the council's general pattern of activity
seems established. Further support for
broader touring of both the visual and the
performing arts seems eminently justified by
the enthusiastic response to last year's
presentations. The technical assistance pro-
gram has already shown its worth and will
inevitably increase in walue as institutions
learn how to take advantage of what is
offered. The New York State Council on the
Arts is a temporary State commission, how-
ever, to be in existence only until 1967.
Basically, its primary purpose must be to
make permanent cultural gains, independent
of its own continued existence. From this
point of view, the most optimistic and
forward-looking results of lts efforts have
been the emergence of the reglonal councils
that are playing an ever more constructive
role in contributing to the cultural enrich-
ment of the State. Thus the practical ideal-
ism of the Governor and the legislature in
creating the council has served to encourage-
the traditional American approach of people
working together freely for mutually shared
benefits for themselves and their neighbors
in communities throughout the State.

As the first venture of its kind, the Coun-
cil represents a pilot project in a contro-
versial fleld. Its experiments and programs
are belng closely scrutinized by those inter-
ested in the formation of similar agencies In
other States. We feel, however, that it is
setting an example for the encouragement of
regional cultural self-help through loecal
councils, and it may even provide a possible
model for future Federal legislation. Tt is,
as Eric Larrabee, editor of Horizon, remarked,
*“An adventuresome idea.”
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PEACE IN THE NEAR EAST

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
say a word about a very serious situa-
tion which has developed in the Near
East.

The missile race spread to the Near
East when Fgypt fired its new rockets
in the direction of Israel; and in this
highly volatile and explosive region,
time for peace may well be running out.
An Arab-Israeli peace has repeatedly
been stated to be a fundamental goal of
U.S. foreign policy. Yet, the administra-
tion last year voted against the 16-na-
tion resolution in the UN. which called
on Israel and the Arab States to settle
their 14-year-old dispute by direct
negotiations. The United States should
not repeat this mistake again and should
move to support in the United Nations
General Assembly the peace resolution
being prepared by a group of African
States.

Since 1961 huge masses of Soviet bloc
weapons have poured into the United
Arab Republic—guns, tanks, heavy jet
bombers said to be capable of delivering
10-ton payloads, and ground-to-ground
missiles. The other Arab States as well
as Israel feel themselves threatened.
There are weapons for aggression and
they have caused Israel’s finance minis-
ter, speaking in this city Saturday night,
September 22, to warn that Israel’s only
hope to avoid disaster lies in convincing
Nasser that the distance from Tel Aviv to
Cairo, as the rocket flies, is the same as
from Cairo to Tel Aviv.

The imbalance of arms is already stir-
ring up new dangerous tensions in the
Near East, and we cannot sit back com-
placently in the belief that under our
policy of “quiet” diplomacy this threat
to peace will go away. In the face of
the present danger of an arms race, I
believe the time has come for the ad-
ministration to drop its negativism on
Near East policy and take the initiative
for peace which it has repeatedly prom-
ised. So far the administration has
made no public declaration of a positive
policy toward the Near East. Ithasdone
nothing constructive about the blockade
of the Suez Canal against Israel shipping,
or the Arab boycott of Israel despite the
fact that all these countries are helped
by our foreign aid program. We tolerate
the Arab blacklisting of U.S. business
firms and the discriminatory—and some-
times even insulting—practices against
American citizens by states which per-
haps could not survive without the U.S.
taxpayer’s assistance.

The administration must face up to the
reality of Arab threats of war against
Israel®and to the fact the Arab demands
on Israel are designed to destroy that
country, not to correct injustice. Time
alone is not on the side of peace, and if
the uneasy truce that now exists in the
Near East should collapse as a conse-
quence of a new arms race, Communist
imperialism will find very fertile soil for
its agitation.

A positive American policy will sup-
port constructive measures in the U.N.
leading to an initiative for peace and will
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move forward along these primary
paths:

First. An end to boycotts, discrimina-
tion and other obstacles to the free flow
of trade;

Regional development of resources,
and economic association with the Eu-
ropean Common Market;

Second. Resettlement of the bulk of
the Arab refugees in Arab lands where
there is room for them and need for
their labor; and

Third. Within the framework of di-
rect peace talks and to aid in resettle-
ment, compensation on reasonable terms
for Arab property abandoned in Israel.

We can make a start toward these ob-
jectives by supporting the U.N. peace
resolution initiated in the General As-
sembly by the African States, and we
should do so before a new and grave
crisis develops.

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

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr, EEATING. I commend my col-
league for speaking out on this subject.
As he knows, it was the United States
which killed the so-called Brazzaville
resolution at the last meeting of the
United Nations. After all the protesta-
tions and statements that were made be-
fore the 1960 election to the effect that a
conference would be pressed to bring
the Arab States and Israel together—
which is the only way to bring peace fo
that area—what did the United States
do at the last session of the United Na-
tions? We were more active than any
other member in killing the resolution
which would have brought them to-
gether. I would have hoped that our
Government, when it saw the great error
it had made, would itself later have au-
thored a resolution to bring those na-
tions together. But no such action has
yet been taken. Perhaps it would be
better to have such resolutions authored
by the Asian and African countries.
But certainly it is time—in fact, it is
well past time—vigorously to support an
appropriate resolution designed to bring
peace to the Middle East.

What deeply disturbs me, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that the United States seems to
be taking a sort of neutralist attitude
with regard to the Middle East. The
representatives of the United States are
not judging the issues on their merits,
but are assuming that both sides are
equal and nothing must be done to dis-
turb that equality. This is exactly what
we criticize in the so-called uncomm‘t-
ted nations. Yet we are guilty of the
same lack of courage, lack of judgment,
and lack of principle in the Middle East.

1 know my colleague from New York
joins me in the statement that there is
need for more principle in our foreign
policy and less expediency. The amend-
ment which was added to the for-
eign-aid bill which would concentrate
U.S. aid in those nations which share
our view of the world crisis and not di-
vert their resources to the purchase of
arms or to propaganda broadcasts
against us and against other counfries
we are trying to help will accomplish a
part of the object. But a sense-of-Con-
gress resolution is of no effect unless it
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is implemented by those in charge of the
program.

I hope that the words of my colleague
will echo through the executive branch
to the end that some of the policies
which the State Department has been
following in the past will be reversed
and that we shall actively take the ini-
tiative in seeking to bring peace to the
Middle East.

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to
my colleague for his comments. He, too,
has been a stanch fighter for justice in
the Middle East. Justice in that area
ties directly into the peace and security
for our country and the free world, as
evidenced by the fact that our action in
Lebanon was only made possibie when
we knew that our flank and our point of
exit were secure because Israel was there.
Otherwise we could never have performed
the Lebanon operation.

THE “FORGIVENESS” CLAUSE IN
THE NATIONAL DEFENSE STU-
DENT LOAN PROGRAM

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, earlier
this year I introduced a bill to amend
the national defense student loan pro-
gram by extending the loan “forgive-
ness'” clause beyond its present scope.

Existing law allows up to 50-percent
cancellation of student loans for those
borrowers who teach in public elemen-
tary and secondary schools. My bill,
which is cosponsored by the distinguished
junior Senator from New York, would
extend the forgiveness privilege to bor-
rowers who enter teaching in private
nonprofit schools, or in institutions of
higher learning.

I am very pleased to report to the Sen-
ate that the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee today decided to report the
Prouty-Keating bill which removes a
serious injustice in existing law.

I know that I speak for my distin-
guished colleague from New York when
I say that we feel the bill will promote
a nationwide effort for more and better
teachers at all levels of education, public
and private.

Only a short time ago the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Committee
pointed out to the Senate that the con-
tinuing shortage of teachers extends to
private nonprofit as well as to public
schools and to all levels of our educa-
tional systems.

The Prouty-EKeating bill will encour-
age young men and women to consider
careers in college and university teach-
ing. It will, also, remove the rank dis-
crimination in existing law which gives
second-class treatment to student bor-
rowers who decide to teach in our excel-
lent private schools. These schools
presently enroll over 6 million American
children and I think this fact alone indi-
cates their great importance to the
country.

In closing may I again express my
pleasure that the Senator Labor Com-
mittee has reported the Prouty-Keating
bill which will guarantee all young Na-
tional Defense Education Act borrowers
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the loan forgiveness privilege if they
enter the teaching profession.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I com-
mend the committee, with which I was
glad to cooperate in seeing that the Sen-
ator’'s bill was reported to the Senate. I
congratulate the Senator from Vermont
and my colleague [Mr. Keating] for the
development and authorship of the bill.
It would be a fine thing if the bill were
enacted, and I believe that was the gen-
eral and unanimous sentiment of the
committee.

Mr. PROUTY. I am grateful to the
Senator from New York. I point out
that he has been very cooperative in
supporting this measure,

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I wish
to express my gratification over the ac-
tion of the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare in favorably reporting the
bill to amend the National Defense Edu-
cation Act to provide equal loan forgive-
ness for those who teach in private
schools, as is now available for those who
teach in publie schools.

I express my gratitude to the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont, who has
played a leading role in bringing about
this fine result. I am proud to be asso-
ciated with him as a cosponsor of the
bill.

It is clear that the Nation needs more
teachers. This need is not limited to
public schools, but seriously affects also
many of our private schools.

The purpose of the National Defense
Education Act provision is to encourage
more of our young people to become
teachers, and to insure that we have
enough adequately prepared teachers to
meet the nationwide demand in all areas
of education. Under the present law,
50 percent of a National Defense Educa-
tion Act loan can be forgiven if a stu-
dent teaches for 5 years in a public
elementary school. No forgiveness is al-
lowed those who teach in private schools
or institutions of higher learning. This
is a diseriminatory provision that is
wholly unnecessary, and at variance with
the national need for better trained
teachers at every level of our educational
system.

I am glad that the Senate committee
has approved a bill to put an end to this
diserimination. I hope the Senate will
act promptly to pass it. We all owe a
deep debt of gratitude to the Senator
from Vermont for taking the lead in this
fight.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from New York, and I express my
appreciation to him for his help and
cooperation in preparing a very impor-
tant measure.

L ]

ESTABLISHMENT OF A PEANUT RE-
SEARCH LABORATORY AT DAW-
SON, GA.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, dur-
ing the discussion on the floor of the
House of Representatives on the item
in the agriculture appropriation bill for
the establishment of a peanut research
laboratory at Dawson, Ga., a great many
erroneous statements were made which
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totally misrepresented the nature of the
work this institution proposed to accom-
plish. It was repeatedly charged that
it was to be a utilization research lab-
oratory. Nothing could be further from
the truth. The nature of the work to
be done was set forth fully and in de-
tail when all elements of the peanut in-
dustry were together in advocating the
establishment of such a facility. In or-
der to clear up this misunderstanding
and to correct the many misstatements
made on the floor of the other body, I
wrote a letter to the Secretary of Agri-
culture and received his reply.

These letters show that this labora-
tory was never at any time planned as
a utilization facility and that the charges
that it was intended to be a utilization
facility were wholly without foundation
in fact. I ask unanimous consent that
a copy of my letter to Secretary of Agri-
culture Freeman and his reply may be
printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

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

SEPTEMBER 20, 1962.
Hon. OrvVILLE FREEMAN,
The Secretary of Agriculture,
Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY: I am writing to you
in regard to the marketing research facility
proposed in the budget estimates for 1963,
to be located at Dawson, Ga.

In reviewing the Department’s justifica-
tion for this facility in the House hearings
on page 1264, it briefly describes the purpose
of research investigations to be conducted
at this facility as dealing with the quality
control requirements of peanuts in market-
ing and storage channels.

When this matter was under consideration
in the House on September 18, the statement
was made by Members opposed to the con-
struction of the faecility that it was being
established as a utilization laboratory to
develop uses of peanuts rather than for
peanut quality research. Heretofore, it has
been my understanding that research inves-
tigations for new uses on peanuts and pea-
nut products are conducted at the Reglonal
Utilization Laboratory at New Orleans, La.

I will appreciate it if you will clarify this
entire matter, together with the extent of
present utilization research and where it
is done.

Sincerely,
RicHARD B. RUSSELL.

SEPTEMBER 24, 1062,
Hon. RicHArRD B. RUSSELL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEwaTOR RuUsSELL: Thank you for
your letter of September 20, 1962, in which
you refer to statements made in the House
that the program proposed for the Dawson
Laboratory would be utilization research.
The Department is pleased to state that you
are correct in your understanding that the
type of research to be done at the Dawson
Laboratory is marketing research and not
utilization research.

As you stated, the broad segments of the
marketing research program contemplated
for the laboratory, which was developed in
consultation with a peanut industry work-
ing group and presented to your subcommit-
tee by Mr. Pace, is described and justified
by the Department in the House hearings on
page 1,264. PBriefly, a major emphasis of the
program would be the protection, mainte-
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nance, and improvement of quality in pea-
nuts during marketing, including the de-
velopment of improved and more objective
methods for sampling and measuring qual-
ity and facilitating inspection and grading
procedures. Included would be evaluations
to determine the effect on market quality of
various practices followed during production,
harvesting, storage, handling, and condi-
tioning operations. This would require the
use of peanuts of known production, harvest-
ing, and handling history which would be
accomplished through cooperation with pro-
duction research programs of the Depart-
ment and the State agricultural experiment
stations. It is also contemplated that stand-
ardized facilities and skilled personnel of the
laboratory would be available to the industry
and other research programs of the Depart-
ment and the States in making quality eval-
uations on small samples of peanuts which
represent new varieties or experimental con-
ditions of production, harvesting, or han-
dling.

Also, the program would be concerned with
the development of effective methods for
preventing, controlling, or eradicating in-
sects in peanuts under various conditions
of storage, handling, and treatment. Finally
the program would seek to improve the ef-
ficlency of peanut marketing by developing
improved equipment, work, and handling
methods during the drying, shelling, and
storage operation. The program would nec-
essarily be concerned with quality evalua-
tions and the effect on quality and end
products of different practices being followed
in the industry. But the laboratory would
not be engaged in the development of new
uses for peanuts or peanut products, which
is the basic mission of utilization research,

Utilization research is conducted by the
Southern Regional Utilization Research and
Development Laboratory of ARS at New Or-
leans. About three-fourths of the resources
of that laboratory are allocated to research
on new uses for cotton and cottonseed. The
remaining one-fourth is concerned with rice,
naval stores, sugar, and other crops, includ-
ing peanuts. Of the total of approximately
225 professional man-years engaged in prod-
uct and process development research in that
laboratory, 3 are assigned to pranuts which
represent an annual expenditure of approxi-
mately $69,000.

The Department appreciates the opportu-
nity to help clarify some of the misconcep-
tions which have arisen concerning the pro-
posed laboratory.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN.

NOMINATION OF ARTHUR J. GOLD-
BERG TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUS-
TICE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF
THE UNITED STATES
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as in
executive session, by order of the Judici-
ary Committee, I report the nomination
of Arthur J. Goldberg to be an Asso-
ciate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court,
with the recommendation by the com-
mittee unanimously that the nomination
be confirmed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate go into executive
session to consider the nomination of Mr.
Arthur J. Goldberg to be an Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

United States, just reported by the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

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

NOMINATION OF ARTHUR J. GOLD-
BERG TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUS-
TICE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF
THE UNITED SATES

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Arthur J. Goldberg to be an Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, PELL
in the chair). The question is, Will the
Senate advise and consent to this
nomination?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to submit for the REcorp
certain biographical data submitted to
the Judiciary Committee by Arthur_ dJ.
Goldberg, and also a number of edi-
torials and exhibits that appear in
roughly 100 pages of testimony that was
received on the nomination.

Mr. President, Arthur J. Goldberg was
born in Chicago on the 8th of August,
1908. He is, therefore, 54 years of age.

For a number of years he was at Crane
Junior College, DePaul University. He
also attended Northwestern University
Law School, and he received the degrees
of B.S.L. and J.D.

He was admitted to the Illinois bar
and the District bar in 1929.

He was in the private practice of law
in Chicago from 1929 to 1948.

He was at John Marshall Law School
as an instructor from 1939 to 1942,

He served in the Office of Strategic
Services from 1942 to 1944.

He was respectively a captain and a
major in the U.S. Army in 1943 and 1944,

He served as a part-time instructor
from 1946 to 1948.

He was with the firm of Goldberg,
Devoe, Shadur & Mikva in Chicago, and
later Goldberg, Feller & Bredhoff, Wash-
ington, D.C., as a law partner.

He became general counsel of the CIO
in 1948 and held that post until 1955.

He became special counsel for the
AFL~CIO in 1955 and held that position
for 6 years.

He served as general counsel of the
United Steelworkers from 1948 to 1961.

Later, in 1961, his nomination to be
Secretary of Labor of the United States
was confirmed by the Senate.

Mr. President, many editorials, state-
ments, and exhibits appear in the hear-
ings, a number of which I should like
to have incorporated in my remarks.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the letter from
the American Bar Association, which ap-
pears on page 1 of the hearings; a letter
from the Chicago Bar Association, ap-
pearing on page 15; a letter from the Il-
linois Bar Association, appearing on page
2; a letter from the chairman of the
Board of the Aluminum Co. of Amer-
ica, appearing on page 18; an editorial
from the Chicago Daily News, appearing
on page 20; an editorial from the Chi-
cago Tribune, appearing on page 21; and
several others.
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There being no objection, the letters
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION,
STANDING COMMITTEE ON
FEDERAL JUDICIARY,
September 7, 1962,
Hon. JamEes O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, U.5. Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SewaTorR EastLAND: Thank you for
your telegram affording this committee an
opportunity to express an opinion or recom-
mendation on the nomination of Arthur J.
Goldberg of Illinois to be an Associate Jus-
tice of the Supreme Court of the United
States.

Our committee, as constituted at the time
of the nomination, is of the view that Mr.
Goldberg is highly acceptable from the view-
point of professional qualification.

Since the form of this opinion differs
from that previously used with regard to
Judicial nominations, a few words of expla-
nation may be in order.

This committee has conceived its responsi-
bility to be to express its opinion only on
the question of professlonal qualification,
which includes, of course, consideration of
age and health, and of such matters as
temperament, integrity, trial and other ex-
perience, education, and demonstrated legal
ability. We intend to express no opinion at
any time with regard to any other considera-
tion, not related to such professional qual-
ification, which may properly be considered
by the appointing or confirming authority.
This position is, of course, not in any way
confined to Secretary Goldberg's case, or
prompted by his nomination.

Furthermore, the committee iz now of the
opinion that, as to nominations for the
office of Justice of the Supreme Court it
would be unwise for the committee to con-
tinue to attempt to give comparative rat-
ings such as "qualified,” “well qualified,”
“exceptionally well qualified,” which we use
generally in our reports to your committee.
As to nominations to this Court, we wish to
confine ourselves to a statement that the
candidate is, or is not, acceptable from the
viewpoint of professional qualification with-
out, in the future, the use of any adjective
which might suggest a comparative rating.
Once again, this is a matter which has been
the subject of discussion in the committee
for some time, and the decision to limit our-
selyes in this fashion is not related in any
way to this particular nomination.

I trust that this explanation is adequate
and am gratified that your committee con-
tinues to ask for our opinion on such
matters.

With kind regards.

Sincerely yours,
RoBERT W. MESERVE,
Chairman.
ILLiNOIS STATE BAR ASSOCIATION,
Morrison, Ill., September 6, 1962.
Hon., JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR EAsTLAND: Your telegram of
September 4, advising me as president of the
Illinois State Bar Association of the public
hearing scheduled by your committee for
Tuesday, September 11, on the nomination
of Arthur J. Goldberg to be an Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United
States is acknowledged. Shortness of time
does not permit the convening of the board
of governors of our association, but I am
happy to give you my personal opinion as
to Mr. Goldberg's qualifications.

His exceptional intellectual abilities, his
experience in the practice of law, his personal
and professional integrity, his capacity for
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hard work and his devotion to the cause of
justice and to his country make him excep-
tionally well qualified to serve on the Su-
preme Court of the United States.

To assist you in evaluating the validity of
my judgment in this matter, I should per-
haps inform you that I have known Arthur
J. Goldberg since our days in law school to-
gether. I am a Republican, and a somewhat
substantial portion of the practice of my
law firm has been the representation of man-
agement in labor disputes.

I appreclate your consideration in giving
the association, of which I have the honor
to be president, an opportunity to express its
views. The members of our board of gover-
nors, with whom I have had an opportunity
to confer, agree with my judgment.

Sincerely yours,
Mason BuLL,
President.

THE CHICAGO BAR ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, September 6, 1962.

Hon, JaAMEs O. EASTLAND,

Chairman, Judiciary Commiiltee of the Sen-
ate, Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C.

My Dear SENnATOR: The board of managers
of the Chicago Bar Association has author-
ized and directed me, as its president, to
transmit, to your committee, our views con-
cerning the Honorable Arthur J. Goldberg,
hearings by your committee on whose nomi-
nation to become an Associate Justice of the
Supreme Court of the United States we
understand will take place on next Tuesday,
September 11.

Mr. Goldberg joined our association shortly
after being licensed to practice law in Illi-
nois, and graduating from the Northwestern
University School of Law at the top of his
class.

He has been a valued member of the Chi-
cago Bar Association since early in his pro-
fessional career, and served successively for
2 years on our committee for the defense of
prisoners, 3 years on our labor law commit-
tee, and for 2 years on our civil rights com-
mittee, the subject matters of each such
committee constituting areas of the law In
which he has intensely interested.

Not long after he began his professional
career, he was representing clients in im-
portant and seriously controverted matters
with both distinction and success. His suc-
cess, both at the Chicago bar, and, in later
years, on the national scene, is well known
by all. Throughout his career, his reputation
for integrity has always been of the highest,
his legal attainments both unusual and out-
standing, his judgment mature and wise,
and his interest in his fellow men both wide
and deep.

In our judgment, if he becomes a Justice
of the Supreme Court, his record there will
be outstanding, and among the finest in the
history of the Court.

Respectfully,
WarTEr H. Moses, President.

AruvmiNum Co. OF AMERICA,
Pittsburgh, Pa., September 7, 1962.
Hon. JAMES EASTLAND,
Chairman, Judiciary Commitiee,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR EASTLAND: Over a number
of years it has been my privilege to know the
Honorable Arthur J. Golberg and, prior to
his accession to Secretary of Labor, to have
had important business relations with him,
It is my personal belief that Secretary Gold-
berg has all of the gualifications to become
an outstanding Justice of the Supreme
Court, and that he will approach the de-
liberations of the Court with independence,
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mittee in favor of Secretary Goldberg’s con-
firmation as a Justice of the Supreme Court.
Sincerely yours,
Frank L. MAGEE,
Chairman of the Board.
CHicaco DanLy NEws,
Chicago, Ill., September 10, 1962,
Hon. James O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SENaTOrR EAsTLAND: We respect-
fully request that the editorial appearing in
the Chicago Dally News editions of Friday,
August 31, 1962, discussing the appointment
of Arthur J. Goldberg to be an Assoclate
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, be made
a part of the record of the Senate Judiciary
Committee proceedings with respect to his
confirmation.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN J. JOHNSTON,
Associate Editor,

[From the Chicago Daily News, Aug. 31,
1962]

FINE ADDITION To THE COURT

The towering success of Arthur J. Gold-
berg as a labor lawyer will doubtless cause
many to doubt that he can suspend the
views he served so devotedly for the olym-
pian objectivity desirable in a Justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court.

1t is our opinion that he can and will “see
the other side” fully and impartially. Gold-
berg is a superior human being and a re-
markable intellect by any standard. He
severed his connection with the union move-
ment when President Eennedy appointed
him Secretary of Labor, and announced that
he would never resume it. His energetic,
capable and wide-ranging conduct of the De-
partment’s affairs undoubtedly confirmed
Mr, Kennedy’s opinion that he was of Su-
preme Court caliber.

It is a pointless exercise to examine the
record of new Court appointees for a guide
to their future votes. Justice Felix Frank-
furter, whom Goldberg succeeds, was almost
a symbol of the New Deal when he was named
to the Court in 1939, He became a stalwart
conservative, Hugo Black, the southern EKlu
EKluxer, became a leader of the Court’s
liberal bloc.

Chicago can share the pride in Goldberg's
appointment. The son of Russian immi-
grants, he grew up on the West Side, where
his life was not easy. He found in the Chi-
cago schools the first answers to his quest
for knowledge. He was the top student in
his 1930 graduating class at Northwestern
University Law School.

Goldberg has been easily the best and
most spectacular Secretary of Labor within
memory. He declared that the Department
was not the province of any special interest,
and then proceeded to extend his frenetic
activities far beyond the customary jurisdic-
tional boundaries. He has been a figure in
the decisions on everything from economic
policy to eivil rights. His presence in Chi-
cago, in an effort to avert the Chicago &
North Western strike, testifies to the demand
for his services in emergency situations.

The blanket approval of Goldberg's tal-
ents and judicial temperament by Senator
DmreseN, Republican, of Illinois, the minor-
ity leader, indicates quick approval by the
SBenate. This is President Kennedy's second
appointment of a Supreme Court Justice
who was without previous judicial experi-
ence. It is not ideal, but one can't have
everything, and in Secretary Goldberg we
believe the Court will ind a member worthy
of its best tradition.

The appointment of W. Willard Wirtz to

impartiality, and intelligence. B of
these convictions, I would like very much to
go on record with the Senate Judiciary Com-

1 as Secretary of Labor will doubtless
have equally clear sailing. As Under Secre-
tary, he has been a diligent and effective
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ald to Goldberg. A liberal, but not of doc-
trinaire variety, Wirtz has an impressive
background in the labor field.

It may be that he owed his initial appoint-
ment to the fact that he was a law partner
of Adlal Stevenson in , but he is an
experienced professional who won the promo-
tion on his own performance.

MRr. JUSTICE (GOLDBERG

The appointment of Arthur J. Goldberg to
the Supreme Court has been received with
general approval throughout the United
States. It has been particularly well recelved
in Chicago, where Mr. Goldberg is known
most intimately, for here he was born, went
to school and college, studied law, and first
distinguished himself as a practicing lawyer.

We are not among those who will under-
take to predict how Mr. Goldberg will vote
on the important cases that are about to
come to the Court’s attention. We will ven-
ture to predict that he is too good a lawyer
to accept speclous defenses even of causes
which he favors, and he is too independent
a man to allow former assoclations with cli-
ents or Government to dominate his think-
ing on the Bench.

Mr. Goldberg showed great promise when
he was graduated from Northwestern Uni-
versity's Law School at the head of his class.
He has been an able, disinterested, and tire-
less public servant since he became Secre-
tary of Labor. There is every reason to hope
that as a Justice of the Supreme Court he
will make an important contribution to the
law of this country.

Those who think that Mr. Goldberg will
be a radical judge because he represented
great trade unions as a lawyer may be fooled
as others were fooled when Justice Frank-
furter was appointed to the Court. They
were certain that Mr. Frankfurter would be
the least conservative man on the Bench and
that his agile mind would be at the service
of every leftist cause that came to the Court’s
attention.

In fact, Mr. Justice Frankfurter retires
from the Court amid the sighs of conserva-
tives who have come to regard him as their
strongest friend on the Bench. We doubt
that this reputation is wholly deserved, but
Mr, Frankfurter has been, indeed, the chief
spokesman for judicial restraint, meaning
that he doesn't want the Supreme Court to
invade the territory that he thinks the Con-
stitution gives to the varlous State legisla-
tures, State courts, and the State and Fed-
eral regulatory commissions. This attitude
of his has made him a radical when these
bodies have gone that way and a conservative
when they have moved in the other direc-
tion.

Mr. Frankfurter will be missed from the
Court. We may be sure that the new man
will be very different but he, too, is a man of
outstanding talents and in the long run may
prove to be no less influential in setting the
Court’'s direction.

JoNEs & LAaveHLIN STEEL CORP.,
Pittsburgh, Pa. September 7, 1962.
Hon. JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Commitiee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR EAsTrAND: I am writing to
express the hope that the Committee on the
Judiciary will make a favorable report with
respect to the nomination by President Ken-
nedy of Arthur J. Goldberg to the office of
an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States.

During the period of approximately 12
years, from 1948 to 1960, when Mr. Goldberg
was general counsel of the United Steel-
workers of America, I was the vice president
in charge of legal matters for Jones & Laugh-
lin Steel Corp. and had business dealings
with him from time to time. Owur relation-
ship has been uniformly friendly. As I



1962

became acquainted with Mr. Goldberg, I
developed a very great admiration for him.
He has a keen and well-educated mind. He
works exceedingly hard, and I believe him to
be a person of absolute integrity. He is an
outstanding lawyer, and I have every confi-
dence that he will be a worthy successor to
Mr, Justice Brandeis and Mr. Justice Frank-
furter, who made such brilllant records as
Assoclate Justices of the Supreme Court.
Respectfully,
H. PARKER SHARP,

New YoORE, September 8, 1962.
Hon. James O, EASTLAND,
Commitiee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR EAsTLAND: I wish to support
the appointment of Arthur Goldberg as a
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court.

I have known Mr. Goldberg for many years
and have worked with him on a variety of
matters on numerous occasions. Of course,
while Mr. Goldberg represented the United
Steelworkers and I United States Steel Corp.,
we had different points of view on a number
of occasions, although by no means all. I
believe, however, that such circumstances
often are conducive to learning about and
appreciating a man’s capabilities.

In my opinion, Mr. Goldberg is a compe=
tent lawyer and advocate, as well as a serious
student of the law. He is a tireless worker,
with intellectual capacity of high order. One
of his notable characteristics is his ability
to comprehend all sides of a problem and to
reconcile opposing views.

In short, I feel that Mr. Goldberg will make
an excellent judge, and would indeed bring
credit to the office to which he has been
nominated. I hope your committee will see
fit to confirm the appointment.

Very truly yours,
RoGER BLOUGH.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have
known Arthur Goldberg for 25 years. I
knew him when he was first practicing
law in Chicago. I know the character,
the fiber, the patriotism, and fidelity of
Arthur Goldberg, I support his nom-
ination unequivocally because I believe
he will become a great Associate Justice
of the Supreme Court.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am
very happy that the Committee on the
Judiciary, by what I understand to have
been a unanimous vote, has favorably
recommended the nomination of Arthur
J. Goldberg to be a Justice of the Su-
preme Court of the United States.

I had the honor of presenting Mr.
Goldberg to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary when he first appeared before
that body. The testimony which he
gave then and on the succeeding day
fully confirmed the high opinion which
not only I, but also, I think, virtually
everyone in the country holds of him.

On Friday I had printed in the RECORD
110 editorials from various newspapers
in the country of all shades of political
opinion and from all sections, all of them
laudatory.

In my judgment, Mr. Goldberg will
be one of the truly distinguished Justices
of the Supreme Court. As a lifelong
friend of his, I am naturally deeply
pleased that he has won this great ap-
proval. He is not afraid to be unpopular
in defense of his convictions; and I know
that he will serve with a high, single
purpose of the welfare of the Nation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise
briefly to support the nomination of Ar-
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thur Goldberg to be a Justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court. I have known Mr.
Justice Goldberg for a quarter of a cen-
tury. I would feel remiss in my duty as
a friend and as a Senator if I did not
state my views upon this very great occa-
sion for him and for the country.

His high character and his profes-
sional skill have been delineated. One
thing needs to be said again end again.
It is that the country will find, when
Arthur Goldberg sits on the Supreme
Bench, that he will impart to it the
luminosity of his mind, the purity of his
character, and the high degree of his
integrity, completely uninhibited by any
past connections, by any representation
he may have made, by any ideas he may
have entertained, by any cause he may
have advocated, by any client he may
have represented, or by any other rela-
tionship he may have had in life.

The people of the country will find
that Arthur Goldberg will make the
greatest effort to be truly the embodi-
ment of justice, which is what we expect
from Justices of the Supreme Court of
the United States. I believe the Court,
as well as Mr. Goldberg himself and his
family, should be congratulated upon
such a great occasion.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the
unanimity of approval by which the
Senate is about to concur with the Presi-
dent of the United States in his nomina-
tion of Arthur Goldberg to be an Asso-
ciate Justice of the Supreme Court is a
measure of the esteem in which all Sen-
ators hold this appointee. But it is only
a measure. Over the years in which Mr.
Goldberg has occupied an important re-
sponsibility in the Cabinet of the pres-
ent administration he has demonstrated
in word and in deed a unique and high
ability as a public servant, a splendid
lawyer, an excellent administrator, Ar-
thur Goldberg represents a typically
American success story. Integrity, de-
votion to duty have marked his career in
American Government. In all his offi-
cial actions, he has steadfastly followed
the people’s interest. I am proud to call
him a friend.

With great pride I join other Senators
in saluting the new Associate Justice of
the Supreme Court of our country, and
wish him Godspeed as he enters upon a
far greater responsibility to the people
of the United States. He will well and
faithfully discharge it.

Mr. MANSFIELD obtained the floor.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, I
merely wish to say that the nomination
is not unanimous. I should like the Rec-
orp to show that I am recorded as voting
against confirmation of the nomination
of Arthur Goldberg to be an Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to add my voice to that of other
Senators in the enthusiasm and whole-
hearted approval which they are giving
to the nomination of one of the outstand-
ing citizens of our country. Senators
cannot express in words their true ap-
preciation of a man of Mr. Goldberg's
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character, integrity, and ability. I wish
him to know that we are for him because
of his sense of fairness, his understand-
ing, and his tolerance. He has been one
of the outstanding labor-business states-
men of our era, if not in the history of
our country. I express to Mr. Justice
Goldberg, whose nomination will be con-
firmed very shortly, my best wishes for
a long and successful career.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I join the many
Senators who have spoken in behalf of
the nominee, Arthur J. Goldberg, for the
office of associate justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States.

I have known Arthur Goldberg for
many years. He is one of the most able
and competent men that our Nation has
in either public or in private life. The
President made a wise and fine selection
in nominating Arthur Goldberg to the
position of associate justice of the Su-
preme Court. The record of Mr. Gold-
berg as Secretary of Labor was second
to none. He was one of the most bril-
liant members of the President’s Cabi-
net. Furthermore, Mr. Goldberg has a
record of fine judgment, of fairness and
moderation in his attitude toward busi-
ness and labor—and in the field of labor-
management relations generally, Per-
haps his most significant achievements,
however, were his untiring efforts to bring
an end to racial discrimination in the
labor movement and in labor-manage-
ment relations. I join in supporting con-
firmation of the nomination. The unani-
mous recommendation of the Committee
on the Judiciary was well grounded and
well founded.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on the
occasion of the consideration of this
nomination I join my colleagues in the
Senate in paying tribute to Arthur J.
Goldberg.

To some, who perhaps feel that our
political philosophies are considerably
apart, I should like to say that my ob-
servation of Arthur Goldberg since I
came to the Senate is such that I have
come to respect very highly his legal abil-
ities and sharpness and clearness of
mind.

I am persuaded also that in his life
he has always been an advocate. An
advocate, of course, takes the part of
his client, I should like to think of
Arthur Goldberg perhaps in the context
of the great Justice who has just re-
tired from the Supreme Court, because
I believe that Arthur Goldberg is pos-
sessed of a basic, essential intellectual
honesty, as well as great legal ability,
which will permit him to sit upon the
Supreme Court as most of us who are
lawyers believe a Justice should sit, and
that he will not be persuaded by his own
personal political philosophies to ftry
to write into the law what is not there.

Therefore, on this occasion I express
my confidence not only in the appoint-
ment but in what I am sure will be the
future of Arthur Goldberg's great career
on the Bench of the Supreme Court of
the United States. I wish him well.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
wish the REecorp to reflect my official
support of an action which is about to
be taken in this forum in confirming the
nomination of Arthur J. Goldberg to be
an Associate Justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States.

1t is not often given to a Member of
the Senate to have the opportunity and
the responsibility of voting for the con-
firmation of the nomination of a citizen
for two high posts in the Federal Gov-
ernment. This is a privilegze which has
been accorded to me and to my col-
leagues in the Senate.

I recall the friendship—and a cher-
ished one—which I have shared with
Arthur Goldberg for more than 25 years.
I was delighted in the Labor Committee
in the House of Representatives to have
many contacts with him when he came
before that committee in his capacity
as a representative of one of the national
labor unions.

Recently, during some 3'2 years of
service in the Senate, I have met with
Arthur J. Goldberg in my capacity as
a member of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, when he appeared
before that committee as Secretary of
Labor.

Arthur J. Goldberg will bring to this
new and challenging assignment the
quality of compassion and courage and
conviction which have always been the
hallmark of his public career.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I am
happy to commend Arthur J. Goldberg
and to congratulate the President for
making such an excellent choice in
naming as an Associate Justice of the
Supreme Court, Arthur J. Goldberg.

I am not a lawyer, but I have become
intimately acquainted with Mr. Goldberg
through my service on the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare. I have
found him to be a man of outstanding
ability, of great integrity, and one who
will do honor to the high post in which
he is about to serve.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
in the 4% years that it has been my
privilege to be a member of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, I
have observed Arthur Goldberg appear
before that committee in his capacity
as a private attorney and also in his
official position as Secretary of Labor.
He has always been fair, impressive, and
candid in his presentations.

Though I have known Arthur Gold-
berg for some years, I had heard of him
for a number of years before I ever met
him. I first heard of Justice Goldberg
from Dean Leon Green, one of my law
teachers at the University of Texas, and
one of the great law teachers of Amer-
ica. Dean Green was dean of North-
western University Law School at the
time Arthur Goldberg was a student
there. Dean Green had also served as
dean of North Carolina University Law
School and taught for a time at Yale
University Law School. Now he teaches
in the University of Texas Law School.
He is the author of several works on tort
law, and is one of the outstanding law
teachers in America. He has told us
in Texas for years that Arthur Goldberg
was one of the most brilliant students
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ever to sit in his classes, if not the most
brilliant.

Arthur Goldberg received the degree
of bachelor of science in law in 1929
from Northwestern University, and his
degree of doctor of jurisprudence in
1930 at Northwestern. He was gradu-
ated from the postgraduate school
summa cum laude with the Charles B.
Elder Award from Northwestern Uni-
versity. He was editor of the Illinois
Law Review. All of these honors were
won by Arthur Goldberg as a law stu-
dent, but these were only a small fore-
taste of the success, honors, and achieve-
ment that were to be won by him later
in the classrooms of life, with fate and
circumstances the grader and the judge.

It is encouraging to see a person hav-
ing this distinguished university record
who has lived out in his lifetime the
promise he gave in college; it is encour-
aging to our educational process and it
is a great pleasure to see a man who was
called the most brilliant student in his
class, who shows in life that he had
the adaptability to be one of the most
capable practicing lawyers in America;
who had the fine skill of a successful
governmental administrator; who had
talent as a student and a writer in the
law; and who has demonstrated high
capability in representing clients, receive
an appointment to the Supreme Court.
Arthur Goldberg has demonstrated his
talents as a student of the law, as a law
writer, as a law advocate, and as the ad-
ministrator of a great governmental de-
partment which deals with one of the
most complicated fields of law in Amer-
ica; namely, labor law. These attributes
demonstrate his peculiar and particular
gualifications as one who applied the law
in action, for service on the Supreme
Court.

It is the belief of people in my State
who know him—he has been a not in-
frequent visitor to Texas for a good
many years—that he will so conduct
himself on the Supreme Bench as to add
luster to his name, and that he will
be a great credit to the greatest Court
in all the world.

Mr. DODD. Mr, President, I wish to
join with other Senators in expressing
gratification upon the nomination, and
what I hope will bz the unanimous con-
firmation of Arthur Goldberg to be a
Justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States.

I have not been privileged to know
Mr. Goldberg well, as have other Sena-
tors. I have known him by his record,
by his achievements, by his words and
by his conduct in public office during the
period in which I have been a Member
of the Senate and a member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I have had
ample opportunity to observe both his
conduct as Secretary of Labor and his
ability as a lawyer. I know him to be a
man of high character and integrity, and
a lawyer of rare intelligence and scholar-
ship. Also, I have observed something
about Arthur Goldberg which impresses
me particularly., He is one of the most
unpretentious men of great character
and ability whom I have ever met. He
is a very modest man.

The qualities which Arthur Goldberg
possesses will enable him to become one
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of the great Justices of the Supreme
Court. I predict for him and for our
country a period of sterling service on
that Court. I am happy as a member
of the Committee on the Judiciary to
have been able to vote for his confirma-
tion in committee, and to say these few
words, together with those of other Sena-
tors, on the floor of the Senate in behalf
of the confirmation of his nomination to
be a Justice of the Supreme Court.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
speak in high commendation of Arthur
Goldberg. I have known him for a great
many years., I have known him as a
close personal friend and also as an
associate in the legal profession.

When I was a member of the War
Labor Board, during the war, Arthur
Goldberg tried a good many cases before
me. He represented various labor or-
ganizations in some of the major labor
disputes during the war,

As I sat on the War Labor Board and
had the opportunity to observe his pro-
fessional excellence, I came to observe
something else about Arthur Goldberg
which, in my judgment, particularly
qualifies him to sit on the highest judi-
cial tribunal in our land.

For many years I taught legal ethics.
I took my students through the cases
which set forth the canons of ethics
binding upon the legal profession. One
of those canons places upon every lawyer
the obligation, first, to serve justice, and
second, the client; and whenever a client
takes a position which cannot be recon-
ciled with justice, the lawyer has the
responsibility of educating the client in
regard to the meaning of the great sys-
tem of Anglo-Saxon justice, which many
times preserves for free men and women
in this country their basic constitutional
and legal rights.

Time and time again I saw this great
lawyer standing before the bar, present-
ing a case in behalf of his client, but
refusing to prostitute justice, refusing to
take a position in behalf of a client which
could not be reconciled with justice. I
formed a great admiration for him, as I
saw him in those major labor cases.
Time and time again, I observed him
advising his clients to follow a course of
action which, while it would not be in
their selfish interests, would certainly be
in the interests of fulfilling an obliga-
tion that rested upon labor and man-
agement during the war, namely, carry-
ing out their pledge of a no-strike,
no-lockout agreement which they made
to President Franklin Roosevelt.

I have also seen this brilliant man at
work on highly complicated legal prob-
lems, recognizing another canon of legal
ethics, namely, that a lawyer can never
justify concealing from the court a fact
which he knows would be helpful to the
court in rendering justice in a decision
to be handed down. Arthur Goldberg
as a lawyer recognized that every law-
yer is an officer of the court and that
every lawyer is, therefore, a public of-
ficial. He recognized that there is no
such thing as a private practitioner of
the law in the American legal profession,
for the so-called duty of a lawyer to his
client is secondary to the duty of a law-
yer to the courts. Arthur Goldberg rec-
ognized this canon and always practiced
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it, at least within my sphere of knowl-
edge of his professional activity.

Arthur Goldberg has a high sense of
ethics and an understanding of the
ethical tenets of Anglo-Saxon justice
which I think befit his appointment to
the Supreme Court of the United States.

I have referred to his brilliance, as
demonstrated by his accomplishments in
the field of labor law. He is also a bril-
liant lawyer in the general subjects of
the law. I am very proud to speak this
afternoon in commendation of this great
nomination. Not only do I congratulate
Arthur Goldberg, but also I congratulate
and feel that we should, in behalf of the
American people, thank the President of
the United States for his wisdom in mak-
ing this outstanding nomination for
membership on the highest tribunal of
our judicial system.

In closing, Mr, President, let me say
that probably the best thing I could say
about Arthur Goldberg is that one of his
best qualifications is his wife, because,
after all, all of us know that behind men
in public service stand their families. I
think the Goldberg family is a model
for American youth, as an example, and
for the American people to be proud of.
I am sure that Arthur Goldberg's great
record is due in no small measure to the
great teammate he is so fortunate to
have at his side, Mrs. Goldberg.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I hap-
pened to be in the Chamber at the time
when the nomination of Arthur Gold-
berg was announced. The able Senator
from Vermont then gave a very timely
estimate of the excellence of the nomi-
nation; and I was happy to join in his
statement, by asserting that I thought
the nomination of Arthur Goldberg
would be given overwhelming approval
by the Senate.

So, Mr. President, I am happy to be
on the floor of the Chamber today when
the Senate is about to confirm the nom-
ination of a fine, outstanding American
of great learning, ability, and integrity,
to occupy a seat on the Supreme Court
of the United States. Not only is Arthur
Goldberg a personal friend of mine, but
he is one for whom I have very great
respect. I know he will render an out-
standing and fair and impartia] service.
It is my belief that in the years ahead
he will come to be known as one of the
great jurists on the Supreme Court of
the United States. As I stated recently,
at the time of Senate approval of my
colleague and friend, Byron White, of
Colorado, this appointment reflects great
credit on the wisdom of President John
Kennedy in nominating to this impor-
tant constitutional branch of our Gov-
ernment able lawyers, scholars, and
philosophers who are aware of our grow-
ing and expanding Nation and who are
conscious of our problems in a changing
world, and of our national hopes and
ambitions as we move ahead with con-
fidence and determination, to fulfill our
destiny as we continue to search for free-
dom for others, less fortunate, under the
famous rule of law and order, “Equal
justice under law.”

Mr., COOPER. Mr, President, I am
glad to ecast my vote to confirm the nom-
ination of the Honorable Arthur J. Gold-
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berg to be a member of the U.S. Supreme
Court.

I do so because I believe Mr. Goldberg
has a deep understanding of the role of
the Supreme Court in our system of gov-
ernment. From his  statements, and
from his career, one can have confidence
that Mr. Goldberg recognizes that re-
spect for the law, constitutional proc-
esses, and tolerance—upon which our
free system is based—hinges in great
degree upon the respect and confidence
in which the people hold the Supreme
Court of the United States.

I support him because he is trained in
the law, respects, and, I believe, loves
the law. Ours is a nation of change, and
it is necessary that the Supreme Court
interpret the Constitution to meet issues
which could not have been contemplated
by those who wrote the Constitution.
In such cases, it is natural that a Judge
is moved by his conception of the nature
and purpose of our form of government,
and this enables our country to progress.
But the great Judges of the Supreme
Court have found their guide in the
Constitution, and in the stream of law
which has come down to us for hundreds
of years. Because Mr. Goldberg is a
great lawyer and has a deep appreciation
of our Constitution and system of gov-
ernment, I believe that he will meet ob-
jectively and in the framework of our
Constitution—its letter and spirit—the
great issues that will come before the
Court.

I am sure that all of us join in good
wishes to him as he undertakes this
new challenge and responsibility.

Mr. PELL subsequently said: Mr.
President, I strongly endorse the nomi-
nation of Arthur J. Goldberg as an Asso-
ciate Justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States. He is a man I both
know and admire personally as a Gov-
ernment official.

Throughout Mr. Goldberg’s career, I
have been highly impressed with the
broad scope of his knowledge, his grasp
of legal questions, his great administra-
tive ability, and his integrity. When he
was appointed Secretary of Labor, he de-
monstrated coneclusively that his career
as a labor lawyer was ended. He ap-
proached his new position with a degree
of objectivity, greatly to his credit. He
has performed as a loyal servant of the
public interest, taking into account the
views of business and Government, as
well as those of labor. I know that Mr.
Goldberg’s performance on the bench
will be in accord with the highest tradi-
tions of our Supreme Court.

Although I regret the loss of his serv-
ices as Secretary of Labor, it is my be-
lief that, in the long run, the country
will benefit greatly from the use of his
talents as a member of our highest judi-
cial body. I wholeheartedly endorse his
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of Arthur
Goldberg to be an Associate Justice of
the Supreme Court of the United States?

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Pres-
ident be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of this nomination.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the following bills and joint resolution
of the Senate:

5.1291. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended, to in-
crease the fee charged for learners' permits;

8.2793. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, as amended, to
authorize the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to assess reasonable fees for the
restoration of motor vehicle operators’ per-
mits and operating privileges after suspen-
sion or revocation thereof;

S.2977. An act to amend the Life In-
surance Act of the District of Columbia;

5.3358. An act to permit investment of
funds of Insurance companies organized
within the Distriect of Columbia in obliga-
tions of the Inter-American Development
Bank; and

8.J. Res. 224, Joint resolution 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 message also announced that the
House had severally agreed to the
amendment of the Senate to the follow-
ing bills of the House:

H.R.7326. An act for the relief of E. La Ree
S8moot Carpenter;

H.R.B738. An act to amend sections 1 and
6b of chapter V of the Life Insurance Act
for the District of Columbia;

H.R. 10937. An act to amend the act pro-
viding for the economic and social develop-
ment in the Ryukyu Islands; and

H.R.11217. An act to amend section 6112
of title 10, United States Code.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to each of the following
bills of the House:

H.R. 7708. An act for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Gerald Beaver; and

H.R.8567. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to create trial boards for
the United States Park Police, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Houses to the bill (S.
320) to amend the provisions contained
in part II of the Interstate Commerce
Act concerning registration of State cer-
tificates whereby a common carrier by
motor vehicle may engage in interstate
and foreign commerce within a State.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
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1488) for the relief of Clara G. Mag-
giora; asked a conference with the Sen-
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. WALTER,
Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. CHELF, Mr. PorF, and
Mr. MooRrRe were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1599) for
the relief of Pasquale Marrella; asked
a conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. WALTER, Mr. FEIGHAN,
Mr. CueLr, Mr. Porr, and Mr. MOORE
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2371) for the relief of Ali Khosrowkhah;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. WaLTER, Mr.
FEIGHAN, Mr. CHELF, Mr. PorF, and Mr.
MooRre were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2977) for
the relief of Kyoko Stanton; asked a
conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. WALTER, Mr. FEIGHAN,
Mr. CreELr, Mr. Porr, and Mr. MOORE
were appointed managers on the part
of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
4478) for the relief of Aldo Francesco
Carbone; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
WALTER, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. CHELF, Mr.
Porr, and Mr. Moore were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5057) for
the relief of Hans-Dieter Siemoneit;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. WaLTER, Mr.
FEIGHAN, Mr. CHELF, Mr. Porr, and Mr.
MooRg were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
7283) to amend the War Claims Act of
1948, as amended, to provide compensa-
tion for certain World War II losses;
agreed to the conference asked by the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. HARrIs,
Mr. Mack, Mr. O'BrieN of New York, Mr.
DinGeELL, Mr. BENNETT of Michigan, Mr.
YounGER, and Mr. GLENN were appointed
managers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9669) for
the relief of Molly Kwau; asked a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that Mr. WaLTER, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr.
CHELF, Mr. PorF, and Mr. MOORE were
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appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10796) for the relief of Kazimierz Kru-
pinski; asked a conference with the Sen-
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. WALTER,
Mr. FEiGHAN, Mr. CHELF, Mr. PorFF, and
Mr. MooRE were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1681) for
the relief of Gabriel Chehebar, his wife,
Marcelle Levy Chehebar, and their
minor children, Albert, Zakia, Zaki,
Jacques, and Joseph Chehebar; asked a
conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. WaLTER, Mr. FEI-
GHAN, Mr. CHELF, Mr. Porr, and Mr.
Moore were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message further also announced
that the House had passed the following
bill and joint resolution, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.13163. An act to amend the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945; and

H.J. Res. B65. Joint resolution to require
the preparation of plans for the utilization
of certain buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia for munlcipal theater or other mu-
nicipal purposes.

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

The following bill and joint resolution
were each read twice by their titles and
referred to the Committee on the Dis-
triet of Columbia:

H.R. 13163. An act to amend the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945; and

H.J. Res. 865. Joint resolution to require
the preparation of plans for the utilization of
certain buildings in the District of Columbia
for municipal theater or other municipal
purposes.

ADMITTANCE OF VESSEL “CITY OF
NEW ORLEANS” TO AMERICAN
REGISTRY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3115) to authorize the ad-
mittance of the vessel City of New Or-
leans to American registry and to permit
th:d use of such vessel in the coastwise

rade.

THE FIRST WHITE HOUSE CONFER-
ENCE ON NARCOTICS A “LAUNCH-
ING PLATFORM” FOR A HISTORIC
NEW EFFORT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
should like to call the attention of the
Congress, and particularly the attention
of the Senate, to an important landmark
in American health and law enforce-
ment—a conference which will be held
here in Washington on Thursday and
Friday of this week, I refer to the first
White House Conference in history on
the subject of narcotics.
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The mere title of this Conference may
not indicate to most people the full sig-
nificance of this meeting, The fact is,
however, that for the first time in Ameri-
can history, a President of the United
States has taken hold of this problem by
bringing together the foremost experts
in the land to counsel with one another
and with the President’s associates. For
the first time, the full resources of the
U.S. Government are to be brought to
bear on the problem.

POINTS TO BE STUDIED

Under the Chairmanship of the At-
torney General of the United States, the
spotlight of expert analysis will be placed
on: (a) the real magnitude and nature
of the problem; (b) the role of various
professional disciplines and interests—
law enforcement, correctional, judiciary,
legal, medical, sociological, legislative,
research, educational, mass media,
pharmaceutical manufacturers, and so
forth; (c) the adequacy of existing pro-
grams for treatment and rehabilitation;
and (d) the possibilities of future reme-
dial action.

CANNOT ACHIEVE THE IMPOSSIBELE OVERNIGHT

This is a bold but feasible and de-
sirable undertaking.

Of course, with only 2 days available
for the Conference, it would not be
realistic to assume that it could accom-
plish the impossible,

Deeply divergent views which have
historically evolved cannot be easily or
quickly reconciled, nor can a definitive
program be agreed upon overnight, nor
should it be.

But the Conference will be a launch-
ing point for further progress. It will
mark a giant step forward, if only in the
fact that the President of the United
States is giving it his personal leader-
ship.

It will be the occasion of an effective
dialogue between' expert, dedicated in-
dividuals and groups on Federal, State,
and local levels.

Frankly, in the past, many of these
leading individuals and groups have of-
ten talked past each other, and not to
each other or with each other,

There are deep differences and con-
victions as to the philosophy and the
techniques of resolving the narcotics
problem.

I do not presume to judge between the
opposing forces. But I do know that a
calm confrontation, a wholesome ex-
change of views, an agreement on points
accepted and points at issue—all these
are the necessary first steps toward more
effective teamwork.

ABLE PANEL REPORT ON DRUG ABUSE

Fortunately, there will be available to
the participants in the Conference an
outstanding 60-page report as one of the
many bases for discussion.

The report was issued by an Ad Hoc
Panel on Drug Abuse, whose chairman
was David R. Goddard, Ph. D., provost
of the University of Pennsylvania.

Serving on the panel, among others,
was George P. Hager, Ph. D., dean, Col-
lege of Pharmacy, University of Min-
nesota.

The panel had been convened at the
request of the President by his able sci-
ence adviser, Dr. Jerome Wiesner.
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I should like to point out that the
science adviser’s office has been at work
night and day, as has the Attorney Gen-
eral’s staff, in order to achieve the great-
est national good from this Conference.

The panel’s report lays a strong basis
for Conference evaluation.

It performs these excellent services:

It clears up certain widely held er-
roneous notions as to the key terms, “ad-
diction,” “addict,” “habituation,” and so
forth.

It points up the rising and alarming
incidence in “spree” use of a number of
drugs in rotation.

It calls a spade a spade and notes that
present records maintained by wvarious
agencies connected with drug abuse are,
regrettably, but frequently, “inaccurate,
incomplete, and uncoordinated with the
records of other cooperating agencies.”

It pinpoints the role of users in spread-
ing the habit to other users.

It stresses the fact that drug abuse is
not in itself a disease, but rather “a
manifestation of underlying pschological
or physiologic disorders about which we
have little knowledge,” and no cure at
present.

It sets the record straight as to the
type of crime which a drug abuser, es-
pecially those using heroin or other nar-
cotics may tend to commit; namely,
against property, rather than against
persons.

It meets head on the issue of the
need for “a strictly supervised, highly
controlled parole period,” whether after
civil or criminal commitment.

It urges use of modern, sophisticated
techniques for detection of drugs used
by a parolee or other individual.

It emphasizes the responsibility of the
medical community to “lay before the
courts” a code defining proper activities
relating to drugs given in the course of
legitimate medical practice.

It points up the indispensable activity
of correctional and parole agencies, as
well as community groups which, tradi-
tionally, aid various categories of socially
inadequate individuals.

It urges investigation of the critical
factors which tend to induce compulsive
use or to discourage such use.

It points out that much may be learned
from dealing with the narcotics problem
which may prove useful in dealing with
other social issues, such as alcoholism.
This latter subject involves the incapac-
itation of an infinitely larger magnitude
of victims—some 5 million.

The report makes many other impor-
tant points.

There will be many experts who dis-
agree with some of the observations
which have been made in the report.
But I do not believe that they will ques-
tion the fact that this distinguished
panel has made an honest, scholarly
contribution to an effective, head-on de-
bate on the subject.

BACKGROUND AND INTEREST

I should like to submit a bit of back-
ground as to my personal interest. For
many years, I have been interested in
an effective, realistic approach to the
narcotics problem. Asa former munici-
pal official, I know of the needs for
strong action at the city, as well as at the
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county and State level. I know the
problems of law enforcement officers, of
judges, correctional officers, as well as of
psychiatrists, social workers, and other
members of official and private agencies’
teams.

I know, too, of the deep interest of
such great American leaders as Mayor
Robert Wagner, of New York, and Gov.
Pat Brown, of California, in dealing
effectively with this issue.

Here in Washington, it has been my
privilege to make perhaps some little con-
tribution to the subject. I have done so
in my capacity as chairman of the Senate
Government Operations Subcommittee
on Reorganization and International
Organizations. This subcommittee is
responsible for studies of interagency
coordination.

It is understandable, therefore, why
the subcommittee staff has, at my direc-
tion, looked into such matters as the
working relationships, or lack of rela-
tionships, between the various Govern-
ment departments which have various
responsibilities in this field.

Fortunately, the type of unified, co-
ordinated governmental approach which
has long been desired by this subcom-
mittee is now on its way to realization,
thanks to the leadership of the President
and the Attorney General.

It is no accident that the forthcoming
Conference is sponsored by the Interde-
partmental Committee on Narcotics.

CHAIRMANSHIP OF PANEL ON LEGISLATION

It will be my personal pleasure to join
with several other Members of the Con-
gress at the Conference. I have been
honored to be designated to serve as
Chairman of the Panel on Legislation.

Numerous important bills are now
pending before the Congress dealing
with narcotics, including legislation for
the more effective control of ampheta-
mines and barbiturates.

I go to the Conference essentially to
learn from the distinguished experts who
will be present, as well as to offer what-
ever insight we have gained from our
years of contact with the Public Health
Service, the Narcotics Bureau, and other
Federal agencies.

I digress to point out that the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Doop] has done
a great amount of work in the field of
barbiturates. I am hopeful that the
legislation which he sponsors, which is
still in committee in the Senate, may be
acted upon, because similar legislation
has been acted upon in the other body.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I am very happy to
learn that the Senator from Minnesota
is going to the Conference, for I know of
the Senator’s work of many years in this
field. I have found myself associated
with him on this issue many times.

A question is raised in my mind as to
whether the Senator from Minnesota
knows of any movement or vote to re-
turn to the adoption of two provisions
that were in the narcotics bill some years
ago and which the senior Senator from
Oregon not only opposed, but succeeded,
by use of the rules of the Senate, in
blocking, on three different occasions.
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One provision was for capital punishment
of anyone convicted of violation of the
Narcotics Act by selling narcotics to any-
one 18 years of age and under; another
was a provision to use the narcotics law
for the establishment of wiretapping au-
thorization.

Does the Senator from Minnesota
know whether there is a plan on the part
of any of the advocates of narcotics
legislation to return to those two most
undesirable and completely unaccept-
able provisions in the opinion of the
senior Senator from Oregon?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know of no such
plan. I would not be surprised if they
would be discussed, but I am sure those
who discussed them would know of the
action of the senior Senator from Ore-
gon, as well as the concern of other
Members of this body over that same
type of legislation.

I turn now to one area of future activ-
ity on which the Reorganization Sub-
committee can and does offer a reason-
ably substantial degree of competence.
I refer to the area of management of in-
formation.

Fortunately, the administration is
moving ahead in this area; and specifi-
cally in relation to narcotics data.
IMPROVING THE MANAGEMENT OF INFORMATION

ON NARCOTICS

I refer to its progress toward improved
management and dissemination of a vast
backlog of technical information which
has accumulated on all phases of the
narcotics problem, but which has here-
tofore been relatively little used except
by a few expert sources.

The answer is, of course, to move full
speed ahead for the collection, storage,
abstracting, indexing, coding, review,
and dissemination of scientific informa-
tion,

For years, through the dedicated la-
bors of Dr. Nathan Eddy, some 25,000
scientific papers have been industri-
ously compiled. But the almost total
absence of information funds made it
impossible to place hard copies or micro-
films of the information at the disposal
of experts throughout the United States
and the world.

Now, fortunately, there is on its way
to realization Dr. Eddy’'s and others’
long-hoped-for dream of putting this
great reservoir of information into
mechanized storage and wide dissemina-
tion.

The National Institute for Mental
Health is to be commended for its far-
reaching plans to establish the most
modern national clearinghouse service
possible.

Just last Friday I pointed out NIMH's
pace-setting efforts in a subcommittee
hearing which examined information
problems throughout the executive
branch.

But even if all presently available in-
formation is brought together, digested,
indexed, and evaluated, there will still
be deep-seated areas of difference.

It is for this reason that I am grati-
fled at the participation of these various
points of view.

CAREFUL SIFTING OF RIVAL VIEWS

The very first thing which I had ar-

ranged for, from our subcommittee’s
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standpoint, was the mobilization of the
evidence available from all possible
sources and with all possible conflicting
views.

This included, for example:

First. The interim and final reports of
the joint committee of the American Bar
Association and the American Medical
Association on narcotic drugs.

Second. The rebuttal by the Federal
Narcotics Bureau in the form of its re-
port, “Comments on Narcotic Drugs.”

Third. The papers of the 1958 sympo-
sium which had been conducted by the
U.S. Public Health Service, but which
have not been formally published.

Fourth. The book, “Narcotics and the
Law—A Critique of the American Exper-
iment in Narcotics Drug Control,” by
William Butler Eldridge, project director,
American Bar Foundation.

Fifth. Rebuttals to Mr. Eldridge's
view, including a preprint of a critical
analysis of the book by the former Com-
missioner of the Narcotics Bureau, Harry
J. Anslinger. This review will appear
in the October 1962 issue of Fordham
Law Review.

I should like to add that Commis-
sioner Henry L. Giordano has, like his
dedicated predecessor, been most prompt
and cooperative with our subcommittee
staff. Incidentally, since our subcom-
mittee is responsible for review of inter-
national organizations, we are deeply
cognizant of the Bureau’s significant
contributions to the efforts of the United
Nations to reduce illicit traffic in nar-
cotics.

CONCLUSION—A NEW ATTITUDE TO EMERGE

In conclusion, I feel that the White
House Conference on Narcotics will more
than fulfill the memorable pledge to
hold such a review which the then Sen-
ator John F. Kennedy made 2 years ago.

If there is one thing which may emerge
from the Conference, I hope and be-
lieve it will be this: an attitude of real-
istic teamwork, an attitude which vig-
orously pursues scientific facts, instead
of merely repeating cliches, an attitude
which is flexible and experimental, rath-
er than one which is rigid and closed-
minded, yet an attitude which continues
firmly and responsibly in its protection
of the public safety.

The toll taken by narcotics abuse is
too formidable to ignore or to continue
to tolerate or to meet with mere pal-
liatives.

Many brave law enforcement officers
have been injured and killed in the bat-
tle against narcotics abuse.

No one will know the tangible and
intangible costs which abuse inflicts
upon society, nor upon the lives of the
drug abuser and his or her family. Here
is a subject worthy of the best efforts
of all men of good will.

We must find out what techniques
work and what techniques do not work
and why. We must fearlessly push away
the fog of misunderstanding and dis-
tortion which has enveloped so much
prior discussion.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be printed at this point in the REecorp
the text of a White House release of
September 14.
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There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
OFFICE OF THE PRESS SECRETARY,
September 14, 1962,

The White House today released a prog-
ress report on drug abuse which will be the
principal working paper for the forthcoming
first White House Conference on Narcotic
and Drug Abuse. The Conference has been
called by President Eennedy for September
27-28.

The report opposes placing drug offenders
in prison for long periods of time and at the
same time rejects any public policy which
would continue a person’s addiction by fur-
nishing him with drugs. Instead it calls
for treatment and rehabilitation which it
declares can restore the compulsive drug
abuser to a legal and in some cases even &
productive place in soclety.

The report was commissioned some 6
months ago by President Kennedy in prep-
aration for the forthcoming Conference,
which will bring some 400 sclentists, law
enforcement officials, and other recognized
authorities for a 2-day meeting at the State
Department. President Kennedy will ad-
dress the opening session of the Conference
and Attorney General Robert F. EKennedy
will be its General Chairman.

Among other conclusions of today's 60-
page report is that there is an evident de-
crease In abuse of such narcotics as heroin
at the present time, with a concomitant in-
crease in the abuse of such nonnarcotic drugs
as the barbiturates and amphetamines.
There is also increasing evidence (particu-
larly among teenagers) of the “spree” use of
a number of different drugs in rotation.

The report calls for revision of public and
professional attitudes toward drug addlc-
tion and for a broader approach to research.
“Since the number of those exposed to drug
abuse through physical proximity or actual
experimentation is far greater than the num-
ber who actually go on to be compulsive
users,” the authors state, “we may fruitfully
investigate the critical factors in those who
manage to remain free of the habit, rather
than those who do not. The frequently
cited environmental factors of poverty, limit-
ed education, crowding, etc., apply also to
many milllons who never use drugs or per-
form other antisocial acts.”

Chairman of the panel preparing the re-
port was Dr., David Goddard, provost, Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania. Other members
were Dr. Stanley Bennett, of the University
of Chlcago; Dr. Roger Egeberg, medical di-
rector, Los Angeles Department of Charitles;
Dr. George P. Hager, of the University of
Minnesota; Dr. George James, deputy com-
missioner of health, New York City; Dr.
EKeith Killam, of Stanford Unlversity; Dr.
Gardner Lindsey, of the University of Min-
nesota; and Dr. Maurice Seevers, of the Uni-
versity of Michigan.

The data in the study were obtained from
official documents, the open literature, and
extensive discussions with Government and
nongovernment officlals who have been ac-
tive in the general field of addiction. In
addition, field visits were made to New York,
California, and the U.S, Public Health Serv-
ice Hospital at Lexington, Ky.

The report is belng presented to the Con-
ference as a progress report and work paper
and not as conclusions to be either approved
or disapproved by Conference participants.

(Nore—The conclusions of the 60-page
“Progress Report of an Ad Hoc Panel on Drug
Abuse” are attached. A limited supply of
the full report is avalilable and can be ob-
tained from Dean Markham, planning direc-
tor, White House Conference on Narcotic
and Drug Abuse, Executive Office Building,
Executive 3-3300, ext. 371.)
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“FAMILY QUARREL” CAN WRECK
U.S. SPORTS COMPETITION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to call to the attention of the Sen-
ate some of the efforts we have been
making recently to bring about a show-
down in the so-called feuding, fussing,
and fighting between rival U.S. athletic
groups over U.S. participation in the
1964 Olympics.

I do not know whether my colleagues
are aware of the fact that because of
quarreling between special groups with
special interests over who will be in
charge, this country may not be rep-
resented in the 1964 Olympies. I want
to alert the public that if the United
States does not watch out, unless some-
thing is done in the very near future,
we may very well find that our country
will not be represented in the 1964
Olympics. Surely we will not be repre-
sented by our best talent. We may be
the laughing stock not only of the Na-
tion, but also of the world, in respect
to athletic sports competition.

The International Amateur Athletic
Federation has met in Belgrade. The
federation is the supreme world-govern-
ing body for international athletic com-
petition. The federation decided that
any athlete who competes in meets
staged by the new United States Track
and Field Federation may be barred from
international competition, including the
Olympic Games.

Thus, the “family quarrel” which has
been raging among sports groups in the
United States brings this country closer,
unfortunately, to an international ath-
letic. fiasco. A considerable proportion
of our 1964 Olympic athletes may be
barred from competition; the team
which we field may be but a “shadow”
of what it could be and should be.

If none of the major U.S. organiza-
tions yields in its present stand, our U.S.
Olympic team could, in effect, be wrecked
before it is even assembled.

Under the circumstances, I want to
urge that an impartial board, consisting
of outstanding civic and sports leaders
in the United States be set up to work
out this dispute.

USE WHITE HOUSE GOOD OFFICES TO MEDIATE

My distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EncrLE] pointed out this fact
weeks ago, after a visit to the White
House: The Office of the President
would be happy to use its “good offices” if
the various parties in the controversy
would each agree to ask it to do so.

The rival groups have not thus far so
agreed. I urge them to reconsider.

I do not like to see anyone in the U.S.
Government enter into the slightest in
matters which should be left in private
hands. But there is a national interest,
a nation need, and a national urgency.

A house divided against itself cannot
stand. An American sports world split
in half cannot possibly do justice to
America’s role on the international ath-
letic scene.

STAGE ATHLETIC MEETS IN EVERY CITY AND
STATE

Nothing less than unity will satisfy the

needs of this country for physical fitness
and sports strength.
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All U.S. mayors and Governors should
request civic and sports leaders to set up
pre-Olympic athletic eliminations at city,
county, State, and regional levels.

Every high school, college, park, play-
ground, municipal center, and armory in
this country should be used to find, train,
and test the talent of American athletes.

But the intramural battle must simul-
taneously be resolved.

NCAA—~AAU COMPETITION

Some observers have indicated that
the National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
ciation may request NCAA schools to
bar their facilities for the use of Amateur
Athletic Union meets. National Col-
legiate Athletic Association athletes
may be barred from participating in
Amateur Athletic Union events.

The U.S. Track & Field Federation
may be holding competitive indoor meets
and outdoor meets, rivaling those of the
Amateur Athletic Union.

By contrast, all of the sports groups
ought to be striving creatively for unity,
for a broadened, not narrowed. base of
American competition.

As I indicated in my statement in the
Senate on September 12, I do not pre-
sume to judge the merits of the argu-
ments of the rival groups.

I have a high regard for the Amateur
Athletic Union, for the National Col-
legiate Athletic Association, and for the
National Athletic Intercollegiate Asso-
ciation.

MINNESOTA'S INTEREST IN SPORTS

I know of the deep regard of Minne-
sota high schools and colleges for their
sports role.

I want the dedicated athletic coaches
and athletes of my State, as of every
other State of the Union, to be part of
a winning, united American team. To
lose the services of a Minnesota athlete
because he ran or swam at a rival meet
is, to my way of thinking, intolerable,.

The 1964 Olympics are fast approach-
ing. The sands of time are running out
in terms of advance preparation. We
should not lose any time in settling this
family argument.

SOVIET CLOBBERING US IN DEVELOPING
COUNTRIES

This entire subject would not be as
significant were it not for this fact: Evi-
dence indicates that we are tending to
run second-best in a “sports race” with
international communism throughout
the globe, that is, in sports exchanges
and athletic meets.

It is no accident that the Soviets con-
structed a giant stadium in Djakarta,
Indonesia.

It is no accident that the Soviets are
sending their best coaches to developing
countries; that they are importing hun-
dreds of athletes from Latin American,
Asian, and other lands.

This is all part of a global Red strategy
to raise Moscow’s prestige in the eyes of
millions of sports enthusiasts.

REPORT REQUESTED FROM STATE DEPARTMENT

On this international front, I have re-
quested a full report on United States-
Soviet sports competition from the De-
partment of State.
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All over Latin America and Asia,
Soviet coaches and teams are having a
field day with the athletes and crowds
of emerging countries.

Red propaganda is brainwashing mil-
lions of people in the new nations with
an image of a so-called Soviet superman.

Two-way exchanges by Communist
satellite countries are also playing a cru-
cial role in the “sports cold war.”

Soviet gold medalists in track and
field, swimming, or soccer, are as popu-
lar or more so in the neutralist nations
then Soviet cosmonauts.

Red sports stars give a decidedly dif-
ferent image to people throughout the
world than Red soldiers who patrol the
Wall of Shame in Berlin.

A massive increase in the U.S. athletic
exchange program is essential. We have
been sending over too few sports leaders
and, often, teams of too modest caliber.
And we have been inviting too few ath-
letes from abroad in our exchange pro-
gram.

CONCLUSION: LET US GET TOGETHER

The key to American victory in the
“sports cold war” is American teamwork.

We have a great deal to be proud of in
terms of the performance record of our
American athletes and the interest of
civic leaders.

Congress interest in this subject is not
new. In 1950, the 81st Congress—Public
Law 805—chartered a U.S. Olympic As-
sociation with outstanding representa-
tives. Unfortunately, funds have since
been lacking; vigorous foundation-type
support is, therefore, now essential.

The greatest leaders in American
philanthropy should be enlisted in this
task of raising the necessary funds now—
not a year from now or in early 1964.
The “base” must be further broadened
for sports-civie-industrial-labor partiei-
pation in our Olympic program.

LETTER FROM PAST PRESIDENT OF AAPHER

It is just a few days since I made my
initial statement on this overall subject.

Yet, even within this short period of
time, I have received an outstanding re-
sponse. Leaders in sports and physical
education from all over our Nation have
been in telephone, personal, and letter
contact with me and with the staff of the
Senate Subcommittee on Reorganization
and International Organizations.

I should like to introduce into the
Recorp but a single such message. It
comes, appropriately enough, from the
immediate past president of the Ameri-
can Association for Health, Physical
Education, and Recreation, the great
professional organization with 31,000
members throughout the 50 States of the
Union.

Dean Arthur S. Daniels, of Indiana
University School of Health, Physical
Education, and Recreation, commented
most graciously and, I might say,
promptly by way of response. As a mat-
ter of fact, he wrote on the very day that
he received the copy of my comments. I
ask unanimous consent that Dean
Daniel’s letter be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

20671

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

INDIANA UNIVERSITY, SCHOOL OF
HEeEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION,
AND RECREATION,
Bloomington, Ind., September 20, 1962.
Hon. HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENaTOR HUMPHREY: I have recelved
from your office a release dated September
19, 1962, entitled “Senator HUMPHREY Seeks
a ‘US. Olympic Foundation—Offers Five-
Point Program for Youth and Adult Fitness.”

I want to express my appreciation and
strong support for the position you have
taken regarding programs for youth and
adult fitness and the development of a U.S,
Olympiec Foundation. As immediate past
president of the American Association for
Health, Physical Education, and Recreation
I have worked very closely for the past 2 years
with President Kennedy's Council on Youth
Fitness. We have worked with Bud Wilkin-
son and his staff in the development of ideas
and the preparation of materials on youth
fitness.

Your interest and support of fitness and
Olympic activities is gratefully acknowledged.
It is such support from people in positions
of influence in our National Government that
would help these Iimportant movements
achieve success. Be assured of the support
in your endeavors from 31,000 members in
our national association and the approxi-
mately 100,000 workers in the field of health
education, physical education, recreation,
and athletics.

Sincerely,
ARTHUR S. DANIELS,
Dean, and Past President, American
Association for Health, Physical Edu-
cation, and Recreation.

VISA FOR OSWALD MOSELEY, BRIT-
ISH FASCIST LEADER

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish
to make a brief statement concerning an
event which has just taken place.

The news that the Department of
State has allowed a visa to be issued to
Sir Oswald Moseley, the British Fascist
leader, will be distressing to all Ameri-
cans. Indeed, I am particularly dis-
tressed as a Senator from New York that
the invitation should have been issued
to Moseley by a State college in Buffalo.
Nonetheless, our devotion to freedom of
speech and academic freedom is so
strong—and the absence of fear that the
words of any extremists would have
really damaging influence on the over-
whelming majority of Americans, young
or old, is so deeply ingrained in all of
us—that I would have to defend the
right of the college to invite Moseley, in
spite of the way I feel about him. There
are, however, substantial gquestions of
publie order which are also involved, and
these, it is hoped, will have been an-
swered by our authorities by making the
necessary survey in Buffalo before
Moseley actually clears our border—as
well as on the basis of experience with
the Buffalo meeting, assuming it comes
off.

We must remember that Moseley's
antisemitic diatribes in his own country
have been marked by serious violence
and that the United Kingdom recently
deported Lincoln Rockwell because his
presence was claimed to endanger public
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order. Section 212(a)27 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act places upon
the U.S. consular authorities and the
Attorney General the responsibility to
determine before admitting him that
Moseley will not “engage in activities
which would be prejudicial to the public
interest, or endanger the welfare, safety,
or security of the United States.” Mose-
ley’s admission also illustrates again the
injustice and discrimination of our pres-
ent immigration law which bars Com-
munists automatically but bars Fascists
only if it can be proved that they advo-
cate overthrow of the U.S. Government.

Altogether this is a most unhappy de-
velopment for our country, which I do
not believe anyone but native Fascists,
of whom very unfortunately we have a
few, would approve. Moseley’s visit—
and I hope it will be a short one—places
a very heavy burden upon the law en-
forcement authorities at the local, State,
and National level. We can only hope
that the State Department and the State
college of Buffalo really knew what they
were doing and that we shall all not rue
the day when our solicitude for free
speech and the free institutions of our
country caused us to stretch them so far
in order to show that they were meant
for friend and foe, citizens and visiting
alien alike.

Mr. KEATING.
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. EEATING. I am glad the Sen-
ator has brought up the subject. It
seems to me that it also should be said
that we should endeavor to establish, in
the granting of visas, some kind of con-
sistent policy. The Senator will remem-
ber that Mr. Tshombe sought to come
to the United States to address a college
group, but was denied a visa.

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.

Mr. EEATING. It is difficult for me
to understand how Mr. Moseley would
serve our nafional interest any better
by coming to the United States to speak
than would Mr. Tshombe.

We believe in freedom of speech. If
a university invites someone to speak
whose utterances are anathema to most
right-thinking people, it would not make
much sense to deny a visa to a man like
Mr. Tshombe, who might offend some
people but certainly would not offend
as many as Mr. Moseley, and then to
grant a visa to Mr. Moseley.

Mr. JAVITS. I think my colleague
makes an extremely valid point. I know
how my colleague feels about ecivil lib-
erties, with respect to which he has been
an ardent advocate. His heart is as
heavy as mine in the conflict always ob-
taining in this regard.

I would have admitted Mr. Tshombe,
if some reputable institution wanted
him to speak and there was no question
of disorder. That must be the acid test.

It is difficult to understand why a man
who, like Mr. Moseley, arouses emotions
of the most violent kind, quite justly
aroused, should be admitted, while Mr.
Tshombe, a good deal further removed
from the sensitivity of most people than
Mr. Moseley, should not be given a visa.

Mr. President, will
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AUTHORITY TO PRODUCE DOCU-
MENTS AND GIVE TESTIMONY IN
CASE OF UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AGAINST JAMES R.
HOFFA, ET AL—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Government
Operations, I report an original resolu-
tion, and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Whereas the case of the United States of
American versus James R. Hoffa and Com-~-
mercial Carriers, Ine., criminal action No.
13,241, 1s pending in the United States Dis-
trict Court for the Middle District of Tennes-
see; and

Whereas the Senate Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations of the Committee
on Government Operations, has in its pos-
session, by virtue of Senate Resolution 255,
section 5, 86th Congress, the records of the
former Senate Select Committee on Im-
proper Activities in the Labor or Manage-
ment Field; and

Whereas the chairman of the sald sub-
committee has received certain requests for
documents of the sald former Select Com-
mittee on Improper Activities in the Labor
or Management Field, to be used in connec-
tion with the aforementioned criminal pro-
ceeding; and

Whereas by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States no document under the
control and In the possession of the Senate
of the United States can, by the mandate of
processes of the ordinary courts of justice
be taken from such control or possession but
by its permission; and

Whereas by the privilege of the Senate
and by rule XXX of the Standing Rules of
the Senate, no document shall be withdrawn
from its flles except by the order of the
Benate, and

Whereas information secured by the staff
employees of the Senate pursuant to their
officlal dutles as employees may not be re-
vealed without the consent of the Senate:
Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the chairman of the Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations
of the Committee on Government Operations
or any staff employees, or former staff em-
ployees of the sald select committee, desig-
nated by him, are authorized to appear and
testify at the aforementioned trial; and be
it further

Resolved, That the chairman of the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investigations of
the Committee on Government Operations
is authorized to comply with the aforesald
requests and deliver the requested documents
in the possession of the sald subcommittee
to the Department of Justice; and be it
further

Resolved, That during the periods of time
that the Senate is in adjournment sine die,
the chairman of the sald subcommittee is
authorized, in his discretion, to comply with
such further requests as might be received
from the parties in the above enumerated
litigation which might call for the produc-
tion of further documents In the possession
of the sald subcommittee, so that the ends
of justice shall be met thereby.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection to consideration of the resolu-
tion?

‘There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.
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Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, this
is a simple resolution to authorize the
use of Senate documents and of the staff
of the Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations as witnesses in the event
they are needed in the trial of a criminal
case. It is the usual procedure, because
the Senate has exclusive jurisdiction
over its own records. This procedure is
necessary in order that the legislative
branch of the Government in these in-
stances may cooperate fully with the
executive branch of the Government.

I ask for immediate consideration and
action on the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution is open to amendment. If there
be no amendment to be proposed, the
question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution (S. Res. 405) was agreed
to

:I‘he preamble was agreed to.

SUN VALLEY MAIL AND WIRE
FRAUD CASE

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, re-
cently, some few Members of Congress
publicly criticized the Justice Depart-
ment and the Attorney General for
what they described as unfairly seeking
a postponement and delaying the trial
in the case of the Federal Government
against James R. Hoffa and a Detroit
bank official by the name of Robert E.
McCarthy, in what is known as the Sun
Valley mail and wire fraud case, which
is pending in a Federal district court in
Florida.

It is not my purpose to here now serve
as a defender of the Department of Jus-
tice or the Attorney General. When the
true facts and all of the attending cir-
cumstances are considered, neither
needs any defense. I do feel, however,
that pertinent facts, which were omitted
by the Members of Congress in their erit-
icism, should be stated for the record;
and that is what I shall do.

According to my information—and I
am sure the court records will so re-
flect—the Government repeatedly sought
to expedite the trial of this case, where-
as the defense sought delay. I am ad-
vised that since the indictment was re-
turned, defense attorneys have filed
more than 40 motions in the trial court;
they have appealed 7 decisions to the
Circuit Court of Appeals; and at pres-
ent, there are 2 petitions pending before
the U.S. Supreme Court which are yet
unresolved.

The Government, beginning on De-
cember 15, 1960, continuously sought to
have this case come to trial over the ob-
jections of the defendants until it
learned that defendant McCarthy had
suffered a heart attack and was unable
to stand the physical strain of a long
court trial without the risk of further
and permanent injury to his health, and
possibly, his death.

Attorneys for the defendants, for rea-
sons best known to them, did not dis-
close these facts, and therefore, the Fed-
eral Government found it necessary to
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introduce an affidavit from Mr. Me-
Carthy’s physician which stated in part:

* * * Mr. McCarthy has * * * a grave
condition in any instance (which) by exten-
sion can be fatal. * * * Assuming that Mr.
MecCarthy was exposed to a trial of any pro-
tracted length * * * it Is my professional
opinion that such an ordeal * * * might
well result in total future incapacitation or
a fatality.

I think the Justice Department, under
these circumstances, should be com-
mended rather than condemned for seek-
ing a postponement. To proceed to trial
and thus imperil the life of one of the
defendants in the case would have been
a serious miscarriage of justice. Bear
in mind it is estimated by the Govern-
ment that the trial of this case will be
of at least 2 months duration, and de-
fense attorneys contend that it will take
longer than 6 months to complete the
trial of it.

Another criticism leveled at the Gov-
ernment is that it took advantage of an
unusual legal situation in Florida to
juggle the trial dates of two cases in
which Mr. Hoffa is a defendant, one
pending in the Federal court in Tampa
and the other in the Federal court in
Nashville, Tenn.

A legal problem does exist. It was cre-
ated by the establishment of a new judi-
cia] district in Florida affecting Tampa,
the site of the Sun Valley case.

I believe it went into effect on July 30,
1962.

It created a new middle district in
Florida which will come into existence
on October 29. It will embrace and have
jurisdiction over the Tampa area.
Therefore, a serious legal question arises
as to whether a trial that had started
in the present distriet could be concluded
within the territorial jurisdiction of the
new district.

It was precisely to avoid such a serious
legal question that a conference of Flor-
ida judges ordered that trials in Tampa
affected by the new district which would
not be completed by October 28, be re-
scheduled. The Sun Valley case involv-
ing Mr. Hoffa and Mr. McCarthy was
only one of a number of cases so affected.

It should be noted that this determina-
tion was made by the courts and not by
the Department of Justice.

Again, no criticism with respect to
the court situation in Florida is war-
ranted against the Attorney General or
the Department of Justice. This is a
situation not of their creation but one
that is incident to recent legislation en-
acted by the Congress.

It, therefore, appears to me that the
Department of Justice has proceeded
properly, in accordance with necessity
of existing conditions and in keeping
with traditional justice.

CUBA'S “FISHERMEN"

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, this
afternoon, the UPI News Service has re-
ported, as follows:

Miamr—Premier Fidel Castro today an-
nounced that Soviet Russia is building a
“fishing port” in Cuba *“‘to facilitate (com-
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mercial) fishery operations of the Soviet fleet
in the Atlantic area.”

Castro's disclosure was made over Havana
Radlo in the course of a speech during the
signing of a Soviet-Cuban fisheries agree-
ment in the Cuban capital. The ceremony
was broadeast by radio and television
throughout Cuba.

Castro and Soviet Fisheries Minister A,
Ishkov signed the agreement. Castro wore
his usual olive drab fatigue uniform. The
Soviet delegate, however, was clad in the
Cuban “guayabera” or open sports shirt.

Castro said the estimated $12-million cost
of the Russian fishing port would be shared
in equal amounts by Russia and Cuba. The
signing ceremony took place at the Civic
Square headquarters in suburban Havana of
the National Agrarian Reform Institute.

The fishing protocal signed today repre-
sented a formal extension of the commereial
fishing aid the Russians have been giving
Castro since earlier this year.

On personal orders of Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev, Russia earlier this year dis-
patched a fleet of six ocean-going fishing
trawlers to Cuba to aid in developing that
country’s commercial potentialities.

The Russians “loaned"” the craft to the
Castro regime for a year in the course of
which time the Cubans were to have the op-
tion of returning the trawlers or buying
them.

However, today's announcement was the
first disclosure that the Russians intended
to formally establish a fishing base of op-
erations in the Caribbean area.

It is well known what the Soviet fishing
trawlers, as they are called, have been
doing and will do. They have been con-
gregating and will congregate around
Cape Canaveral with eavesdropping de-
vices. Moreover some Cuban ships are
already equipped with short-range 15-
mile missiles, which could also have a
devastating effect.

I do not wish to be misunderstood. I
know of no intention to use such mis-
siles. But missile equipment on one of
those Cuban ships could have a devastat-
ing effect on any vessel. These so-called
fishing trawlers could carry missiles.
We now have a Soviet fishing base es-
tablished. Next there will be a hunting
base, Then there will be a duck shoot-
ing base. The Pussians are always able
to find a name for what they do. They
are experts at semantics.

But we must look at the facts. The
fish that the Russians are trying to
catch are human fish throughout the
Caribbean and vhroughout Latin Amer-
ica. If we fall for this new bait, we will
be the biggest suckers of all. I hope
that we will not merely look the other
way and say that the situation is a
serious one or that what has happened
will further complicate our problem.
Initially, we should, in the strongest
terms possible, bring the problem to the
attention of the Organization of Amer-
ican States. The so-called fishing base
in Cuba is a much greater threat to the
other countries of this hemisphere than
it is to us. We must draw the line some-
where. Where? When are we going to
stop allowing further Soviet penetration
into this hemisphere?

PATROL VESSELS RETURNED TO CASTRO

Mr. President, that brings me to a
somewhat related, though entirely dif-
ferent, subject upon which I intended
to speak today. It is my unfortunate
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task to announce to the Senate that as
a direct result of Department of State
policies, an incredible decision has been
made. Judge Dyer of the Federal district
court in Miami has ordered the release
to the Cuban Government of two vessels
being held in Key West. Judge Dyer
based his decision entirely upon the re-
quest of the Department of State for
sovereign immunity. The Department of
State has maintained that the Castro
government must be accorded the rights
which “accrue to the government of a
sovereign state under international law.”
In Judge Dyer’s view, this policy determi-
nation by the Department of State is
binding in the Federal courts and as a
result, these vessels which can be used
for patrolling the Cuban coast and
shooting down would-be refugees from
Castro’s tyranny are to be handed back
to Fidel Castro. A 3-day stay order was
granted to permit possible appeal to the
circuit court of appeals or to the Supreme
Court.

Mr. President, like all my colleagues
in the Senate I am most vigorously and
vehemently opposed to the Soviet ship-
ment of military equipment and other
supplies with a military potential to
Cuba. I am equally opposed to the leas-
ing or chartering of ships by our NATO
allies to assist the Soviets in their un-
holy task of arming Castro and his co-
horts so that they can enforce their will
unhindered on the helpless Cuban peo-
ple. Furthermore, Mr. President, I am
even more deeply opposed to the actions
that have been taken by the U.S. Gov-
ernment, in the Federal district court in
Florida, to send back to the Cuban Gov-
ernment ships or vessels that can be
used for military purposes, or to fire
upon unarmed refugees trying to escape
from Cuba.

Let me make it clear that my criticism
is not directed at the Federal judge, who
probably had no discretion in this mat-
ter, in the light of the position taken by
the Department of State.

Mr. President, in view of the national
indignation at Soviet shipments and our
announced efforts to halt the chartering
of NATO ships to the Soviet Union and
the authority conveyed in this bill to
call up American men into the service,
it is in my judgment an incredible act
on the part of the State Department to
intervene in a Federal court with the
express purpose of returning to the
Cuban Government vessels that have
been used in the past and may well be
used in the future to menace Cubans
who are seeking their freedom.

The facts are these, Mr. President: In
mid-July two 35-foot vessels were seized
by Cuban citizens wishing to escape from
the tyranny which today grips Cuba. By
means of these vessels, several Cubans
made their way to the coast of Florida,
at which point the vessels were attached
by American creditors who had duly ob-
tained judgments in court, for sale at
auction by the sheriff of Monroe County,
Fla., as compensation. This attachment
was confirmed by full legal proceedings
in the Florida State courts and sustained
on appeal to Florida’s highest court. The
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date of auction was set for August 27.
On August 6 the Government of Cuba
made representations, through the Em-
bassy of Czechoslovakia claiming that by
virtue of their ownership by the Cuban
Government, the vessels were entitled to
sovereign immunity from seizure or at-
tachment in the United States. Ten
days later, on August 16, the Department
of State dispatched a letter to the At-
torney General asking that the U.S. at-
torney in Miami file the necessary papers
to force the return of the vessels to the
Cuban Government. The speed with
which this action was taken to do
Castro's bidding is amazing to those of
us who are accustomed to wait 2 or even
3 weeks on simple requests for informa-
tion. Or to those of us who know how
many months it took the Government to
study the question before ending U.S.
trade with Cuba.

Mr. President, I am in the process, in
concert with other Members, of drafting
a resolution expressing the sense of the
Senate—and I may add that the Senate
has the constitutional right and duty to
give its advice and consent in these
matters—expressing the sense of the
Senate that these vessels which un-
doubtedly possess a military potential as
far as the Cuban situation is concerned
not be returned to the Castro govern-
ment at this time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include in the Recorp, following
my remarks, a letter I received from the
Department of State which, in my judg-
ment, deserves immediate and complete
reconsideration since the policy decision
that has apparently been made is, in my
judgment, at variance with the view
which I believed the Senate endorsed in
its near unanimous passage of Senate
Resolution 230 last week.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,

as follows:

SeprEMBER 20, 1962,
Hon, EENNETH B. KEATING,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SEnaTOR EKEaTING: I want to thank
you for your telegram of September 19 on
the subject of the disposition of two vessels
belonging to the Cuban Government now
held in Florida.

This Government recognizes that the Cas-
tro government is the governing power in
Cuba even though it has no diplomatic rela-
tions with that government. It must, there-
fore, be accorded such rights as “accrue to
the government of a sovereign state under
international law."” It is the U.S. view that
the property of the government of a sovereign
state Is immune from execution under in-
ternational law. Consequently, upon the re-
quest of the Czechoslovak Government, rep-
resenting Cuban interests in the United
States, the Department recognized the im-
munity from execution of two vessels belong-
ing to the Cuban Government which had
been levied on by a judgment creditor of
that Government. Accordingly, the Depart-
ment of Justice was requested to instruct the
appropriate U.S. attorney to file a suggestion
of immunity with the court in which the
actlon was pending.

‘While these two boats may possibly be de-
scribed as having a military potential, they
are in fact 36-foot passenger type craft—ill-
sulted for naval operations.

If I can be of further assistance, please
do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,
FrepericE G. DUTTON.
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Mr. KEATING. The Senate did not
have before it at that time the fact that
our Government was forcing the return
to Cuba of two ships which have a mili-
tary potential, and depriving a U.S. cred-
itor of the right to levy on them. The
Members of the Senate did not have
these facts before them at the time they
passed the joint resolution. In my judg-
ment this action is inconsistent with the
position which our Government has al-
ready taken.

Mr. KEATING subsequently said: Mr.
President, it is my pleasure to announce
that I have just received word that the
Department of State has agreed to a
hearing tomorrow afternoon at the De-
partment of State with regard to the
question of returning to the Cuban Gov-
ernment the two vessels now held in
Florida, which I discussed earlier today.
The purpose of the meeting, which the
Department of State arranged, is, I am
informed, to present arguments as to
why sovereign immunity should not be
granted to these vessels formerly owned
by the Cuban Government.

I would certainly hope that the State
Department would give weight to the
spirit and the letter of the resolution
passed by the Senate with only one dis-
senting vote last week, expressing the
determination of the United States to
work with freedom-loving Cubans for
their ultimate self-determination. The
fact that this hearing has been granted
is an encouraging sign, and I commend
the State Department for this action,
for I know all Americans will agree that
it is foolish in the extreme to send back
to Castro, through State Department ac-
tion in our courts, property which can
under any circumstances be used for
military purposes.

AN OVERDUE U.S. DEBT TO THE
NEW YORK POLICE FORCE

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, there
is a bill affecting New York State pend-
ing on the Senate Calendar which deeply
concerns me and which I hope will re-
ceive action before we adjourn. I refer
to H.R. 4441, authorizing the payment of
$1.5 million to the city of New York to-
ward expenses incurred guarding Khru-
shechev, Castro, Kadar, and the other
Communist leaders who attended the
15th annual session of the United Na-
tions General Assembly in 1960.

The measure was reported favorably
by the chairman of the Senate Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations on July 9, 1962.
As the sponsor of a companion bill in
the Senate with my colleague, Senator
Javirs, I am firmly convinced that this
legislation is meritorious. Presidents
Eisenhower and Kennedy have endorsed
it. The House passed this bill on April
5, 1962 by a vote of 207 to 152. Failure
to act on it would be a distinet slap in
the face to the city and State of New
York.

It is no understatement to say that
these funds are desperately needed.
The job of protecting citizens of New
York City, as of any other great city in
our Nation, is expensive in terms of men
and money. No police force, and espe-
cially not the New York City force, has
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extra money to spend for purposes not
directly related to the protection of its
citizens.

Just last week a 12-year-old girl was
brutally killed in a New York City hous-
ing project located in an extremely dan-
gerous area, which the authorities had
been requested to guard. Since the
manpower was not immediately avail-
able, tenants of the project set up a vigi-
lante committee to protect themselves.
Here, in the center of the Nation's larg-
est city, it is necessary for citizens to
band together as vigilantes because of
the position taken by the New York City
administration that they cannot spend
any more money for police protection.
What better proof can this body ask of
the need for action on H.R, 4441?

Mr. William Stewart, spokesman for
the vigilante force, said that the pro-
tective effort had been started because
30 incidents of violence, including mug-
gings and rapes, had occurred in 1 year
at this project. More than 80 men vol-
unteered for duty, with two men at a
time serving one-hour tours. Despite
their efforts, a little girl was murdered
in cold blood, and to the best of my
knowledge, her killers have not been
found.

Incidents like this are all too frequent.
A grocer in Brooklyn who had been re-
peatedly robbed recently wrote to the
Mayor demanding more and better police
protection. Here is what he said:

Sir, you are my last hope. If I can't get
any help from your office, then maybe I will
Just have to take the advice of some police
sergeant who told me to sell the store.

I am not proud of this record. I cite
it as evidence of the overriding impor-
tance of H.R. 4441, Other cities have
the same problem. We read about it all
the time right here in Washington, D.C.

In the first 6 months of 1962, crime
complaints have risen 8.5 percent in New
York City, compared to a national in-
crease of 3 percent. The New York
Times, in an editorial published last Fri-
day, pointed with alarm at the inade-
quacy of the manpower of the New York
City police force. Iquote:

No matter what are the comparative sta-
tistics of police protectlion here and else-
where, New York does not have enough po-
licemen to make the public feel safe—on the
streets, in the parks, in the subways, at
schools, in places of business, or in the for-
tress of its own homes.

The Times suggested that unless this
situation can be remedied, taxes should
be increased to pay for needed additional
policemen.

H.R. 4441 is not a real solution to these
fundamental and long-standing prob-
lems. All I intend to show today is that
there is no question about the urgent
need for these extra funds. Two Presi-
dents, two key congressional commit-
tees and the other body have indicated
that this money is morally owed to the
city of New York for extaordinary and
unprecedented precautions to protect the
Communist dictators who visited the
city in 1960.

The General Assembly meeting of 1960
is now a faded inkblot on the pages of
history, as newer developments in the
cold war engage our attention. Yet few
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people fully realize how fortunate this
country is that no serious disturbances
occurred during the 26 days that the
world’s most powerful Communist lead-
ers were gathered in New York.

Secretary Khrushchev's waving shoes
and midnight rides, Fidel Castro’s hotel
switches, chicken suppers, and fatigue
pants are easy to remember. But few
recall the very real danger implicit in
these events. How easy it would have
been for a bitter exile or a paid assassin
to fire a well-aimed shot at one of these
men, who have drawn the justifiable
hatred of many. However, there were
no incidents, because the city police de-
voted tremendous efforts to the task of
preventing them. None of the dictator
delegates had been invited as official
guests, and as a result none were re-
guired to announce their plans from day
to day. In an atmosphere resembling a
three-ring circus, Khrushchev, Castro,
Tito, Nasser, and Kadar careened
through the city exchanging visits,
arguing, drawing enormous crowds.

The preparations for this period were
no simple matter. The Police Depart-
ment of the City of New York found that
to protect the dignitaries sufficiently, it
would be necessary to use roughly 7,700
men. The entire city police force has
only 24,000 men. All officers were re-
quired to serve 21 full shifts within a
20-day period. Days off were canceled.
Vacations went by the board.

Thousands of members of New York’'s
force, from patrolmen through detec-
tives and inspectors, were part of this
operation. There is no telling how many
serious incidents were avoided by their
presence. At least one infruder carry-
ing a “Molotov cocktail” was apprehend-
ed. Several threatening demonstirations
were dispersed. At no time, however,
were the people of the city or the visiting
leaders deprived of their freedom of
movement. Meetings and parties went
on undisturbed inside the embassies,
while demonstrations continued and pro-
tests were aired outside the doors. The
policemen may have grumbled privately
at their added burden, but they did their
job loyally and efficiently and were a
credit to the law enforcement profes-
sion.

I agree with both the Senate and House
committees and the letters from the
State Department that this reimburse-
ment to the New York Police should
not be considered as precedent setting.
In fact, it is because the whole incident
of the opening of the 15th General As-
sembly was so extraordinary that we are
faced with this measure today.

We have stalled long enough. We are
getting down to the wire. The case is
clear. We must act. I hope that this
issue will be decided on its merits and
that no extraneous considerations will
be allowed to block this needed and equi-
table legislation.

WATER POLLUTION CLEAN-UP
DRIVE

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, the
Junior Chambers of Commerce along the
Mohawk River area of New York State
have embarked on a concerted campaign
to eliminate water pollution. I offer my
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hearty congratulations to these enter-
prising groups for undertaking so use-
ful and worthwhile a project.

The Mohawk River is one of the most
scenic streams in New York and is a
vital artery of commerce, as well. The
restoration of the river deserves the full
cooperation of all residents of the Mo~
hawk Valley and the support, to the ex-
tent necessary, of the Federal Govern-
ment. I congratulate the Jaycees on
their ambitious program and wish them
success.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp, a letter I have received from
Roland F., Smith, chairman of the river
restoration project, which further de-
scribes the project.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:
SCHENECTADY JAYCEES,
Schenectady, N.Y. September 4, 1962.
Hon. KENNETH B, KEATING,
U.S. Senator,
Rochester, N.Y.

DEear SENATOR KEATING: Water pollution is
under attack by the Junior Chambers of
Commerce along New York's Mohawk River.
It is part of a River Restoration project in-
volving all communities from Rome to Al-
bany along the 100-mile length of this most
picturesque body of water. Statewide imple-
mentation of similar projects by the New
York State Junior Chamber of Commerce is
expected at a later date.

The pr also encompasses elimination
of floating debris and improvement of shore-
line conditions. Renewed attractiveness to
industry and vacationers, conservation of
wildlife, and greater utilization by loecal
citizenry—all are benefits most compelling.

The junior chambers of commerce will
succeed in this project because they are com-
posed of young men of action, and effectively
organized for the necessary joint attack on
the problem.

We believe our goal important enough to
ask for your personal mote of endorsement.
It will be most helpful to us in stimulating
local community action, and in sustalning
the enthusiasm of the young men who will

the program to their communities.
Most respectfully yours,

Roranp F. SMITH,
Chairman, River Restoration Project.

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
EMANCIPATION PROCLAMATION

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, on
Sunday last, in a stirring ceremony at
the foot of the great marble memorial
to Abraham Lincoln in the Nation’s
Capital, we marked the 100th anniver-
sary of the Emancipation Proclamation.
We reaffirmed a great principle which is
the cornerstone of our national strength
and our leadership in the world—that all
men, regardless of race, creed or color,
are created equal.

Almost 20 million Americans, or about
one-tenth of our population, are mem-
bers of the Negro race. Over the past
century these people have come to know
the difference between proclamations
and fact, between the words of a hu-
mane President and the deeds of prej-
udiced citizens, between a scrap of pa-
per and what lies in the hearts of men.
It has not always been easy for them.

During these years, however, the Ne-
gro has demonstrated his willingness to
work, study and sacrifice—as well all
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must—if we are to move forward in the
mainstream of American life. He has
contributed to American thought and
education. His signature lies on this
Nation’s literature, poetry, and music.
He has taken up arms in defense of our
principles, and the bodies which lie on
the bloody slopes of Montecassino and
the bullet-spattered sand of Tarawa are
black as well as white.

Although we have made progress in
fulfilling the concept of the Emancipa-
tion Proclamation, there is still a long
way to go. We are waiting for the long
promised “stroke of a pen” which will
wipe out racial segregation in housing.

We are working for legislation to out-
law segregation in hospital construction,
education, public works, public recrea-
tion, and employment. We are strug-
gling to translate the equal protection
of the law from a promise to a reality.
It has been extremely slow going, despite
noble words from high quarters.

Also, we have learned the hard way
how tough it is to have civil rights bills
passed without effective leadership and
in view of the stone-age procedures un-
der which Congress labors.

Last year I proposed a resolution (S.
Con. Res. 45) which would underscore
the necessity for our constant and re-
newed dedication to transform a noble
concept into hard fact. My resolution
proposes that the President, on January
1, 1963, issue a declaration of freedom,
reaffirming the sacred and historic prin-
ciples of liberty, justice and equality
upon which this Nation was founded,
and rededicating our people and our
Government to the solemn responsibility
of honoring and practicing those prin-
ciples and perpetuating them as our
God-given heritage.

In the battle for men's minds, in the
struggle to attract the loyalties of emerg-
ing nations against the ruthless compe-
tition of the Communists, America must
restate her principles, not only in words,
but in deeds. We must demonstrate in
a dramatic way our basic difference with
the world of communism, where there
is no such thing as individual rights.
This is an obligation to ourselves as
Americans, and to the world, through
our leadership of free nations.

I urge once again that Congress ap-
prove this measure, no less as a pledge
to our own people than a notice to the
nations of the world that we shall never
give up the battle against unfairness
and prejudice, and that we are as de-
termined to conquer the challenges to
freedom at home as we are in the tri-
bunals of the world.

ADMITTANCE OF VESSEL,“CITY OF
NEW ORLEANS,” TO AMERICAN
REGISTRY

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 3115) to authorize the
admittance of the vessel City of New
Orleans to American registry and to per-
mit the use of such vessel in the coast-
wise trade.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, is S.
3115 the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.
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Mr. BARTLETT. Mr, President, S.
3115 would permit the vessel City of New
Orleans, which is a training ship and
which was built in Japan, to engage in
the coastwise trade between the State
of Washington and the State of Ala-
bama. All the administrative agencies
directly concerned support the bill.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. ENGLE. Can the Senator name
any shipbuilding organization in the
United States or any shipping interest
in the United States which supports the
proposed legislation, other than the
Alaska Steamship Co., if that is its
name?

Mr. BARTLETT. The name of the
company is Alaska Steamship Co.

1 was not referring to support from
any private agencies or companies, but
I was about to cite an impressive list of
Government agencies which warmly
support, endorse, and even applaud the
measure.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alaska yield?

Mr. BARTLETT. First, I should like
to name the agencies, because I think
the fact that they have endorsed the bill
should carry great weight with the Sen-
ate when it considers the bill, which I
deem to be relatively noncontroversial;
namely, the Maritime Administration,
the administration which has to do with
our trade at sea——

Mr. BUTLER. Will the Senator from
Alaska state the reasons for the support
of this measure by the Maritime Admin-
istration?

Mr. BARTLETT. Because the Mari-
time Administration thought it was a
good measure for the United States.

Mr. BUTLER. In what way? Does
the Senator from Alaska have any letter
or other document in that connection?

Mr. BARTLETT. I think the report
covers that point. I shall read the state-
ment which appears on page 5 of the
report; it is a statement from the Mari-
time Administration. Later, I shall be
glad to state, for the benefit of the Sen-
ator from Maryland, the appropriate
comments of other agencies.

The Maritime Administration stated:

We recommend favorable consideration of
the bill—

And these are its reasons for doing
50—
because it would provide improved and more
efficient service between Alaska and the rest
of the continental United States; because it
would provide assistance to this segment of
our offshore domestic trade at no expense to
the Government——

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from Alaska yield?

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes; but I thought
the Senator from Maryland wanted to
know the reasons why the Maritime Ad-
ministration favors the bill.

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, and the Senator
from Alaska has stated the reasons.

Mr. BARTLETT. But the Maritime
Administration has other reasons for
approving the bill, and I should like to
have the Senator from Maryland know
all of them.
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Mr. BUTLER. But the Senator from
Alaska just now used the words “at no
expense to the Government.” I respect-
fully submit that if this ship, which is
foreign built, is admitted into U.S.
registry—and I point out that the prin-
cipal component of the ship is steel—
without payment of the 19-percent duty,
that will cost the United States approxi-
mately $395,000, which would be a con-
siderable cost to the United States.

Mr. BARTLETT. I am stating the
views of the Maritime Administration.
Later, I shall state my own views, which
do not deviate greatly from those of the
Maritime Administration.

The Maritime Administration pro-
ceeded to say:

Because the vessel is especlally adapted to
meet the announced competition of Cana-
dian rail lines—

And today we can strike out the word
“announced”.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President will the
Senator from Alaska yield again to me?

Mr. BARTLETT. Iyield.

Mr. BUTLER. Does not the Senator
from Alaska know that the vessel is of
the same type as the seatrains which
trade between Florida and the Caribbean
islands?

Mr. BARTLETT. I did not make an
investigation on the basis of a compari-
son between the City of New Orleans and
the seatrains.

Mr, BUTLER. I inform the Senator
from Alaska that that is a fact; and that
company is now building two vessels in
the United States, at almost double the
price the Alaskan company is paying for
this vessel. Those vessels are being built
with American labor, and they are doc-
umented under the American flag.

Mr. BARTLETT. I am delighted to
hear that.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alaska yield further?

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. But this vessel would
be in direct competition with those ships;
and those who are building them are
protesting against the enactment of this
measure, because they ask, if ships built
in other countries are to be brought, duty
free, into the American registry, why
should ships to serve the domestic trades
be built in the United States?

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Alaska
yield to me?

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. This
particular company now has five ships
tied up, out of service, and it is not using
them; and, to my knowledge, it is not
now building more ships,

Mr. BUTLER. I am talking about the
Seatrain Co.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. But
these are the same. This particular ship
is for the purpose of transporting rail-
road cars only.

Mr. BUTLER. But it is not owned by
the Seatrain Co. The Seatrain Co. is
now building two ships in American
yards. The proposed admission into the
domestic trades of this Japanese-built
vessel would seriously affect the financ-
ing of the two Seatrain Co. vessels now
being built in American yards.
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Mr. BARTLETT. But I have not yet
completed stating all the reasons why
the Maritime Administration, as only
one agency of the U.S. Government that
is concerned with this subject, favors the
bill.

Mr. BUTLER. Very well.

Mr, BARTLETT. This is another rea-
son why the Maritime Administration
favors the bill:

And because the wvessel is Immediately
available to meet this competition. For the
foregoing reasons, we feel justified in mak-
ing an exception to our usual opposition to
any breach in the prohibition of sectlion 27
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alaska yield again to me?

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Then would the Sena-
tor from Alaska advocate that American
railroads, in order to meet some Cana-
dian competition, have all of their en-
gines, cars, rails, and all other equipment
made abroad, and brought into the
United States and used here?

Mr. BARTLETT. I shall be very glad
to state my own position——

Mr. BUTLER. My point is that this
ship was built in Japan.

Mr. BARTLETT. That is acknowl-
edged.

Mr. BUTLER. The ship was not built
by American labor. But it is proposed to
bring this ship into our domestic trades—
that is, to have it ply between the States;
not to be in foreign commerce, but to be
used in the domestic trades. Since 1817
that has not been permitted; and it has
not been permitted because the domestic
trades have always been reserved to
Americans in American ships.

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator from
Maryland is literally accurate in his ref-
erence to the ship’s being built in Japan;
but he forgot to state that 40 percent of
the total cost of the vessel is made up of
equipment manufactured in the United
States by American labor, and shipped
to Japan, for installation. Forty per-
cent of the 100-percent total cost was
spent in the United States.

Mr. BUTLER. Let me ask the Sena-
tor from Alaska a question in that con-
nection: If an American manufacturer
fabricates 40 percent of an article in the
United States, and then sends it abroad,
to have it completed, when it is shipped
back into the United States it is dutiable,
is it not?

Mr. BARTLETT. I think that is true.

Mr. BUTLER. Then why should this
ship be free of all duty? Simply because
someone wishes to give it to the Alaska
Steamship Co. for nothing?

Mr. BARTLETT. I do not know
whether the views of the Government
agencies—upon whom we generally rely
to a considerable extent, although we
maintain rare independence of judg-
ment, will be influential in this connec-
tion; but the Treasury Department has
a view on the very point the Senator from
Maryland raises. I inform the Senator
from Maryland that I have been advised
only today by all comments from the
Treasury Department that under the
Tariff Act, section 1001, paragraph 370,
this vessel is exempt from any duty.
That paragraph places a duty on pleas-
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ure boats or yachts, but specifically
exempts boats “to be used, or intended
to be used, in trade or commerce.”

The Treasury statement to me also
sets forth the following:

The practice 1s not to impose a duty on
vessels bullt in a foreign country and later
brought into American registry. It there-
fore appears that there iz no basis for im-
posing a discriminatory duty on this vessel;
namely, the City of New Orleans.

Mr, BUTLER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Alaska yield at this point?

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. With all respect to the
Senator from Alaska and to the Treas-
ury Department——

Mr. BARTLETT. I am flatiered to
be coupled with the Treasury Depart-
ment.

Mr. BUTLER. In that case the Treas-
ury Department was speaking of a ship
built abroad and put under American
registry for the foreign trade, not the
domestic trades.

Mr. BARTLETT. I see no difference.

Mr. BUTLER. But I see a great deal
of difference. If the vessel is to be used
in the domestic trades, to compete
against America-operated, American-
built ships in the same domestic trades,
why should not the duty be imposed
on the ship when it is brcught in?

I point out that in 1817 the Congress
of the United States enacted what is
now the Jones Act; and at the time of
that enactment, Congress removed all
duty and all fees and all types of sanc-
tions against any foreign ship which
would come in here, because otherwise
the imposition of the duty and fees and
sanctions would prevent such ships from
coming in. Therefore, all tariffs, duties,
and fees were repealed.

If this ship is to be brought in as an
exception to the Jones Act, which the
bill clearly seeks to do——

Mr. BARTLETT. It does.

Mr. BUTLER. Then it should be sub-
ject to a duty. I do not see how the
Senator could escape that conclusion.
Think of the Senator’s telling his con-
stituents who go fo Europe or who im-
port goods when they bring in goods
worth more than a hundred dollars they
must pay a duty, yet a ship costing
$400,000 is to come in without a duty.

Mr. BARTLETT. I have already told
them why—it will lower the cost of liv-
ing in Alaska.

Mr. BUTLER. It will lower the cost
of living in Alaska, but it will cost
$400,000 to bring it in. It violates the
Jones Act. It tears the Merchant Ma-
rine Act to pieces.

Mr. BARTLETT. If the Senator will
permit me, I have a very short opening
statement to make. I have read about
two sentences. It will not take long.

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to have
a quorum call before I make my speech.

Mr. BARTLETT. I have not com-
pleted mine. I was hopeful that Mem-
bers of the Senate would listen and be
convinced by the weight of the festi-
mony in support of the bill

I will inform the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. McNamArRa]l about the warm
support given to the bill by the Mari-
time Commission, the department
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chiefly concerned. The Department of
Defense is strongly supporting this bill.
The Department of the Interior is on
record in favor of it, as is the General
Services Administration.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, what do the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Department of
the Interior have to do with the bill?

Mr. BARTLETT. They were asked by
the Commerce Committee, of which the
Senator from California and I are hon-
ored to be members, to make a statement.
They did, in response to the invitation of
the committee. When approached by
the committee they were not reluctant
to say it was a good bill.

The Department of Defense has an
essential role in this matter because, for
understandable reasons, the Department
wants to build up for Alaska, where we
have a considerable defense establish-
ment, the very best possible maritime
situation.

Mr. ENGLE. The Department of
State also supported it. Why does not
the Senator mention that?

Mr. BARTLETT. I will take the word
of the Senator from California that the
Department of State did support it, and
I am glad to have that support, because
ie think it is of particular importance

re.

In addition, the Governor and State
Chamber of Commerce in Alaska have
worked for the enactment of this bill.
It is obvious that the addition of this
efficient train ship to the Alaska trade
would help Alaska by improving the serv-
ice and, through efficiency, reducing the
high shipping rates we have had to pay
for so many years. In addition, the ves-
sel would permit some effective competi-
tion to be given the recently inaugurated
rail-barge service to Alaska through
Canada.

The vessel was constructed in Japan
for the United States-Cuba trade. When
this trade was extinguished the vessel
became available for use in the Alaska,
or other trade routes. Although gen-
erally a foreign vessel may not be used in
the coastwise trade, the Department of
Defense and the Maritime Administra-
tion agreed that it would be in the public
interest to make an exception for this
unique vessel with its roll-on, roll-off
type service. For years Alaska, cut off
from the 48 contiguous States, has des-
perately needed efficient and adequate
transportation. We have been slow in
attracting the transportation service
needed because of the fact that, due to
climate, the service is seasonal and, due
to our underdevelopment, the traffic
flows primarily one way, from the United
States to Alaska. This vessel will
change the picture drastically by per-
mitting for the first time rail cars from
the lower 48 contiguous States to move
directly from points throughout the
United States to the west coast and by a
speedy 3-day service to Alaska for serv-
ice to the railbelt area where the major-
ity of our population resides. We
expect from this a trend toward mer-
chants in Alaska ordering directly by
carload lots from factories throughout
the United States. This will inevitably
shift the warehousing and distribution of
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products from the west coast to Alaska,
thereby increasing employment and re-
ducing our costs. This is an exception
to the Jones Act, as the Senator from
Maryland said it was, and as we admit,
but is clearly, as pointed out in the com-
mittee report, not one which can in any
way be interpreted as establishing a
precedent, because of the uniqueness of
the vessel and the Alaska trade. It rep-
resents also the start of a new era for
Alaska by bringing to the Alaska trade
the most efficient and economical type
of rail-water transportation yet devised.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator says it is
unique, because it serves only the Alas-
kan trade, and the basis of the bill is that
it can be used only in the Alaskan trade.
Is that true?

Mr. BARTLETT. That is the basis:
yes.

Mr. BUTLER. Would the Senator be
willing to accept an amendment provid-
ing that it may be used only for that
purpose?

Mr. BARTLETT. No.

Mr. BUTLER. Why not, if that is the
purpose for which it would be used?
Why would the Senator not be willing to
;cc?’pt an amendment to provide that by
law?

Mr. BARTLETT. I will answer. I
shall not accept willingly any erippling
amendments.

Mr. BUTLER. Is it the idea to have
the ship in the Alaskan trade for a week
and then shift it to another line compet-
ing with an established line serving that
trade?

Mr. BARTLETT. It is my belief that
the Ciiy of New Orleans, once made
available for this service, will remain in
the Alaska-Seattle trade until it is old
and worn out. But I have no guarantee
that it will be so used.

Mr. BUTLER. Would the Senator be
willing to accept an amendment to have
some other companies in which I am in-
terested bring in ships from abroad and
put them in the domestic trade? Would
the Senator be willing to accept such an
amendment?

Mr. BARTLETT. No. I will be glad
to tell the Senator why.

Mr. BUTLER. I would like to know,
because I know of many who would like
to bring in ships from abroad and put
them in the domestic trade if they could
get a promise that they would not have
to keep them more than 5 minutes and
have them hanging over the American
market. That would be a nice kind of
bill if I could get it.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I have such an amend-
ment. It would open up for everybody
the same conditions under which the
Alaska Steamship Line hopes to get this
Japanese-built vessel into the domestic
trade. I think that is the way to do it.
We may as well let the bars down.

Mr. BUTLER. If the Senator will
yield, it is the only fair thing to do. If
the Alaska Steamship Co. can have a
foreign-built ship in the domestic trade
of the United States, I can see no reason
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why another American operator should
not have the same right.

Mr. BARTLETT. 8. 3115 does not
provide anything about the sale of the
City of New Orleans to the Alaska Steam-
ship Co. If this bill becomes law—which
I hope will be the case—should any other
company move in and make an arrange-
ment with the owners of the City of New
Orleans to buy it at a higher price than
the Alaska Steamship Co. paid, obviously
it would not get it.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator be-
lieve that is a healthy situation for the
American merchant marine? Does the
Senator realize that the whole backbone
of the American merchant marine is that
no foreign ship can come in and trade
among and between the States of the
United States?

Mr. BARTLETT. I do not think the
American merchant marine is in a very
healthy condition.

Mr. BUTLER. Would this help it?

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. This would help it?

Mr. BARTLETT. That is the only
reason why I introduced the bill.

Mr. BUTLER. How would it help?
Would it be by inecreasing the number
competing, by bringing in foreigners?

Mr. BARTLETT. I took the only step
which was possible, which was to insure
competition on the part of Americans
with Canadian citizens.

Mr. BUTLER. I shall certainly vote
for the amendment of the Senator from
California, to let all the people in on
this.

Mr. BARTLETT. I wish the Senator
would listen to my reason for introduc-
ing the bill.

We confronted a fact. The fact was
that the Canadian National Railroad in-
stituted rail-barge service from Prince
Rupert, British Columbia, to Whittier,
Alaska, a city much closer to the Alaska
port than Seattle. As a matter of fact,
Seattle is 1,813 miles from Whittier, but
Prince Rupert is only 1,388 miles.

If the American port of Seattle is to be
placed in a position to continue as a
historic gateway for Alaska trade, there
must be some sort of vehicle to place it
in a competitive position with the Cana-
dian National Railroad. This instru-
ment was the only one which was avail-
able.

Of course it deviates from the Jones
Act.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. Of course it deviates
from the usual practice. What else can
we do?

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I1yield.

Mr. BUTLER. If we are to consider
history in this regard, and if someone is
to start crying out concerning who is
losing trade, perhaps we should give some
thought to the development of the great
St. Lawrence Seaway, and what that de-
velopment has done to the port of Balti-
more. It has nearly put Baltimore out
of business. We who serve Maryland do
not come before the Congress to ask that
all laws of the United States be repealed,
in order to get back into business, We
are willing to operate under laws which
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have been in existence since 1817, and
that has been a pretty long time.

Mr. BARTLETT, Only yesterday or
the day before the Senate accepted an
amendment to a then pending maritime
bill—and did so practically without de-
bate, I might add—which would cause a
much greater deviation from the Jones
Act than the bill now under considera-
tion, by allowing lumber to be hauled——

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

Mr. BARTLETT. If I may complete
my sentence, I shall then be glad to
yield,.

That bill would permit lumber to be
transported between an American Pa-
cific Northwest port and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico by foreign bot-
toms.

Mr. BUTLER. Isthe Senator arguing
that two wrongs make a right?

Mr. BARTLETT. I do not argue any
such thing.

Mr. BUTLER. Does the Senator be-
lieve that measure will become the law
of the United States?

Mr. BARTLETT. I have no idea.

Mr, BUTLER. I have some idea.

Mr. BARTLETT. I am amazed by
the commotion over this bill, when a bill
of even more serious import, in a manner
of speaking, was accepted with so little
debate.

Mr. BUTLER. The debate on that bill
has not been completed.

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator speaks
about amendments. I know there are
several ready to be offered.

The Senator serves as the ranking mi-
nority member of the committee, and he
is a most valuable member, whom we
shall regret to lose at the end of this
year. I say that in all sincerity.

The committee considered the bill very
carefully. Without going to the extent
of writing into the bill language which
would make it impossible for any Ameri-
can company to buy the Cily of New
Orleans, and thus to compete effectively
with the Canadian National Railroad,
the committee altered the language of
the original bill and provided that the
Secretary of Commerce should be given
authority to make the determination as
to whether the ship could be used be-
tween other ports.

Mr. BUTLER. May I ask the Senator
a question?

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes.

Mr., BUTLER. Is the Secretary of
Commerce to be required under the pro-
posal to hold hearings and to give the
American shipper an opportunity to be
heard before the ship is put into compe-
tition with him?

Mr. BARTLETT. He is not.

Mr. BUTLER. Why not? Would the
Senator accept such an amendment?
‘Would the Senator give to an American
the right to be heard against a for-
eigner, before his business is taken away
from him?

Mr. BARTLETT. No one ever sug-
gested that before.

Mr. BUTLER. I suggest it.

Mr. BARTLETT. I suppose it was not
suggested because the present Secretary
of Commerce—as was true of previous
Secretaries of Commerce—has never
been known to be unfriendly to Ameri-
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can business and American interests.
Certainly that is true in every way of
Luther Hodges. He is in the forefront
of those fighting for American business.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator knows it
is a foregone conclusion that the Secre-
tary of Commerce will do what is re-
quested.

Mr. BARTLETT. No, I do not.

Mr. BUTLER. He has already sent
a letter to the Congress saying he favors
the bill. If the bill is passed, the Sec-
retary will not then fail to do what the
bill directs him to do. The Senator
knows that the Secretary of Commerce
will not administer the bill in any way
which would affect the sale of the ves-
sel by the Alaska Steamship Co. 5
minutes after it is bought.

Mr. BARTLETT. I do not know any
such thing. The Secretary of Com-
merce would weigh the question most
carefully and objectively, and would
make his determination only on the
basis of all the facts available to him.

Mr. President, I submit only that if
we are to maintain an important Amer-
ican industry, if we are to maintain an
American position in the trade with
Alaska, the bill at least has elements of
essentiality. We ought to pass it.

I do not say that if the City of New
Orleans is not placed in the Alaska serv-
ice the Canadians will “gobble up” all
our traffic and all our trade with Alaska.
That will never happen. The competi-
tive spirit and competitive ability of
Americans, using other forms of trans-
portation, would prevent that from oc-
curring.

But the Canadians have too great an
advantage over Americans, and we ought
to rectify that situation.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. Iyield.

Mr. BUTLER. There is a very simple
reason why the Canadians have an ad-
vantage over the Americans. There is
a very simple reason why the lumber
amendment was attached to the mari-
time bill the other day, which the Sen-
ator discussed. American costs are so
high that the American owners can no
longer pay for them in competition.

Therefore, the solution the Senator
proposes is to pass a private bill, so-
called, for one particular company, to
overcome the high cost of doing busi-
ness. I say that is not the proper way
to proceed. Americans should all be
put on the same basis. If the Alaska
Steamship Co. obtains any benefit or
special privilege under the bill, I de-
mand that the same benefit be provided
for every American operating in the do-
mestic trade.

Mr. BARTLETT. With all due defer-
ence to the Senator from Maryland——

Mr. BUTLER. That is the only pur-
pose of the amendment with respect to
lumber. The lumber producers cannot
afford to pay the cost of carriage, be-
cause the labor cost is too high.

Mr. BARTLETT. That does not enter
the picture.

Mr. BUTLER. Why does the Senator
not admit it? A foreign ship is used to
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carry lumber because the American
wages are so high that the lumber in-
terests cannot afford to ship the lumber
on American bottoms. Let us be honest
about it.

Mr. BARTLETT. That is not the rea-
son at all.

Mr. BUTLER. Then why is not lum-
ber carried on those ships?

Mr. BARTLETT. Itcan be done.

Mr. BUTLER, Can it be done
cheaper? Europeans do not pay the
same wages that Americans pay. It is
not possible to carry lumber or to carry
anything else in American bottoms, in
real competition, and we know it. We
have reached the point where we shall
almost be driven off the high seas, be-
cause of high costs. The Senator has
“dreamed up” the idea that “We will
bring in foreigners and let them carry
things.” I do not think that is the an-
swer to the problem.

Mr. BARTLETT. Of course, anyone
who competes with the Canadians, at the
outset, has a strike against him, because
the Canadians have a construction sub-
sidy for vessels in the coastwise trade.

Mr. BUTLER. We have never seen fit
to offer a construction subsidy for ves-
sels in that trade.

Mr BARTLETT. Iknow.

Mr. BUTLER. But we do have a con-
struetion subsidy for the foreign trade.

Mr. BARTLETT. I am talking about
the coastwise trade. That is the point.

With all due deference to the Alaska
Steamship Co., my concern is not prin-
cipally with how they will fare in this
regard. My concern has two other
elements.

Mr. BUTLER. Let me say to the
Senator——

Mr. BARTLETT. I hope the Senator
will let me complete my statement.

Mr. BUTLER. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT. First, I want the
American position maintained in this
important and growing trade. The sec-
ond is that the only way this can be
achieved, now that there is Canadian
competition—and very effective competi-
tion, I might add—is to give the Ameri-
cans a better operating tool than the
Canadians have, because the Canadians
must travel a much lesser distance,
though they are dependent on barges.
This proposal would give the Americans
an advantage.

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

Mr.BARTLETT. I1yield.

Mr. BUTLER. It would give the
Americans an advantage.

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. I am all for that; but
when an advantage is given to one in-
dustry, I say that we ought to give it
to all. Let us have a special privilege
voted on the floor of the Senate for all.

Mr. BARTLETT. We are talking
about a special condition. We are talk-
ing about trade to Alaska.

Mr. BUTLER. I could name hundreds
of such special conditions. Consider the
textile industry. The textile industry is
going out of business because it cannot
compete with foreign textiles. Are we
going to give that industry a subsidy?

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator can-
not name in the maritime field a cor-
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responding situation. If he could, I sus-
pect that industry would have been in
here long since with some sort of com-
parable bill. The bill is designed to shore
up and strengthen the American mari-
time arm.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. 1Iyield.

Mr. BUTLER. I respectfully submit
that the Senator himself just named an
example that is certainly parallel to the
one we have discussed. The Senator
named lumber. That would be only the
beginning. Two days ago it was lumber.
Today it is the Alaskan trade. Tomorrow
it might be the New York trade. The
next day it might be the trade of some
other industry. What would we have
left? Where are we going?

Mr. BARTLETT. I am beginning to
infer that the Senatcr is not particularly
in favor of the pending bill.

Suppose the efforts of the Senator to
oppose passage of the bill are successful.
In my opinion, the inevitable conse-
quence of such action would be that the
Canadians would inereasingly come into
possession of more and more of the
Alaska trade. It is not very large now
in regard to tonnage, but everyone pre-
dicts that within the relatively near
future it will be very large. Then the
Canadians would have that business. I
think I have the duty to stand here and
fight today for American industry and
American consumers.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. Has the Senator read
this week’s issue of U.S. News & World
Report in connection with the steel situ-
ation?

Mr. BARTLETT. No. I carried it
from my office to my home, but I have
not yet read it.

Mr. BUTLER. I hope the Senator will
read the article to which I have referred.

Mr. BARTLETT. I always read the
magazine.

Mr. BUTLER. The steel industry is
in exactly the same situation which other
industries are getting into. The steel
industry cannot possibly compete with
foreign imports. We all know that.
When the steel industry tried to raise
its prices, the whole house fell in. That
industry did not obtain any special privi-
lege, and they need it. Men in the steel
industry are being placed on the unem=-
ployment rolls every day because the
industry cannot compete. They do not
get production up because people will
not buy American steel. They are buy-
ing European steel. Will we do some-
thing for that industry?

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. Then let us do it for
every industry. Let us not do it piece-
meal. If we are going to help some, let
us help all.

Mr. BARTLETT. The area concerned
in which we now have an opportunity
to help is very small. It is a tiny bill
comparatively.

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, it is a tiny meas-
ure.

Mr. BARTLETT. The City of New
Orleans is now a pretty new vessel, but
it will become worn and used. It will
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have to undergo repairs. From time to
time it will require new steelplates.
That repair work will be done in Ameri-
can yards with American materials by
American workmen.

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

Mr. BARTLETT. I1yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What I am about to
say does not particularly pertain to the
issue before us, but I have a letter which
contains the same type of information.
It shows where we are headed in inter-
national competition. The letter states
that—

By July 1, 1965 the wages of the plumbers
and pipefitters will have been increased from
a present hourly rate of $5.33 to $7.57 in the
city and county of San Francisco. This is
an Increase of 42 percent over a 3-year
period.

Where are we heading? How are we
going to compete in world warkets? It is
beyond my understanding. A worker
working 2,000 hours a year, let us say, at
a rate of $7.57 an hour, would have an
income of $16,000 a year. I point that
out because the Senator from Maryland
has indicated that we shall drive our
American ships off the high seas because
of our inability to compete.

Mr. BUTLER. There cannot be any
question about that. This is the second
attempt this week to obtain some escape
from the high cost of doing business to
the detriment of other people in a
kindred business. I say that it is wrong.

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President——

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

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

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

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Alaska may be permitted to yield
to the Senator from South Carolina
without losing his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SOVIET INTRUSION INTO CUBA

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
Associated Press carries a news sfory
from Cuba this afternoon reporting that
Premier Castro has concluded an agree-
ment with the Soviet Union to build for
the Soviets a naval port near Guan-
tanamo Bay supposedly to take care of
ship repairs for the Soviet Union's At-
lantic fishing fleet. Mr. President, this
is another indication of the Communist
military buildup which our Government
continues to permit in Cuba in violation
of the Monroe Doctrine. I imagine that
our policy planners will take Mr. Castro
at his word that this is truly to be a
repair port for fishing vessels rather
than war vessels such as the nuclear sub-
marines which Mr. Ehrushchev threat-
ened to use against us if we should take
any action to enforce the Monroe
Doctrine.

How long, Mr. President, will we con-
tinue to tolerate this Communist base
in the Western Hemisphere with con-
tinuing reports of additional military
buildups? Are we to continue to follow
a policy of “watchful waiting” in the
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hope that Mr. Castro and his Soviet
technicians will evolve themselves into
peaceful Socialists? This is what we
have been advised to do by Mr. Walter
Lippmann in a recent column in which
he made the following comments on
Castro and the arms buildup in Cuba:

Castro is an insulting nuisance, but he is
not, and is not now remotely capable of be-
coming, a clear and present danger to the
United States, So we must practice watch-
ful waiting, and hold ourselves in readiness,
never for a moment forgetting the vastly
greater dangers elsewhere.

Mr. President, Mr. Castro can do im-
measurable harm to our national secu-
rity without overtly attacking the United
States with missiles or troops. He has
already endangered our national secu-
rity by providing Mr. Khrushchev with
a military base in the Western Hemi-
sphere and also with a soon-to-be-com-
pleted radar tracking station. In addi-
tion, he has proved to the world that a
small band of revolutionaries can sub-
vert and take over a government in
the Western Hemisphere with TU.S.
help and then turn it into a Communist
arsenal to implement overtly and cov-
ertly the contamination of the Western
Hemisphere with the virus of world
communism.

Mr. President, I have repeatedly called
on the floor of the Senate for the U.S.
Government to ditch our present no-win
policy in the cold war, particularly as it
applies to Cuba today and to move to de-
contaminate Cuba of communism. AsI
stated on September 6, 1962:

The best method of decontamination can
be determined with the advice of our mili-
tary leaders, once the basic decision to de-
contaminate is made by our civilian leaders.

Mr. President, the action reported to-
day on the wires of the Associated Press
with regard to building a ship repair
port in Cuba for the Soviet Union gives
additional reason for our Government to
take meaningful action designed to
eradicate this growing Communist can-
cer so near our own shores.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
out objection, it is so ordered.

With-

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to
call up some items on the calendar to
which there is no objection, and then
return to the consideration of the pend-
ing bill, if that is agreeable to the Sena-
tors con -

Mr. BARTLETT. I am glad to yield
for that purpose.

Mr. BUTLER. I do not want to be
disagreeable, but I have been waiting all
day to do the business of the Senate.
This is important business of the Senate,
and I am ready to attend to it. I insist
that the Senate continue with the con-
sideration of the pending bill.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. This is Senate
business also. All I am asking for is
about 10 minutes, so that other matters
on the calendar may be considered, and
then there will be a quorum call.

Mr. BUTLER. I have been waiting
all day to make my speech. The Senate
is considering a very important bill.

If we pass the bill it will set a very
bad precedent in many respects. I be-
lieve the Senate ought to transact its
business.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All I am asking is
that the Senate permit me to proceed for
about 10 minutes. Then there will be a
quorum call. In the meantime Senators
will be brought to the Chamber.

Mr. BARTLETT. I have been waiting
for weeks. I would like to proceed with
the consideration of the bill also, but at
the same time I am desirous of accom-
modating myself to the desires of the
majority leader.

CLAUDE S. REEDER

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pending
business be temporarily laid aside and
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Calendar No. 1965, S. 2873.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecisraTive CrLER., A bill (8.
2873) for the relief of Claude S. Reeder
and the Reeder Motor Co., Inc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary with amendments on
page 1, line 7, after the word “of”, to
strike out “$26,754.93, together with in-
terest at the rate of 5 per centum per
annum until paid, from the first day of
January 1962” and insert “$2,125”; and
in line 10, after the word “sum”, to strike
out “(together with such interest)’; so
as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Treasury is hereby author-
ized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
to Claude S. Reeder of Knoxvllle, Tennessee,
and Reeder Motor Company, Incorporated, of
Oak Rildge, Tennessee, the sum of $2,125.
The payment of such sum shall be in full
satisfaction of all claims of the said Claude
8. Reeder and Reeder Motor Company, In-
corporated, against the United States of
America for reimbursement of construction
costs incurred by them, or either of them,
in completing a building at the request of
the United States of Amerieca, such building
having been constructed for use as a garage
for repair of Government vehicles: Provided,
That no part of the amount appropriated in
this Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof
shall be pald or dellvered to or received by
any agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim, and
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person
viclating the provisions of this Act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The amendments were agreed to.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate reconsider the votes
by which Senate bill 2873 was ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The LecistATivE CLERK. On page 1,
line 5, it is proposed to strike out “Claude
S. Reeder, Knoxville, Tenn.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The bill is open to further amendment.
If there be no further amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 2873) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“For the relief of Reeder Motor Co.,
Inc.”

ASSISTANCE TO STATES FOR FOR-
ESTRY RESEARCH PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No.1974, HR. 12688.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
12688) to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to encourage and assist the
several States in carrying on a program
of forestry research, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry with amend-
ments on page 2, line 1, after the word
“several”, to strike out “State”; in line
9, after the word “with”, to insert “col-
leges and universifies in”; in line 17,
after the word “other”, to strike out
“State supported”; in line 23, after the
word “institutions”, to strike out “of”
and insert “in”; on page 3, line 9, after
the word “available”, to strike out “to the
States”; on page 4, at the beginning of
line 13, to strike out “forestry schools of
the”; and in line 14, after the word
“such”, to strike out “schools” and insert
“colleges and universities”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An Act to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to encourage and assist col-
leges and universities in the several
States in carrying on a program of for-
estry research, and for other purposes.”
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Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I move that the Senate
reconsider the vote by which Calendar
No. 1974, HR. 12688, was passed, and
that the bill be restored to the calendar.

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

The motion was agreed to.

FEDERAL EXTENSION SERVICE
FUNDS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1976, H.R. 12589.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERK. A bill (H.R.
12589) to amend the Smith-Lever Act of
May 8, 1914, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 2015), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

This bill amends the Smith-Lever Act (the
basic statute providing for the Federal Ex-
tension Service) to provide that funds which
are appropriated for the Extension Service in
excess of the amount appropriated for the
1962 fiscal year shall be distributed under a
slightly different formula than would apply
under existing law. The new formula has
the approval of all the State extension direc-
tors and of the Department of Agriculture.

The bill would modify the formula for ap-
portlonment of Federal Extension Service
funds so that 4 percent of any increase in
appropriations over the 1962 level would go
to the Federal Extension Service, instead of
to States on the basls of special needs, and
19.2 percent of any increase would go to
Btates equally instead of on the basis of
rural and farm population. It also provides
for quarterly, instead of semiannual, pay-
ment of extension funds to States which will
reduce Federal Government interest costs.

Under the proposed apportionment for-
mula—

(A) Each State and the Federal Exten-
sion Service would receive a sum equal to
that available to it for fiscal 1962, except that
amounts available for 1962 on the basis of
speclal needs would continue to be available
on the same basis. (This is not a sub=-
stantive change from existing law which
gives each State the amount it received in
1953 plus any increases in subsequent years);

(B) Any sums appropriated in excess of
those appropriated for fiscal 1962 would be
apportioned as follows:

(1) 4 percent to the Federal Extension
Service (Ilnstead of to States for special
needs) ;

(i1) 19.2 percent to the States in equal pro-
portions (new);

(iil) 88.4 percent (instead of 48) to the
States on the basis of rural population; and

(iv) 88.4 percent (instead of 48) to the
States on the basis of farm population.

Appropriations are still authorized for the
purpose of apportionment on the basis of
special needs under new section 7 (formerly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sec. 8) ,* without regard to the above formula.
Matching requirements are not changed, ex-
cept that matching requirements for the
1962 level of appropriations are frozen in the
same manner that matching requirements
for the 1853 level of appropriations are now
frozen. Matching of additional appropria-
tions above the 1962 level would continue
to be as required by Congress at the time of
making the additional appropriations.

Table A (attached) illustrates how an ad-
ditional §1 million above the 1962 level of
appropriations would be distributed among
the States on the basis of the 1860 census.

Table B (attached) shows how funds egual
to the 1962 level of appropriations would be
distributed under section 3(b) of the act as
it would be amended.

Distribution of $1,000,000 exiension funds
under current and proposed Smith-Lever
Act formula on basis of final 1960 census

State Current | Proposed | Differ-
formula | formula ence
$24, 870 —$1, 512
4, 708 508
7,399 2, 856
19, 799 —244
27, 660 —2,208
10, 408 2,105
8, 239 2, 647
5,370 3,364
15, 658 816
26, 987 —2,041
5,092 433
9,778
482, 421
29, 025
30, 625
18, 312
30, 240
18, 857
8, 340
12, 613
y 8, 10, 691
Michigan .. 30, 124
linnesota. 28, 582
A ississi] 27,833 253
28,874 —2, 388
8, 040 2,469
16, 576 563
4, 625 3, 551
6,022 3, 200
9, 953 B b
7, 689 2,809
20, 627 =2, 676
44, 691 —8, 467
12,1256 1,675
35, 707 —4,220
16, 745 521
12, 135 1,672
a5, 607 —4,219
33, 654 -3, 783
4, 680 3, 535
22, 963 —1,035
12, 184 1, 659
31, 411 —3,147
89, 104 =5, 071
6, 486 3,083
6, 747 3,018
26, 707 =1,972
14, 482 1,084
15, 000 955
28, 631 =2, 453
5, 014 3,225
__________ =40, 000
40, 000 40, 000
Total s cannas 1,000, 000 (1, 000, 000 0

Note.—Current formula based on 4-percent special
need, 48 percent rural population, and 48 percent farm
pulation. Proposed formula based on 4 percent for
ederal Extension S8ervice and of remaining (96 percent)
20 percent equally to all States and Puerto Rico, 40
percent on farm, and 40 percent on rural population.

Distribution of funds under section 3(b) of
the proposed amendment to the Smith-
Lever Act

$2, 070, 148
83, 440
278, 000
1,682, 683
1, 500, 586
519, 164
305, 301

1 Renumbering of former secs. 8 and 9
results from the repeal in 1960 of former
sec. 7, which dealt with reports to Congress.
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Distribution of funds under section 3(b) of
the proposed amendment to the Smith-
Lever Act—Continued

DIONATAED - i e i s e e i $139, 867
Florida___ 705, 341
ROEEI o et e e i e 2, 166, 353
HaWRl e e 267, 659
Idaho s 394, 017
Illinois. 1,787, 074
Indiana_____ 1,493, 102
TOWR: ot d s s 1, 595, 270
Kansas e, 1, 059, 143
Kentucky.__ 2, 056, 781
ey [ T VIO L 1, 351, 042
Maine___ 388, 649
Maryland o 556, 232
Massachusetts__________________ 436, 660
Michigan s e e S R 1, 641, 807
T[T T s A R iy 1, 528, 721
Mississippi -- 2,134,382
Missouri 1, 800, 597
Montana, e 385, 816
Nebraska 886, 560
Nevada ek 102, 469
New Hampshire .- —-—-_ 201, 477
New Jersey——— - ——.—- 428, 357
New Mexico 355, 453
New York -- 1,569,390
North Carolina. 2, 824, 482
North Dakota 601, 907
Ohio 2, 043, 549
Oklahoma.___________. === 1,407,429
Oregon 576, 764
2, 067, 719

1, 793, 387

107, 381

1, 509, 489

602, 251

2,084, 488

3, 276, 639

261, 044

250, 840

1,708, 157

718, 260

Weet Virginla. . oo oicaua 1, 0567, 519
Wisconsin ---- 1,538,923
VOGS  ae 197, 941
Bpecial needs. ..o .onccnesnan 1, 544, 908
i S L Al eI 58, 020, 000

DEPARTMENTAL AFPFROVAL

Following is the letter from the Secretary
of Agriculture recommending enactment of
this proposed legislation. The Bureau of
the Budget indicated its concurrence sub-
sequent to the writing of the Secretary’s
letter.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1962.
Hon. Harorp D. CooLEY,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture,
House of Representatives.

DEeAr COoNGRESSMAN CooOLEY: This is in re-
ply to the request of your committee for a
report on HR. 11240, a bill to amend the
Smith-Lever Act of May 8, 1914, as amended,
to provide for cooperative agricultural ex-
tension work between the agricultural col-
leges in the several States, territories, and
possessions receiving the benefits of an act
of Congress approved July 2, 1862, and of acts
supplementary thereto, and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

The Department supports the objectives
of HR. 11240, and recommends enactment
of the bill.

The primary objectives of the bill are to:
(1) Provide that each State and Puerto Rico
shall be entitled to receive annually a sum
equal to the sums received for the fiscal year
1962; (2) revise the formula for distributing
amounts which may be appropriated in ex-
cess of the amounts allotted under (1) above;
(3) allocate Federal funds to the States and
Puerto Rico quarterly rather than on a semi-
annual basis; and (4) make available to the
States and Puerto Rico extension services in-
creased use of General Services Administra-
tion faecilities and excess Government prop-
erty.
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A more detalled description of the sub-
stantive amendments follows:

Section 3(b): The bill would amend sec-
tion 8(b) to provide that each State and the
Federal Extension Service shall be entitled
to receive annually a sum equal to the sums
recelved from Federal cooperative extension
funds for the fiscal year 1962. This does not
change the share each State is presently en-
titled to receive, regardless of population
changes as reflected in the census. Under the
present subsection 3(b), each State is en-
titled to receive an amount equal to the sums
recelved for the fiscal year 1963, and under
the present subsection 3(c) each State is
entitled to receive any increase, over that
necessary to make the allotments under sub-
section 3(b), on the basis of the census cur-
rent at the time such increase was first ap-
propriated. The matching provision remains
the same. The present proviso in this sub-
section is omitted since Puerto Rico is now
recelving the maximum set forth in such

wviso.

Section 3(c): The formula for distribu-
tion of funds over those allocated under sec-
tion 3(b) is revised to provide: 4 percent of
such funds to the Federal Extension Service
for administration and coordination of co-
operative extension work and the remaining
96 percent to the States with 20 percent dis-
tributed equally, 40 percent on the basis of
farm population and 40 percent on the basis
of rural population. The matching provi-
slon remains the same.

Currently, the funds under this subsection
are distributed to the States and Puerto Rico
on the basis of 4 percent for special need
purposes as determined by the Department,
48 percent on rural population, and 48 per-
cent on farm population.

It is believed that the revised formula pro-
vides a more equitable disposition of funds
and will advance the cooperative program on
a nationwide basis.

The provision (beginning with line 23 on
page 4) for the States to use General Serv-
ices Administration facilities, including
stores and supply schedules, and the entitle-
ment to excess Federal property would per-
mit economies in State extension service
operations.

Bectlon 4: Currently, funds are allocated to

the States on a semiannual basis. The
proposed bill would authorize payments on
a quarterly basis, This should decrease the
amount of money which the Treasury would
have to borrow to make advance payments,
with a resulting lower interest cost to the
Treasury.
Other amendments include the definition
of “State” In section 9 of the bill to mean
the States and Puerto Rico, and the omis-
sion of the words “Alaska”, and “Hawalil”,
and “Puerto Rico” in certain sections of the
bill. The present sections 8 and 9 become
sectlons 7 and 8, due to the repeal in 1960
of section 7 of the act, providing for certain
reports (74 Stat. 249).

A committee representing the American
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Uni-
versities worked closely with representatives
of the Department in developing the back-
ground facts in connection with H.R. 11240.

In view of the request that the report he
submitted immediately, we have not ob-
tained the advice of the Budget Bureau on
this proposed legislation.

Sincerely yours,
OrviLLE L. FREEMAN, Secretary.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Iask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 2008, HR. 7600, and subsequent
measures on the calendar, in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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REVISION OF EFFECTIVE DATE
PROVISIONS RELATING TO
AWARDS

The Senate proceeded to consider 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, which had been reported
from the Committee on Finance, with an
amendment, on page 4, line 21, after the
word “the”, to strike out “deceased.”
and insert “deceased.”

(k) The effective date of the award of
benefits to a widow or of an award or in-
crease of benefits based on recognition of a
child, upon annulment of a marriage shall
be the date the judicial decree of annul-
ment becomes final if a claim therefor is
filed within one year from the date the
judicial decree of annulment becomes final;
in all other cases the effective date shall be
the date the claim is filed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time,

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp an excerpt from the report
{No. 2042), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

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

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

The bill would primarily make certain de-
sirable modifications in the provisions of
existing law governing the effective dates of
awards, reductions and discontinuances of
monetary benefits (disability and death com-
pensation, disability and death pension, and
dependency and indemnity compensation)
under laws administered by the Veterans'
Administration. In addition, it includes a
restatement of certain provisions of exist-
ing laws and regulations. If enacted, the
proposed revisions would make the effective
date provisions more nearly uniform, simplify
their administration, and resolve a number
of problem areas. Generally the changes
may be described as liberalizing. The ma-
Jor changes proposed are:

1. Disability benefits, in the event of the
veteran-payee's death, would be discontinued
the last day of the month before such death
occurs, and death benefits would be awarded
effective the first day of the month in which
the death occurs (if claim therefor is filed
within 1 year from death). Currently, dis-
ability benefits are discontinued as of the
date of the veteran's death and benefits to
his survivors are awarded effective the next
day (if claim therefor is filed within 1 year
from death). This change would consider-
ably simplify administration. In the light
of a savings provision in section 4 of the
bill, no eligible widow would be adversely
affected by this change.

2. The 2-year statute of limitation (set
forth in 38 U.S.C. 351) within which claim
must be filed for disability or death compen-~
sation or dependency and indemnity com-
pensation authorized by that section for dis-
ability or death suffered as a result of hospi-
talization or medical or surgical treatment,
or the pursuit of a course of vocational reha-
bilitation, would be repealed. Also, dupli-
cate recoveries from the United States for the
same disability or death under section 351
and the Federal Tort Claims Act would be
precluded by providing a setoff against com-
pensation benefits of the amount of any re-
covery pursuant to a civil judgment, settle-
ment, or compromise.
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3. A uniform rule would be provided, for
the first time, governing the effective dates of
liberalizing laws or administrative issues
that are enacted or promulgated In the fu-
ture. This provision would, in many cases,
obviate the necessity of a potential benefi-
ciary flling a specific claim for the new bene-
fit and would instead permit the Veterans’
Administration, where feasible, to identify
such beneficlaries and apply the provisions of
the liberalized law and administrative issue
on its own initiative. The provision would
permit a retroactive period of payment of not
more than 1 year, but in no event prior to
the effective date of the law or lssue.

4. A 1-year period would be provided for
the submission of necessary evidence to per-
fect a clalm for compensation and pension
reopened after final adjudication as well as
a claim for increased monetary benefits,
similar to, and under the same circumstances
as, the period currently provided by law for
the perfection of original claims for such
benefits. }

5. Uniform rules would be established for
the reduction or discontinuance of erroneous
awards (a) based upon acts of commission
or omission by beneficiaries—as of the date
of the erroneous award; and (b) based upon
administrative error or error in judgment—
as of the date of last payment. The latter
category would include errors arising from a
misunderstanding of instructions, regula-
tions, or the construction of statutes.

6. Sectlons 110 and 359 of title 38 preserve
certain total and permanent and total dis-
ability ratings and service connection, after
the status concerned has continued for a
period of years. Because of differing lan-
guage employed in these sections, the pe-
riods involved do not now commence to
run at the same time; l.e., one begins from
the date on which the decision granting the
status is signed, the other from the date on
which the status itself became effective. The
bill amends both sections 110 and 359 to
assure that the perlod In question begins
from the date determined by the Adminis-
trator as the date on which the status com-
menced for rating purposes.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 12213) to provide for the
temporary suspension of the duties on
corkboard insulation and on cork stop-
pers was announced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask that that
bill go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

TAX RELIEF FOR INTERNATIONAL
BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS,
CHAUFFEURS, WAREHOUSEMEN,
AND HELPERS OF AMERICA LOCAL
863 PENSION FUND

The bill (H.R. 8205) to provide tax
relief to the International Brotherhood
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehouse-
men & Helpers of America Local 863
pension fund and the contributors there-
to was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 2044), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the legislation
is to provide that the International Brother-
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‘hood of Teamsters, Chauffers, Warehousemen
& Helpers of America Local Union 863 pen-
sion fund, created January 10, 1955, and
retroactively effective to September 1, 1854,
as a result of an agreement between the In-
ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters,
Chauffers, Warehousemen & Helpers of
America Local 863 and the A. & P. Contract
Carriers Association, shall be deemed to
have met the regquirements of section 401(a)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and
shall be deemed to have been and to be
exempt from tax under section 501(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 for the period
beginning September 1, 1854, and ending De-
cember 81, 1956. This relief is to be extended
only if it is shown to the satisfaction of the
Secretary of the or his delegate
that the trust has not in this period been
operated in a manner which would jeopardize
the interest of its beneficiaries,
GENERAL STATEMENT

The Internal Revenue Service has ruled
that this fund, which was established under
a collective bargaining ent, meets the
requirements for qualification under section
401 of the Internal Revenue Code for tax-
able years ending after May 22, 1957. How-
ever, the fund does not so qualify for prior
taxable years, although the collective bar-
galning agreement specified that employers
were to make contributions to the fund as of
September 1, 1954. This is because it was
not until May 23, 1957, that a specific pen-
sion plan, indicating such features as the size
of the benefits to be paid to retired employees
and the eligibility requirement, was ac-
tually established.

H.R. 8205 would extend retroactive quali-
ficatlon under the Internal Revenue Code to
the fund from September 1, 1954, the date
from which the collective bargalning agree-
ment provided for employer-pension con-
tributions, until December 31, 1956. The ob-
Jective of the bill is to give the employers
concerned the right to deduct contributions,
made to the fund before it qualified under
the Internal Revenue Code, in the year such
contributions took place. In addition, the
bill seeks to grant the fund exemption from
tax on its investment income during this
prequalification period.

In previous years the Congress adopted
legislation extending to a number of nego-
tiated pension plans retroactive qualification
under the Internal Revenue Code for pe-
riods in which they did not qualify under
the provisions generally applicable. Such
retroactive qualification for specific plans was
provided by Private Law 85-5640 approved
August 8, 1058, by Public Law 86-781, ap-
proved September 14, 1960, by Public Law
86-779, approved September 14, 1960, and
by Public Law 87-59, approved June 27, 1961.

In its report to the Committee on the
Judiciary, House of Representatives, the
Treasury Department indicated that it had
no objection to the adoption of H.R. 8205
it it were amended to provide that retro-
active qualification would be granted only
“if it is shown to the satisfaction of the
Becretary of the Treasury or his delegate
that the plan has not in this period been
operated in a manner which would jeop-
ardize the interest of its beneficiaries.” The
bill as passed by the House and approved
by the Committee on Finance includes such
a requirement.

Except where there has been a waiver of
assessment, the period of limitations pro-
vided by present law for the assessment and
collection of tax and for granting refunds
will have expired for the retroactive period
covered by the bill. At present, claim for
credit or refund of income tax must be
filed within 3 years from the time the re-
turn was filed or 2 years from the time the

tax was pald, whichever is later. Accord-

ingly, for taxpayers on a calendar year basis,
the period of limitations on filing a claim
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for refund has already expired for the tax
years 1054 through 1866.
FAVORABLE DEPARTMENTAL VIEWS

Favorable reports were received from the
Treasury Department and the Bureau of the

Budget.

FREE ENTRY OF ONE NUCLEAR
MAGNETIC RESONANCE SPEC-
TROMETER AND ONE MASS SPEC-
TROMETER FOR USE OF UNIVER-
SITY OF ILLINOIS
The bill (HR. 12529) to provide for

the free entry of one nuclear magnetic

resonance spectrometer and one mass
spectrometer for the use of the Univer-

‘sity of Illinois, was considered, ordered

to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 2045), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 12520 is to permit the
free importation of one nuclear magnetic
resonance spectrometer and one mass spec-
trometer which are to be used by the Uni-
versity of Illinois.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The University of Illinois has ordered, from
abroad, two pleces of sclentific equipment
which will be used in research and instruc-
tional endeavors to be performed in the de-
partment of chemistry and chemical engi-
neering in the university.

The nuclear magnetic resonance spectrom-
eter is a device which is used to determine
the molecular structure of chemicals. The
mass spectrometer is a device used by chem-
ists and chemical engineers to provide chemi-
cal analyses, measurements, and other re-
search features. It is reported that the Uni-
versity of Illinois attempted, without suc-
cess, to purchase instruments of the desired
specifications in the United States. The
funds for the purchase of the two pleces of
equipment are from unrestricted grants made
by the National Science Foundation and the
National Institutes of Health. Both these
agencies have approved the purchase of this
equipment.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF QUALIFICA-
TION OF BRICKLAYERS LOCAL 45
(BUFFALO, N.Y.) PENSION FUND
AS QUALIFIED TRUST

The bill (H.R. 11059) relating to ef-
fective date of the qualification of Brick-
layers Local 45 (Buffalo, N.Y.) pension
fund as a qualified trust under section
401(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 2046), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

‘There being no objection, the excerpt

. was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,

as follows:
PURPOSE
‘The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to provide that the Bricklayer's Local 45
(Buffalo, N.¥.) pension fund, which was
established by a collective bargaining agree-
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ment effective June 1, 1958, and which has
been held by the Internal Revenue Service
to constitute a qualified trust under section
401(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1054,
and to be exempt from taxation under sec-
tion 501(a) of such code, for years ending on
or after November 28, 1960, shall be held and
considered to have been a qualified trust
under such section 401(a), and to have been
exempt from taxation under such section
501(a), for the period beginning on June 1,
1958, and ending on November 29, 1960. The
relief provided in the bill would be extended
only if it is shown to the satisfaction of the
Becretary of the Treasury or his delegate
what the trust has not in this period been
operated in a manner which would jeopard-
ize the interests of Its beneficiaries.
GENERAL STATEMENT

The Internal Revenue Service has ruled
that this fund, which was established under
a collective bargaining agreement, meets the
requirements for qualifications under sec-

.tlon 401 of the Internal Revenue Code for

taxable years after November 28,
1960. However, the fund does not so qualify
for prior taxable years, although the col-
lective bargaining agreement specified that
employers were to make contributions under
the plan as of June 1, 1958. This is because
it was not until November 29, 1960, that a
specific pension trust, embodying a com-

-plete pension plan, was actually established.

H.R. 11059 would extend retroactive quali-
fication under the Internal Revenue Code
to the fund from June 1, 1958, the date from
which the collective bargaining agreement
provided for employer pension contributions,
until November 29, 1960. The objective of
the bill is to give the employers concerned
the right to deduct contributions, made to
the fund before it qualified under the In-
ternal Revenue Code, in the year such con-
tributions took place. In addition, the bill
seeks to grant the fund exemption from tax
on its investment income during the pre-
gualification period.

Except where there has been a waiver of
assessment, the period of limitations pro-
vided by present law for the assessment and
collection of tax and for granting refunds
will have expired for part of the retroactive
period covered by the bill. At present, clalm
for credit or refund of income tax must be
filed within 3 years from the time the return
was filed or 2 years from the time the tax
was paid, whichever is later. Accordingly,
for taxpayers on & calendar-year basls, the
period of limitations on filing a claim for re-
fund has already expired for the tax year
1958.

The Treasury Department has noted that
there are precedents for the relief provided
in HR. 11059, since in previous years the
Congress adopted legislation extending to a
number of negotiated pension plans retro-
active qualification under the Internal Reve-
nue Code for periods in which they did not
qualify under the provisions generally ap-
plicable. Such retroactive qualification for
specific plans was provided by Private Law
85-540, approved August 8, 1858, by Public
Law 86-T81, approved September 14, 1960,
by Public Law 86-779, approved September
14, 1960, and by Public Law 87-59, approved
June 27, 1961.

CONSUMER FINANCE COMPANIES
The bill (H.R. 8824) to modify the ap-

- plication of the personal holding com-

pany tax in the case of consumer finance
companies was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
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(No. 2047), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

SUMMARY OF BILL

Certain exceptions to the tax on personal
holding companies are made under existing
law for companies receiving dividend, in-
terest or other income from the active con-
duct of a trade or business, rather than from
passive investments. Among these excep-
tions under present law is one for certain
lending companies engaged in the small loan
business.

This bill modifies this exception to conform
it with the laws many States have been en-
acting in recent years for the regulation of
consumer finance business. Thus, under
this bill as amended, two of the present re-
quirements are deleted; namely, the require-
ment that interest and similar charges on
most of the loans not exceed a simple in-
terest rate of 3 percent per month not pay-
able in advance and on unpald balances, and
the requirement that most of the loans be
for periods of not more than 36 months.
The bill also modifies the requirement that
80 percent of the company's income be de-
rived from interest and similar charges to
provide that this 80 percent may also include
lawful income received from an 80-percent-
owned domestic subsidiary. Another modi-
fication increases from $500 to $1,500 the
maximum size of the loans, where no maxi-
mum is set by State statute, which must ac-
count for 60 percent of the company’s gross
income. On the other hand, the bill also pro-
vides that the lending company must be
actively engaged in the small loan (consumer
finance) business.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Under present law a special tax of from
75 to 85 percent is imposed on undistributed
personal holding company income. This tax
is designed to prevent the avoidance of the
graduated individual income tax by placing
investment funds in a corporation and re-
taining the income at the corporate level.
This is what has become known as an “in-
corporated pocketbook.” In general terms
a corporation is a personal holding company
if five of fewer individuals own more than
60 percent of the value of the outstanding
stock and if 80 percent or more of the cor-
poration’s income is “personal holding com-
pany income.” Personal holding company
income in general consists of passive income,
ie., with certain exceptions includes divi-
dends, interest, annuities, gains from the
sale of stock or securities, rents, ete.

Present law provides, however, that the
term “personal holding company” does not
include certain types of companies although
they derive their income from the sources
referred to above. The exceptions are pro-
vided because the types of companies in-
volved are engaged in an active trade or busi-
ness despite the nature of their income.
Thus, the exceptions include banks, life in-
surance companies, licensed personal finance
companies, and lending companies engaged
in the small loan business. It is this latter
exception with which this bill is concerned.

The conditions which, under present law,
a lending company engaged in a small loan
business must meet in order to be exempt
from the personal holding company tax are
quite detailed. They must—

(1) Be authorized to engage in the small
loan business under one or more Btate stat-
utes providing for the direct regulation of
such business;

(2) Derive 80 percent or more of their
gross income from lawful interest, discount,
or other authorized charges;

(3) Derive the 80 percent of thelr income,
referred to above, from loans maturing in
not more than 36 months made to individ-
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uals in accordance with the provisions of
applicable State law;

(4) Derive this 80 percent of their income
from loans where the interest and all other
authorized charges do not exceed the
amount equal to simple interest computed
at the rate of 3 percent per month not pay-
able in advance and only on unpaid bal-
ances;

(6) Derive 60 percent of their gross in-
come from lawful interest, discount, other
lawful authorized charges received from in-
dividuals whose indebtedness to the com-
pany does not exceed the limit prescribed by
the applicable State law, or, if there is no
such limit, $500;

(6) Have trade or business expense de-
ductions (other than compensation for per-
sonal services rendered by shareholders or
members of their family) equal to 15 per-
cent or more of theilr gross income;

(7) Have outstanding loans with respect to
any person who is a shareholder having a
10-percent interest in the stock of the com-
pany (including stock owned by members of
the family) or not in excess of $5,000.

The exception in present law for licensed
personal finance companies (sec. 542(c) (6))
was added to the Internal Revenue Code by
the Revenue Act of 1938 to grant exemption
from personal holding company taxation for
companies operating under statutes similar
to the Uniform Small Loan Act drafted by
the Russell Sage Foundation. TUnder this
law, interest could not be payable in advance
or compounded and could be computed only
on unpald balances. The exception described
above for lending companies making small
business loans (sec. 542(c) (7)) was added
to the code in 1850 at the request of those
who live in States which allowed interest
charges to be determined by the "dollar add
on"” or precomputed interest method. Pres-
ently, there are 23 States which allow inter-
est charges to be computed in this manner.

Under the precomputation method, simple
interest is computed in advance as though
the contract were to be repaid according to
its terms, the computation is added to the
principal and the total is divided into equal
payments. Under the dollar-add-on method
the interest and other charges are expressed
in dollars rather than percentages, and com-
puted on the original amount of the loan for
the full period. This amount is then added
to the net loan and the result divided into
equal payments. The requirement that the
interest, although computed on the pre-
computed or dollar-add-on basis must not
exceed the 3-percent-simple-interest method,
described above (No. 4), has presented seri-
ous problems in that every lender has to
measure the difference between the interest
it receives under the precomputation or
dollar-add-on method and what it would be
permitted to receive under the 3-percent-
simple-interest method. It then must ex-
clude any excess over the 3-percent-simple-
interest method, in determining whether the
balance meets the percentage tests for the
exemption.

The bill omits this 3-percent-simple-in-
terest requirement entirely, on the grounds
that the personal holding company tax is
not intended as a means of regulating the
lending companies but rather as a tax appli-
cable in certain cases, to passive investments.
In any event, this is an ineffectual regula-
tory device since this restriction applies only
to about 10 percent of the outstanding small
loans. This occurs because the bulk of the
small loans are made by widely held finance
companies, and therefore not treated as per-
sonal holding companies since they do not
have five or fewer stockholders owning more
than 50 percent of their stock. Moreover,
even the companies presently subject to this
restriction need to meet it only with respect
to 80 percent of their gross income.

In view of the factors outlined above, your
committee believes that it is inappropriate
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to continue this 3-percent-simple-interest
requirement and this bill deletes it from the
restrictions imposed with respect to these
lending companies.

The bill also deletes the requirement that
these lending companies derive most of their
income from loans maturing in not more
than 36 months. Several States already have
gone beyond this as a permissive period for
loans and it appears likely that in the near
future a number of additional States may
extend maturities to more than 36 months.
Your committee agrees with the House com-
mittee that it should not impose a require-
ment substantially more restrictive in nature
than the State laws regulating this type of
lending company.

A third change made by the House bill
modifies the maximum size of a loan which
may qualify under the 80-percent-income
requirement where there is no State law
governing the maximum size of a loan. Un-
der present law where there is no such limit
under State law, a limitation of $500 is pro-
vided. Under the bill this limitation is in-
creased to $1,500. It is understood that the
only State which does not have a ceiling of
its own is the State of California. When the
$500 limit provided by present law was con-
sidered, this represented the usual ceiling
among the States. The States have changed
these ceilings materially, however, with the
result that today relatively few States have
a celling of $500 or less and even in these
cases there usually is provision for supple-
mentary loans which exceed this ceiling in
certain situations. The $1,600 provided by
this bill, where there is no applicable State
limitation, today is substantially in con-
formance with the ceilings applicable in
those States providing their own maximums.

A fourth modification under the bill pro-
vides that 80 percent of the company’s gross
income need not be derived only from loans
but also may include lawful income received
from a domestic subsidiary (in which the
corporation in question has at least B0 per-
cent of the voting power of all classes of
stock and owns at least 80 percent of the
nonvoting stock) if the subsidiaries are
themselves excepted from personal holding
company tax under either this same excep-
tion (par. (7)) or as a licensed personal
finance company (par. (6) ), a loan or invest-
ment company (par. (8)), or a finance com-
pany (par. (9)). Your committee agrees
with the House that the mere fact that in-
come is received from a subsidiary which
itself meets the same requirements as the
company in question, or similar require-
ments, should not result in such a company
being subjected to personal holding company
tax. It will still be necessary, however, for
the companies involved to meet directly the
60-percent gross income requirement.

A fifth change relates to the use of the
term “‘small loan business,” which represents
the type of business in which a lending com-
pany must be engaged in order to be re-
moved from application of the personal hold-
ing company tax under this exception. The
bill adds after the term “small loan busi-
ness” the term *“(consumer finance busi-
ness)”, This is intended to make it clear
that this exception is not limited to small
loans in the narrow sense, but rather is in-
tended to encompass consumer finance loans
generally. Moreover, the reference to con-
sumer finance business will bring this excep-
tion more directly in accord with the ter-
minology now used by a number of State
legislatures which have retitled the applica-
ble provisions governing these institutions
as “consumer finance laws” as a means of
providing a more descriptive title for the
type of business involved.

The provisions described above liberalize
the exception provided for lending com-
panies engaged in the small loan or con-
sumer finance business. However, the House
bill has also added a provision which is re-
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strictive in its application. It has provided
that these lending companies must not only
be authorized to engage in the small loan
or consumer finance business but also must
be “actively and regularly engaged in” such
business. This gives assurance that such
companies cannot be used indirectly as hold~
ers of passive Investment income or as “in-
corporated pocketbooks.”

Your committee belleves that the changes
made by this bill are desirable because they
conform the exception in existing law to
changes which have occurred in the indus-
try since the passage by Congress of this
exception in 1950. They also will enable the
smaller, closely held companies to compete
on even terms with the larger publicly owned
chain organizations.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 12820) to validate the
coverage of certain State and local em-
ployees in the State of Arkansas under
the agreement entered into by such State
pursuant to section 218 of the Social Se-
curity Act was announced as next in
order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask that the bill
go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

PERMANENT SUSPENSION OF TAX
ON FIRST DOMESTIC PROCESS-
ING COCONUT OIL AND OTHER
PRODUCTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 2068, H.R. 5260.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERK. A bill (H.R.
5260) to make permanent the existing
suspensions of the tax on the first do-
mestic processing coconut oil, palm oil,
palm-kernel oil, and fatty acids, salts,
and combinations or mixtures thereof.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance, with an amendment, to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That—

(1) Section 3 of Public Law 85-235, as
amended (71 Stat. 516), approved August
30, 1957 (relating to the temporary suspen-
sion of the tax on the first domestic process-
ing of coconut oil); and

(2) Public Law 86-37, as amended (73 Stat.
64), approved May 20, 1959 (relating to the
temporary suspension of the tax on the first
domestic processing of palm oil, palm-kernel
oll, ete.),
are each amended by striking out “June 30,
19?&" and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30,
1966".

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An Act to continue for an additional
three-year period the existing suspen-
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sions of the tax on the first domestic
processing of coconut oil, palm oil, palm-
kernel oil, and fatty acids, salts, com-
binations, or mixtures thereof.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 2102), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,

as follows:
SUMMARY OF BILL

H.R. 5260 as passed by the House would
repeal the processing tax on the first do-
mestic processing of coconut oil, palm oil,
palm-kernel oll, and certain derivatives of
such oils. Your committee has amended this
bill to suspend this tax for 3 more years
(until June 30, 1866) rather than repeal it.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Present law (sec. 4511(a) of the code) pro-
vides for the imposition of a tax of 3 cents
a pound upon the first domestic processing
of “coconut oil, palm oll, palm-kernel oil,
fatty acids derived from any of the foregoing
oils, salts of any of the foregoing (whether
or not such olls, fatty acids, or salts have
been refined, sulphonated, sulphated, hydro-
genated, or otherwise processed), or any com-
bination or mixture containing a substantial
quantity of any one or more of such olls,
fatty acids, or salts.”

The tax on the first domestic processing of
coconut oll has been suspended continuously
from October 1, 1057, to June 30, 1963, while
the tax on the first domestic processing of
palm oil and palm-kernal oil has been sus-
pended continuously from July 1, 1959, to
June 80, 1963. This latter suspension was
designed to restore the competitive balance
between these olls and competing coconut
and babassu olls on which the processing tax
had already been suspended. The House bill
would have repealed these processing taxes,
while the bill as amended by your commit-
tee s ds these taxes for an additional 3
years, or until June 30, 1966.

Coconut oil and palm-kernel oil are the
only commercially important lauric acid oils
now used in the Unted States. The domestic
processing taxes on these oils provided for
in section 4511(a) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, as amended, were originally
imposed in 1934, principally to protect do-
mestically produced edible fats and oils in
uses in which coconut oll is at present of
little importance, such as in margarine. Al-
though wvery little palm-kernel oil was used
in margarine or shortening, it was subjected
to the tax presumably because it could be
substituted for coconut oil. Coconut oll is
currently important in the manufacture of
soap because of the superior lathering prop-
erties which the oils impart. Palm-kernel
oil is used in the United States principally
in edible products such as biscuits, crack-
ers, and confectionery. Nether of the oils is
made from materials produced in the United
States. The principal use of palm oil in the
United States is in the tinplate industries
where it serves to prevent oxidation in the
plating baths. Imports for this use have
been exempt from tax since 1942,

The Tarlff Commission advised your com-
mittee that it has not received any com-
plaints regarding the suspension of the proc-
essing taxes on the products covered by this
bill. Favorable reports were received from
the Departments of Agriculture, Commerce,
and State.

Your committee has found no objection to
the further suspension of these processing
taxes although questions have been raised
as to their repeal, In view of this your com-
mittee has amended the House bill to pro-
vide for a further 3-year suspension of these
taxes.
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CARRIERS OF BONDED

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
5700, Calendar No. 2074.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
5700) to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to
permit the designation of certain con-
tract carriers as carriers of bonded mer-
chandise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance, with an amendment, on page
2, after line 10, to insert a new section,
as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) SBection 309 of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C, sec. 1309) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection: !

“(e) The provisions for free withdrawals
made by subsection (a) shall, under such
regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury
may prescribe, apply to articles withdrawn
for use as fuel on vessels of the United States
employed as common carriers on the high
seas or the Great Lakes pursuant to certifi-
cation by the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion.”

(b) The amendment made by subsection
{a) shall apply with respect to articles with-
drawn, as provided in section 309 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

The amendment was agreed to.

‘The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time,

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An Act to amend the Tariff Act of 1930
to permit the designation of certain
contract carriers as carriers of bonded
merchandise, and for other purposes.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 2108), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to permit the
Secretary of the Treasury to designate any
contract carrier, authorized to act as such
by any agency of the United Btates, as a
carrier of bonded merchandise for the final
release of which from customs custody a
permit has not been issued.

The committee amendment would permit
free withdrawals of fuel for use on vessels
of the United States employed as common
carriers in coastal service (including service
on the Great Lakes) pursuant to certification
bjf the Interstate Commerce Commission.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Section 551 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, deals with carriage in bond of
merchandise not finally released from cus-
toms custody. As originally enacted, sec-
tion 551 authorized the Secretary of the
Treasury to designate as carriers of bonded
merchandise only common ecarriers who
owned or operated railroad, steamship, or
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other transportation lines or routes. Public
Law 285, 79th Congress (59 Stat. 667), broad-
ened this authority to permit the Secretary
to designate freight forwarders under the
jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce
Commission to handle bonded merchandise
in transit, Public Law 87-598 extended the
Secretary’s authority so as to permit him to
designate any freight forwarder, authorized
to act as such by any agency of the Govern-
ment, to handle bonded merchandise in
transit.

The transportation of imported merchan-
dise in bond is a privilege accorded to cer-
tain carriers and freight forwarders. The
element of risk to the Government revenue
is minimized by limiting the privilege to
those who are authorized to act in the
capacity of handlers of merchandise by a
Federal agency and also by regulations of the
Secretary of the Treasury.

The Department of
reported:

“Investigation reveals that the common
carrier system would not be adversely affected
by the inclusion of contract carriers in the
categories of persons to which section 551 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 is applicable. The
Common Carrier Conference of the American
Trucking Associations, Inc., stated ‘the legis-
lation would create no enlargement in con-
tract carrier operations and in reality
amounts to nothing more than the removal
of an unwarranted handicap in providing
services which contract carriers are author-
ized to conduct.’”

It would seem both fair and efficient that
the Secretary of the Treasury should be au-
thorized to extend the privilege of handling
bonded merchandise to any contract carrler
licensed to act as such by any agency of the
United States, subject to such regulations
and terms as the Secretary of the Treasury
may prescribe and subject to his discretion.

In addition to the Department of Com-
merce, the Departments of State and Treas-
ury approve of this legislation.

The Finance Committee amended the bill
to provide for the tax-free withdrawal from
customs custody, or from a foreign-trade
zone, of fuel for use on vessels of the United
States employed as common carriers in coast-
wise service (including service on the Great
Lakes) pursuant to certification by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission. The objec-
tive is to provide for these few vessels the
same right to purchase this fuel from sup-
plies in bond, or from a foreign-trade zone,
as is now done for America-flag vessels in
intercoastal and foreign trade.

Presently, common carriers certified by the
Interstate Commerce Commission are denied
the privilege of free withdrawals unless they
travel beyond the bounds of one coast of the
United States. Competing ships, carrying
much the same cargo and touching at the
same ports, may make free withdrawals if
they travel beyond the one coast, whether
they go to other coasts of the United States
or touch at some foreign port.

The extension of this privilege to coast-
wise vessels would apply only to common
carriers certificated by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission and would not affect con-
tract or proprietary carriers not competing
with general common carriers.

While comparatively few ships would be
assisted by this measure, it would seem im-
portant that they receive the same treat-
ment as other common carriers which load
the same type of cargo and stop at the same
ports.

Commerce has

e ——ew——

SALE PRICE RULE OF CERTAIN
MANUFACTURERS EXCISE TAXES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 2075, HR. 8952,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEecGISLATIVE CLERE. A bill (H.R.
8952) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 with respect to the condi-
tion under which the special construc-
tion sale price rule is to apply for pur-
poses of certain manufacturers excise
taxes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance, with an amendment, to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SecTION 1. CONSTRUCTIVE SALE PRICE.

(a) APPLICATION OF SPECIAL RULE.—Sec-
tion 4216(b) (2) (C) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to special rule for
determining constructive sale price) is
amended by inserting before “the normal
method” the following: “in the case of
articles upon which tax is imposed under
section 4061(a) (relating to automobiles,
trucks, etc.), 4191 (relating to business
machines), or 4211 (relating to matches),”.

(b) ErreEcTIVE DaATE—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to articles sold by the manufacturer,
producer, or importer on or after October 1,
1962.

Sec. 2. CONTRIBUTIONS TO FOUNDATIONS FOR
CERTAIN STATE COLLEGES AND UnNI-
VERSITIES,

(a) LiMIiTATION ON CONTRIBUTIONS AL-
LOWABLE AS DEpUcTION.—Section 170(b) (1)
(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to limitation on amount of deduc-
tion for charitable contributions by indi-
viduals) is amended by striking out *or” at
the end of clause (il), by inserting “or” at
the end of clause (iii), and by inserting after
clause (iii) the following new clause:

“(iv) an organization referred to in sec-
tion 503(b) (3) organized and operated ex-
clusively to receive, hold, invest, and ad-
minister property and to make expenditures
to or for the benefit of a college or univer-
sity which is an organization referred to in
clause (ii) of this subparagraph and which
is an agency or instrumentality of a State
or political subdivision thereof, or which is
owned or operated by a State or political
subdivision thereof or by an agency or in-
strumentality of one or more States or po-
litical subdivisions,”,

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT—Section 170
(b)(1)(B) of such Code is amended by
striking out “any charitable contributions
to the organizations described in clauses (1),
(ii), and (iil)" and inserting in lieu thereof
“any charitable contributions described in
subparagraph (A)".

(c) ErrFecTivE DATE—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply
to taxable years beginning after December
31, 1960.

Sec. 3. LiFE INSURANCE COMPANIES,

(a) VARIABLE ANNUITIES AND OTHER SEG-
REGATED AsSSET AccoUnTs.—Section 801(g) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating
to variable annuities) is amended to read as
follows:

“{g) ComTRACTS WITH RESERVE BASED ON
SEGREGATED ASSET ACCOUNTS.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—

“(A) ANNUITY CONTRACTS INCLUDE VARIABLE
ANNUITY CONTRACTS.—For purposes of this
part, an ‘annuity contract’' includes a con-
tract which provides for the payment of a
variable annuity computed on the basis of
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recognized mortality tables and the invest-
ment experience of the company issuing the
contract.

“(B) CONTRACTS WITH RESERVES BASED ON
A SEGREGATED ASSET ACCOUNT.—For purposes
of this part, a 'contract with reserves based
on a segregated asset account' is a contract—

“(1) which provides for the allocation of
all or part of the amounts received under the
contract to an account which, pursuant to
State law or regulation, is segregated from
the general asset accounts of the company.

“(ii) which provides for the payment of
annuities, and

“(iii) under which the amounts paid in,

or the amount paid as annuities, reflect the
investment return and the market value of
the segregated asset account.
If a contract ceases to reflect current in-
vestment return and current market value,
such contract shall not be considered as
meeting the requirements of clause (iil)
after such cessation.

“{2) LIFE INSURANCE RESERVES—For pur-
poses of subsection (b)(1)(A) of this sec-
tion, the reflection of the investment return
and the market value of the segregated asset
account shall be considered an assumed rate
of interest.

“{3) SEPARATE ACCOUNTING.—For purposes
of this part, a life insurance company which
issues contracts with reserves based on segre-
gated asset accounts shall separately ac-
count for the various income, exclusion,
deduction, asset, reserve, and other liability
items properly attributable to such segre-
gated asset accounts. For such items as are
not accounted for directly, separate account-
ing shall be made—

“(A) in accordance with the method reg-
ularly employed by such company, if such
method is reasonable, and

“(B) in all other cases, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or
his delegate.

“{4) INVESTMENT YIELD.—

“(A) In cENERAL—For purposes of this
part, the policy and other contract lability
requirements, and the life insurance com-
pany’s share of investment yield, shall be
separately computed—

“(1) with respect to the items separately
accounted for in accordance with paragraph
(3), and

“(ii) excluding the items taken into ac-
count under clause (i).

“(B) CAPITAL GAINS AND LOSsSEs.—If, with-
out regard to subparagraph (A), the net
short-term capital gain exceeds the net long-
term capital loss, such excess shall be al-
located between clauses (1) and (ii) of sub-
paragraph (A) in proportion to the respec-
tive contributions to such excess of the items
taken into account under each such clause.

*(6) PoOLICY AND OTHER CONTRACT LIABILITY
REQUIREMENTS.—For purposes of this part—

“(A) with respect to life insurance re-
serves based on segregated asset accounts, the
adjusted reserves rate and the current earn-
ings rate for purposes of section 805(b),
and the rate of interest assumed by the tax-
payer for purposes of sections 805(c) and
809(a) (2), shall be a rate equal to the cur-
rent earnings rate determined under section
805(b) (2) with respect to the items sepa-
rately accounted for in accordance with para-
graph (3) reduced by the percentage ob-
tained by dividing—

“({1) any amount retained with respect to
such reserves by the life insurance company
from gross investment income (as defined in
section B804(b)) on segregated assets, to the
extent such retained amount exceeds the de-
ductions allowable under section B804(c)
which are attributable to such reserves, by

“(i1) the means of such reserves; and

“(B) with respect to reserves based on
segregated asset accounts other than life
insurance reserves, an amount equal to the
product of—
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“{1) the rate of interest assumed as de-
fined is subparagraph (A), and

“{il) the means of such reserves,
shall be included as interest paid within the
meaning of section B805(e)(1).

““(6) INCREASES AND DECREASES IN RE-
SsERVES.—For purposes of subsections (a)
and (b) of section 810, the sum of the items
described in section 810(c) taken into ac-
count as of the close of the taxable year
shall, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate, be adjusted—

“(A) by subtracting therefrom an amount
equal to the sum of the amounts added from
time to time (for the taxable year) to the
reserves separately accounted for in accord-
ance with paragraph (3) by reason of ap-
preciation in value of assets (whether or not
the assets have been disposed of), and

“(B) by adding thereto an amount equal
to the sum of the amounts subtracted from
time to time (for the taxable year) from
such such reserves by reason of depreciation
in value of assets (whether or not the assets
have been disposed of).

“The deduction allowable for items described
in paragraphs (1) and (7) of section 809(d)
with respect to segregated asset accounts
shall be reduced to the extent that the
amount of such items is increased for the
taxable year by appreciation (or increased
to the extent that the amount of such items
is decreased for the taxable year by deprecia-
tion) not reflected in adjustments under the
preceding sentence.

““(T) BASIS OF ASSETS HELD FOR QUALIFIED
PENSION PLAN CONTRACTS.—In the case of con-
tracts described in subparagraph (A), (B),
(C), or (D) of section 805(d) (1), the basis
of each asset In a segregated asset account
shall (in addition to all other adjustments to
basis) be—

“(A) increased by the amount of any ap-
preciation in value, and

*“(B) decreased by the amount of any de-
preciation in value,
to the extent that such appreciation and de-
preciation are from time to time reflected in
the increases and decreases in reserves or
other items in paragraph (6) with respect to
such contracts.

“(8) ADDITIONAL SEPARATE COMPUTATIONS.—
Under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate, such additional separate
computations shall be made, with respect to
the items separately accounted for in ac-
cordance with paragraph (3), as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section and this part.”

{b) Tax v CASE OF CAPITAL GAINS.—

(1) ALTERNATIVE Tax—Paragraph (2) of
section 802(a) of such Code (relating to tax
in case of capital gains) is amended to read
as follows:

“(2) ALTERNATIVE TAX IN CASE OF CAPITAL
cAINs—If for any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 1961, the net long-term
capital gain of any life insurance company
exceeds the net short-term capital loss, then,
in lieu of the tax imposed by paragraph (1),
there is hereby imposed a tax (if such tax
is less than the tax imposed by such para-
graph) which shall consist of the sum of—

“(A) a partial tax, computed as provided
by paragraph (1), on the life insurance com-
pany taxable income determined by reduc-
ing the taxable investment income, and the
gain from operations, by the amount of such
excess, and

“(B) an amount equal to 25 percent of
such excess.”

(2) TAXABLE INVESTMENT INCOME—Para-
graph (2) of section 804(a) of such Code
(relating to definition of taxable investment
income) is amended by striking out “equal
to the sum" and inserting in lieu thereof
“equal to the amount (if any) by which the
net long-term capital gain exceeds the net
short-term capital loss plus the sum”.

(3) GAIN AND LOSS FROM OPERATIONS.—Par-
agraphs (1) and (2) of section B09(b) of
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such Code (relating to definitions of gain
and loss from operations) are each amended
by striking out “and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by redesignating subpara-
graph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by in-
serting after subparagraph (A) the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“(B) the amount (if any) by which the
net long-term capital gain exceeds the net
short-term capital loss; and”.

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections
815(c) (3) (B) and 6501(c) (6) of such Code
are each amended by striking out “802(a)
(1) and inserting in lieu thereof “802(a)”.

(c) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN DEDUCTIONS.—
Section 809(f) (2) of such Code (relating to

the application of limitation on certain de-

ductions) is amended to read as follows:

““(2) APPLICATION OF LIMITATION.—The lim-
itation provided by paragraph (1) shall ap-
ply first to the amount of the deduction un-
der subsection (d)(3), then to the amount
of the deduction under subsection (d)(6),
and finally to the amount of the deduction
under subsection (d) (5)."

(d) REDUCTION OF POLICYHOLDERS SUR-
PLUS AccoUNT —Section 815(d) of such Code
(relating to special rules with respect to dis-
tributions to shareholders) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph—

() REDUCTION OF POLICYHOLDERS SURPLUS
ACCOUNT FOR CERTAIN UNUSED DEDUCTIONS.—
If

“(A) an amount added to the policy-
holders surplus account for any taxable year
increased (or created) a loss from opera-
tions for such year, and

“(B) any portion of the increase in the
loss from operations referred to in subpara-
graph (A) did not result in a reduction of
any tax under section 802 for any taxable
year to which such loss was carried,
the policyholders surplus account for the
last taxable year to which such loss may be
carried shall be reduced by the amount de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) or, if lesser, the
amount in such account as of the close of
such taxable year (computed before any sub-
tractions for such taxable year).”

{e) ErFecTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with re-
spect to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1961.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An Act to amend the provisions of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 relating
to the conditions under which the spe-
cial constructive sale price rule is to ap-
ply for purposes of certain manufac-
turers excise taxes and relating to the
taxation of life insurance companies,
and for other purposes.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 2109), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbD,
as follows:

I. SUMMARY OF BILL

The Excise Tax Technical Changes Act of
1958 provided that in determining the base
for the computation of manufacturer’s ex-
cise taxes, a constructive sales price could
be used where sales were made to retailers
or to consumers if sales were also made at
the wholesale level. However, this provision
applies only if the normal method of sales
within the industry is not to sell articles at
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retail, to retailers, or to both. The House
bill provided that this latter restriction was
not to apply in the case of the manufactur-
er's excise taxes on refrigerators and related
items, on electric, gas and oil appliances,
and on radios and television sets and related
items. Your committee has amended the
House bill to provide that this latter re-
striction is to apply in the case of none of
the manufacturer’s excise taxes except those
relating to automobiles, trucks and buses,
business machines, and matches.

Your committee also has added two new
sections to the bill. The first of these re-
lates to the extra 10 percent limitation, over
and above the generally avallable 20-percent
limitation, on deductions for charitable con-

‘tributions. Presently this extra 10-percent

limitation applies in the case of contribu-
tions to a church, school, hospital, or medi-
cal research organization. The new section
added by your committee makes this extra
10-percent limitation applicable in the case
of contributions to an organization, organ-
ized and operated exclusively to receive,
hold, invest, and administer property and to

.make expenditures to, or for the benefit of,

a State or local government university or
college, including a land-grant college or
university. However, such an organization
must be one which normally receives a sub-
stantial part of its support from the United
States or any State or local government or
from direct or indirect contributions from
the general public. This new section is to
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1960.

The second new section added to the bill
by your committee deals with certain aspects
of the taxation of life insurance companies.
The amendment makes four changes in life
insurance taxation:

First, the amendment affects the tax treat-
ment of variable annuities and segregated
pension contracts. The present tax treat-
ment of variable annuities does not apply
to taxable years beginning after December
31, 1962. The bill continues present treat-
ment of variable annuities for the future,
without a termination date, and also pro-
vides that income allocated to “segregated
asset accounts” (including capital gains in-
come in the case of qualified pension con-
tracts) is not to be taxed to the life in-
surance company.

The second life insurance company amend-
ment is concerned with the taxation of
capital gains of such companies. The bill
permits taxpayers to include the excess of
any net long-term capital gains over any net
short-term capital losses in the life insurance
company's “phase one” investment income
tax base, in lieu of the present separate
capital gains tax of 26 percent.

The third life insurance company amend-
ment is concerned with the order in which
deductions are to be taken. Under present
law the 2-percent deduction for group acci-
dent and health insurance and the 10-per-
cent deduction for increase in reserves for
nonparticipating contracts (or deduction of
3 percent of the premiums on such con-
tracts), for purposes of the $250,000 limita-
tion, are taken before the deduction for pol-
icyholder dividends. The amendment re-
verses this priority. Since the deductions
for group accident and health insurance and
nonparticipating contracts in effect are re-
stored to income for purposes of the “phase
three” tax, when distributions are made to
stockholders, there is a wastage for the life
insurance company of part of its policyholder
dividend deduction (which is not restored
to income at the time of distributions) if
this latter deduction is not taken first.

The fourth life insurance company amend-
ment provides that if an amount added to
the policyholder’s surplus account for any
year increased a loss from operations for that
year, and did not result in a reduction in tax
in any year to which the loss is carried, to
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this extent the income base used in deter-
mining the tax at the time of distrlbutions
to shareholders is to be reduced.

These life insurance company amendments
are to apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1961.

The Treasury Department has indicated
that if the constructive price provision for
present law is to be retained, it does not ob-
ject to the House bill and favors the amend-
ment made by your committee. The Treas-
ury Department also has indicated that it
favors the committee amendments relating
to the extra 10-percent deduction for chari-
table contributions and those relating to life
insurance company taxation.

II. CONSTRUCTIVE SALES PRICE PROVISION

Prior to the enactment of the Excise Tax
Technical Changes Act of 1958, the law pro-
vided a constructive sales price, for purposes
of computing various manufacturers excise
taxes, only where the article is sold (1) at
retall (i.e., to consumers), (2) on consign-
ment, or (3) at less than the fair market
price if the transaction is mot at arm’s
length. The constructive sales price applied
in such cases is the price for which the arti-
cles are sold in the ordinary course of trade
by the manufacturer or producer as deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury or
his delegate.

In the Excise Tax Technical Changes Act
of 1958 (Public Law 85-859, 85th Cong.),
Congress expanded the area where a con-
structive price provision applies in deter-
mining the base for manufacturers excise
taxes. A provision added by that act made
a constructive price provision applicable not
only to sales to consumers but also in the
case of sales to retallers® Where this pro-
vision applies, the applicable constructive
sales price is the highest price for which
the manufacturer sells the article to whole-
sale distributors, or the actual price for
which the article was sold, if lower.

In its report on the 1858 act, the Senate
Committee on Finance stated:

“Your committee is in full agreement with
the House that substantially different
amounts of manufacturers’ excise tax should
not be imposed with respect to the same
type of items merely because one manufac-
turer chooses to sell his articles to a retailer
or consumer while the other sells his to a
wholesaler.”

Despite the objective of a uniform base for
the imposition of excise taxes, it was recog-
nized in the action taken in the 1958 act
that there were significant administrative
problems in computing a constructive sales
price which made it difficult to achieve com-
plete uniformity in tax base for purposes of
the manufacturers’ excise taxes. To mini-
mize these administrative problems, four
limitations were imposed on the use of this
new provision:

(1) The sales must be regularly made at
retail, to retailers, or to special dealers;

(2) Sales must also be made to one or
more wholesale distributors in arm’s-length
transactions in which the manufacturer
(producer or importer) establishes that the
price was set without regard to any tax bene-
fit under this provision.

(3) The normal method of sales of the
articles within the industry 1s not at retail,
or to retallers or a combination of both; and

(4) The transaction is at arm'’s length.

The first limitation means that the provi-
sion does not apply where the sales at retail
or to retallers are merely casual sales. The
requirement that sales also be made to whole-
salers provides a basis for the actual compu-
tation of the constructive price, The third
limitation; namely, the requirement that the
sales at retail or to retailers (or a combina-
tion of these types of sales) not be the nor-

1The act also supplied the constructive
sales price provision to so-called special
dealers.
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mal method of distribution was intended to
deny the benefit of this provision where half
or more of the volume of sales of the specific
category of taxable items is made at retail or
to retailers. The report of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance on the 1958 act indicated
the following reason for this limitation:

This limitation on the application of the
new constructive price provision appears de-
sirable because there would seem to be no
significant discrimination with respect to an
industry where sales at retail and/or to re-
tallers represent the major proportion of the
volume sales in the industry.

This requirement that taxpayers determine
whether or not the normal method of dis-
tribution within the industry is to retailers
or at retail in practice has been practically
impossible to meet. The difficulty is that it
has been almost impossible to gather the sta-
tistical information needed in order to de-
termine what is the normal method of dis-
tribution within an industry. In most cases
it has proved impossible to obtain sales data
for important segments of the industry. In
part this is due to a natural reluctance to
disclose trade data to competitors in part
due to the fact that those who do not intend
to use this provision have no interest in de-
veloping this data, and in part due to the
fact that there is no authorized agency for
the collection of the data. However, prob-
lems also arise from the nature of the dis-
tribution system. For example, sales to large
contractors frequently are difficult to clas-
sify as to whether they are sales at whole-
sale, to retailers, or at retail because the
contractor may, in part, be purchasing ar-
ticles for his own use and in part for re-
sale to others. The problem is further com-
plicated by the fact that a determination
as to the normal method of distribution at
any one point of time may vary somewhat
if another point of time is selected.

The Treasury Department, in its report to
your committee on this bill, while not fav-
oring its enactment, stated: “* * * While
there is a feeling by all concerned that cer-
tain products must fall within the scope of
the lower constructive price provision (i.e.,
the one under consideration here), conclu-
sive data for any given product have yet to
be obtained. Normal sources of distribu-
tlon data are the census of manufacturers
and trade associations. But differences in
classification of products for trade and tax
purposes, and lack of full coverage for a
whole industry, have prevented avallable fig-
ures from being sufficlent to make a deci-
sion as to whether sales to retailers and at
retail are, or are not, the normal method of
distribution by manufacturers of a given
product. [Parenthetical statement added.]

As a result of these difficulties in the ap-
plication of this restriction relating to the
normal method of distribution within an
industry, the House concluded that the ap-
plication of this restriction should be re-
moved in the case of three industry groups,
where it is generally agreed that the normal
method of distribution within the industry
is not sales to retallers or at retail, despite
the fact that complete statistical proof to
this effect has not been available. The in-
dustry groups referred to were those selling
articles taxable under (1) section 4111;
namely, household-type refrigerators and
quick-freeze units (including combinations
of the two), and self-contained air-condi-
tioning units; (2) section 4121; namely,
electric, gas, and oil appliances; and (3) sec-
tion 4141; namely, radios, television sets,
phonographs (ineluding combinations of the
foregoing), radio and television components,
and phonograph records.

Your committee agrees with the House
that the restriction as to the normal method
of sales of the article within the industry
should not apply in the case of the above-
named excise tax categories. However, your
committee after examining this provision has
concluded that this restriction likewise
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should not apply in the case of other manu-
facturer's excise taxes as well. In this re-
gard the Treasury report on this bill states
as follows:

“It is our understanding that the major
objective in 1958, in inserting the condition
that the new constructive price privilege
was not to be available where sales at retail
or to retailers were the normal method of
selling, was designed to prevent the use of
such constructive price by a limited group
of industries. These industries are those
in which sales at retail or to retallers con-
stitute a very high proportion of total sales,
in particular, passenger automobiles, trucks,
and business and store machines. Amend-
ing the law so as to prevent only these
named industries from using the construc-
tive price base in question would achieve the
essential intent of 1958 legislation and avoid
the need for considering additional amend-
ments in future years to meet the requests
of industries which presumably are in the
same situation as the industries already list-
ed in H.R, 8952.”

Your committee agrees with the Treasury
Department that this restriction of the con-
structive sales price privilege, so that it is
not available where sales at retail or to re-
tailers is the normal method of selling,
should not apply generally to manufacturer’'s
exclse taxes. For that reason it has amended
the House bill to make this restriction appli-
cable only in the case of the following excise
taxes: (1) Sectlon 4061(a)(1); namely,
trucks, buses, and related equipment; (2)
section 4061(a)(2); namely, passenger au-
tomobiles and related equipment; (3) sec-
tion 4191; namely, business machines; and
(4) section 4211; namely, matches.

Because of the elapse of time since this
provision was considered by the House, your
committee has also amended the effective
date so that the amendment made by this
section is to apply with respect to articles
sold by the manufacturer, producer, or im-
porter on or after October 1, 1962, rather than
January 1, 1962. This is not intended, how-
ever, to imply that this constructive sales
price was not applicable to sales of articles
covered by this bill prior to that date.

III. CONTRIBUTIONS TO FOUNDATIONS FOR STATE
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

The attention of your committee has been
called to the fact that in at least nine States *
legal restrictions limit the ability of State
and land-grant colleges or universities to
receive directly gifts and bequests from the
public for particular purposes. This fre-
quently is true because State laws require
gifts made directly to a State institution to
be covered into the general State treasury,
and for funds made available to the State
university or college to be provided by appro-
priation by the legislature. Because of these
restrictions, endowment foundations had
been created in connection with many State
colleges and universities (often by alumni
groups) for the purpose of receiving gifts
and beguests from the general public and
making expenditures for the benefit of these
colleges and universities. In some instances
State university endowment institutions of
the type referred to here hold title to prop-
erty comprising part of the campus area of
a college or university and participate in the
erection of university buildings. In gen-
eral, the funds of these foundations are used
for a variety of purposes such as providing
scholarships, student loans, equipment, fur-
nishings, and libraries, all of which normally
are accepted functions of colleges and uni-
versities, However, in these cases the func-
tions are performed through separate cor-
porations rather than through the university
corporation itself.

*Towa, Kansas, New York, Oregon, South
Dakota, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin.
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Because these university endowment insti-
tutions are not directly a part of the State
university or college, the charitable contri-
bution deduction which may be taken by an
individual with respect to contributions to
such an institution is limited to 20 percent
of the taxpayer's adjusted gross income
(without regard to net operating loss carry-
backs). Under present law an extra 10 per-
cent, or 30 percent in the aggregate, of the
taxpayer's adjusted gross income may be
deducted in the case of contributions to a
church or convention or association of
churches, an educational organization, a hos-
pital, or certain medical research organiza-
tions. This extra 10 percent, however, may
not be deducted in the case of the State uni-
versity endowment institutions referred to
here because they are not actually schools.
Similar endowment funds of private uni-
versities or colleges, on the other hand, are
a part of the private school or university
itself and, therefore, contributions to such
funds or directly to the private schools and
universities are eligible for this extra 10 per-
cent charitable deduction.

Your committee has concluded that these
endowment funds for colleges or universities
of States or local governments should be
placed on the same footing with private
institutions in the case of the deductibility
of charitable contributions and gifts made
to them. For that reason your committee’s
amendment adds a new category (sec. 170(b)
(1) (A) (iv)) to the provision of present law
which specifies the types of institutions to
which gifts may be made for which the extra
10-percent deduction for charitable contri-
butions is available. The new category added
by your committee’s amendment comprises
organizations, organized and operated ex-
clusively to receive, hold, invest, and admin-
ister property and to make expenditures to
or for the benefit of a State (or local gov-
ernmental unit) university or college, in-
cluding land-grant colleges or universities.
To be eligible for this treatment, however,
the organization must be one which normal-
1y receives a substantial part of its support
from the United States or a State or local
governmental unit or from direct or indirect
contributions from the general public.

This provision is to apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1960.

1IV. AMENDMENT OF PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE
TAXATION OF LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES

A. General explanation

1. Variable Annuities and Other Segregated
Asset Accounts

The first provision relating to life insur-
ance companies added by your committee’s
amendments deals with variable annuities
and also with segregated pension accounts.

Variable annuities differ from ordinary, or
fixed dollar, annuities in that the annuity
benefits payable under them vary with the
insurance company's investment experience.
The fixed dollar annuity, on the other hand,
guarantees the payment of a specified
amount irrespective of the actual investment
earnings. Both the fixed dollar annuities
and the wvariable annuities, however, are
based upon the principle of paying out either
specified amounts, or specified units with
values which vary with investment experi-
ence, over the life of each member of an an-
nuitant group. In both cases the insuring
company bears the mortality risk,

In view of this similarity, Congress in the
Life Insurance Company Income Tax Act of
1959 treated variable annuities generally like
other annuities for tax purposes. It pro-
vided that variable annuity contracts using
recognized mortality tables with annuity
payments based on the investment experi-
ence of the company issuing the contract
were to be treated as regular annuity con-
tracts for purposes of the life insurance

,company tax. These reserves, therefore,
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qualify as life insurance reserves and com-
panies primarily issuing these policies qualify
as life insurance companies. In this case,
however, the current earnings rate of the
company is used in determining the portion
of the investment income belonging to the
policyholder, rather than to the life insur-
ance company, except that this current earn-
ings rate is reduced by any actuarial margin
charge retained by the company under the
contract. This same rate is also used as the
assumed rate of interest. In the case of
these variable annulty contracts, additions
in reserves for tax purposes include only
increases made by reason of premium re-
ceipts and investment income and decreases
in these reserves take into account only
benefits pald under these contracts. There
is excluded from reserve additions or de-
creases capital galns and losses, both realized
and unrealized. The unrealized gains and
losses are excluded because as a general
rule unrealized gains are not taken into
account for tax purposes. The realized gains
and losses are excluded because under pres-
ent law they are taxed at a separate flat 26
percent tax rate with respect to any

net long-term capital gain over any net
short-term capital loss.

Present law provides that the treatment
described above for variable annuities is to
terminate with respect to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1962. Your com-
mittee’s amendment, with only technical
modifications, continues the present treat-
ment for these variable annuities for future
years.

The variable annuity described above is
one form of a segregated asset account, In
addition, however, there are segregated asset
accounts, primarily pension contracts, where
the payments may not be based upon recog-
nized mortality tables. The segregated asset
accounts referred to are those which provide
for the payment of annuities where as a
result of State law or regulation the amounts
received are segregated from the general asset
accounts of the life insurance company and
where either the amounts paid in, or the
amounts paid out as annuities, vary with
the investment return and the market value
of the segregated asset account.

Under the Life Insurance Company Income
Tax Act of 1959 Congress attempted to ex-
clude the investment income earned in con-
nection with reserves accumulated for quali-
fied employer pension and profit-sharing
plans from the tax base of the life insurance
company. To obtain this result it provided
that the amount to be attributed to the
policyholders, and therefore not taxed, was
to be equal to the current earnings rate of
the life insurance company multiplied by
reserves held for qualified pension and profit-
sharing plans. Your committee’'s report on
that act indicated the view that this treat-
ment was desirable because the investment
earnings of a noninsured qualified pension
or profit-sharing trust are completely exempt
from tax while they are accumulated in the
trust.

Thus, an attempt was made at that time to
treat qualified pension or profit-sharing con-
tracts, handled through an insurance com-
pany, in the same manner as tax-exempt
qualified pension and profit-sharing trusts.
This result was not obtained, however, be-
cause the current earnings rate of a life in-
surance company is based on items of in-
vestment yield and assets of the company as
a whole and not on those items as they relate
to qualified pension plan contracts alone.
Moreover, under present law the capital gains
of all assets relating to these pension con-
tracts remain subject to tax. Noninsured
pension trusts on the other hand, account
separately for all assets attributable to qual-
ified pension plans and pay no tax on elther
the investment income or the capital gains
on such assets.
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This difference in tax treatment may well
be an important factor in the loss of pen-
sion business which has occurred in the case
of life insurance companies in the last few
years. In 1960 the premiums and other
consideration they received for insured pen-
slon plans, for example, were $145 million
lower than in 1959. This difference in tax
treatment is damaging, however, not only
to the life insurance companies but also
to the smaller employers who generally can-
not assume the risk or administrative ex-
pense of establishing a small pension trust.

In the last few years a number of States
have authorized the use of segregated ac-
count pension contracts to enable life in-
surance companies to meet the competition
of the pension trusts. These States are
Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, In-
diana, Iowa, Kentucky, Massachusetts,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New York,
and the District of Columbia. However, to
provide tax equality for these segregated
pension accounts with the tax-exempt pen-
sion trusts, it is necessary that the invest-
ment income and capital gains credited to
policyholders in these segregated accounts
be free of tax in the same manner as is
already true in the case of the noninsured
pension trusts.

Your committee’s amendment is designed
to remove this competitive discrimination.
First, it provides that the full current earn-
ings rate on assets held In segregated ac-
counts, less any amounts retained by the
company in excess of allowable expenses,
are to be deducted in computing the life
insurance company’s investment income tax
base. This is provided in the amendment
by specifying that in computing the policy
and other contract liability requirements of
the life insurance company with respect to
life insurance reserves on segregated asset
accounts, the current earnings rate with
respect to these segregated accounts is to be
substituted for the use of the adjusted
reserve rate and the rate of interest as-
sumed by the taxpayer. However, this cur-
rent earnings rate is to be reduced for
amounts retained by the life insurance com-
pany from gross investment income on
segregated assets to the extent these re-
tained amounts exceed the investment de-
ductions otherwise allowable. Similarly,
with respect to reserves based on segregated
asset accounts other than life insurance
reserves, the current earnings rate on the
segregated assets is to be considered as the
interest paid.

Second, capital gains and losses specifi-
cally allocated to segregated asset accounts
are no longer to be subjected to the flat
25-percent capital gains tax. This treat-
ment is provided, however, only in the case
of qualified pension contracts. This is ac-
complished by adjusting the basis of the
segregated assets upward or downward to the
extent of the amount of the gain or loss
which would otherwise occur,

Third, in determining the “phase two" tax
base, or net gains from operation, increases
or decreases in reserves for the contracts
which would otherwise occur because of ap-
preciation or depreciation in the value of as-
sets is not to be taken into account. This,
like the first adjustment described above, ap-
plies to qualified and nongqualified pension
contracts alike.

Fourth, in determining the *“phase one"
tax base, namely, the taxable investment in-
come, a completely separate computation is
made for the investment income attributable
to the segregated account business.

2, Tax on Capital Gains

Under the Life Insurance Company Income
Tax Act of 1959 a life insurance company is
taxed separately on its capital gains. That
act provided that the excess of net long-term
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capital gains over net short-term capital
losses 1s to be taxed at a flat 256-percent rate.
This method of taxing capital gains differs
from that provided for most other corpora-
tions in that this 25-percent tax is not an
alternative tax but rather is the only pro-
cedure provided for capital gains.

As indieated in the report of your commit-
tee on the Life Insurance Act, the taxation
of capital gains was limited to this one pro-
cedure because of complexities encountered
in including capital gains in the regular tax
base. In this regard the report of your
committee on that act stated as follows:

“The tax rate is a flat 25-percent tax on
these long-term gains (the excess of the net
long-term capital gain over the net short-
term capital loss). This differs from the
treatment provided in the case of ordinary
corporations in that this 25-percent tax is
not an alternative tax but the only method
of computation provided. This omission of
any alternative method of computation
avolds the complexity of providing for the
inclusion of capital gains in the regular tax
base, which in this case consists of three
different phases.”

The fallure to permit life insurance com-
panies on an alternative basis to include
capital gains in their regular tax base has
resulted in a hardship for those companies
operating at a loss. For the most part these
are small, new companies. Moreover, they
represent an important segment of the in-
dustry. In 1958, out of 1,471 life insurance
companies, only 741 reported net income.
Thus, nearly 50 percent of the industry in
terms of numbers of companies operated at
a loss. Any of these companies realizing a
net long-term capital gain (in excess of any
net short-term capital loss) nevertheless are
required to pay a flat 25-percent tax on such
a gain even though operating at an overall
loss for the year.

Your committee’s amendment removes this
diseriminatory treatment against life insur-
ance companies operating at a loss and at the
same time avoids the complexities feared at
the time of the passage of the 1959 act. Un-
der this amendment a life insurance com-
pany will compute its tax on long-term
capital gains under two methods—a regular
method and an alternative method. The
regular method requires that these capital
gains be included in the taxable investment
income of the life insurance company.®* Un-
der this method, however, the capital gain
income is not taken into account in deter-
mining investment yield.

The alternative method of taxing capital
gains under your committee's amendment is
identical to the method provided by existing
law; namely, a separate flat 25-percent tax
on the excess of any net long-term capital
galn over any net short-term capital loss.
The 1life insurance company, under your
committee's amendment, is to determine its
tax for the taxable year under whichever
of these two methods produces the lesser tax
liability.

3. Priority of Deductions Affecting Stock
Life Insurance Companies
Under the Life Insurance Company Income
Tax Act of 1959 a so-called phase three tax
is imposed on life insurance companies in
the case of distributions to shareholders.

3The excess of the net long-term capital
gains over the net short-term capital losses
are also included in galns from operations
under the “phase two"” tax base for life in-
surance companies. However, since in the
final computation of the tax taxable invest-
ment income, if smaller, s subtracted from
galn from operations, only the “phase one”
tax base in the last analysis generally will
include this capital gain income.
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The act provides that after distributions to
the shareholders of amounts already taxed
to the life insurance company, if additional
distributions are made to the shareholders
such amounts are taxable at the life insur-
ance company level at the time of the dis-
tribution. The amounts so taxed at the
time of distribution include the 50 percent
of gains from operations (in excess of tax-
able investment income) mnot previously
taxed to the life insurance company, plus the
deduction for nonparticipating contracts (10
percent of the increase in reserves for non-
participating contracts or 3 percent of the
premiums for such contracts, whichever is
greater) and the deduction for group life
and group accldent and health insurance
contracts (2 percent of premiums for such
contracts).

In computing the deductions for group in-
surance premiums and nonparticipating in-
surance and also the deduction for dividends
to policyholders, the 1959 act provides that
the aggregate of these three deductions (al-
though they may entirely offset gains from
operations in excess of taxable investment
income) may not offset taxable investment
income by more than £250,000. The statute
also provides that the group insurance pre-
mium deduction is to be taken first, then the
nonparticipating contract deduction, and
finally the deduction for policyholder divi-
dends in applying this $250,000 limitation.

The effect of this priority in which the de-
ductions are to be taken s in some cases to
leave a taxpayer worse off than if he re-
ceived no deduction at all for group pre-
miums or nonparticipating contracts. This
can occur where the company pays out suffi-
clent policyholder dividends to account for
the maximum deduction available with this
$250,000 limitation. In such a case, if this
deduction could be taken first, since it is not
just a deferred deduction, it would result in
no further tax at the time of the distribution
to the shareholder. However, since the other
two deductions must be taken first and do
result in a tax at the time of a distribution
to shareholders, the taxpayer in such case is
in a worse position than he would be If these
first two deductions were not available.

To remove this hardship your committee’s
amendment provides that in applying the
$250,000 limitation, policyholder dividends
are to be allowed as a deduction first and
then the deduction for group insurance pre-
miums and finally the deduction for non-
participating insurance contracts.

4. Effect of an Unused Loss From Operations
on “Phase Three” Tax at Time of Distribu-
tion to S8hareholders

Under the Life Insurance Company In-
come Tax Act of 1959 provision was made for
the taxation at the life insurance company
level of any income not previously taxed to
the life insurance company which is distrib-
uted to the shareholders. First, however,
amounts which have already been taxed to
the life insurance company may be distrib-
uted to shareholders without further tax at
the time of distribution. Only when such
amounts are used up is a tax imposed with
respect to any additional distributions. The
amounts already taxed to the life insurance
company and which may be distributed with-
out further tax are accounted for in what
is called the shareholders’ surplus account.
The amounts which will result in additional
tax at the time of distribution to sharehold-
ers are accounted for in the “policyholder’s
surplus account.”

The attention of your committee has been
called to a type of situation where these ac-
counts do not achieve the intended result.
At present there is added to the policyholder
surplus account 50 percent of the gains from
operation in excess of taxable investment in-
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come; plus the deduction for nonparticipat-
ing contracts and the deduction for group
life and group accident and health insur-
ance. The deduction for nonparticipating
contracts or the deduction for group life and
group accident and health insurance con-
tracts may result in a loss from operations
which may be carried back 3 years or forward
5 years (or in certain cases carried forward
8 years). If the deduction cannot be fully
used to offset gain from operations in one
of these years, there is a wastage of these
deductions. Nevertheless, these deductions
under present law have been added in full
to the policyholder's surplus account. This
results in a tax at the time distributions are
made even though, where the deduction has
been wasted, it has not been possible for the
life insurance company to galn any benefit
from them.

To remove this imperfection in the present
statute, your committee’s amendments pro-
vide that if an amount added to the policy-
holder’'s surplus account for any year in-
creases or creates a loss from operations and
part or all of that loss cannot be used in
any other year to reduce the company's tax
liability, then the policyholder's surplus ac-
count for the last year to which this loss may
be carried is to be reduced by the amount of
the unused loss or, if lesser, the amount in
the policyholder's account (before making
any subtractions for that year).

5. Effective Date
All of the amendments made by your com-
mittee relating to life insurance companies

apply with respect to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1961.

A T-YEAR NET OPERATING LOSS
CARRYOVER FOR CERTAIN REG-
ULATED TRANSPORTATION COR-
PORATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar No. 2007, H.R. 12526.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
12526) to amend section 172 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
a T-year net operating loss carryover for
certain regulated transportation corpo-
rations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
was read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 2041), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

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

SUMMARY OF BILL

Corporations generally may carry net op-
erating losses back 3 years and then, if there
is any remaining unused loss, forward for 5
years, This bill provides that regulated
transportation corporations, in addition to
the 3-year carryback, are to have a T-year,
instead of a 5-year, carryforward of net op-
erating losses. This longer period to carry-
forward net operating losses is to be avail-
able to these corporations with respect to
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losses occurring in years, or portions of years,
occurring since December 31, 1955.

This bill has been reported unanimously
by your committee. This bill in large meas-
ure follows the recommendation of the Presi-
dent in his message on transportation. In
that report he recommended a T-year, in-
stead of a b-year, orward period for
the losses of regulated public utilities.

REASONS FOR THE BILL

The President in his message to Congress
on April 5, 1962, relating to the transporta-
tion system of our Nation, stressed the im-
portance of an efficient and dynamic trans-
portation system to ald in obtaining domestic
economic growth, productivity, and progress.
As he indicated, our transportation system
affects the cost of every commodity we con-
sume or export and is equally vital to our
ability to compete abroad. Omne recommen-
dation of the President in his transportation
message was as follows:

“In addition, I recommend that the In-
ternal Revenue Code be amended to increase
from 6 to 7 years the period during which
regulated public utilities, including those
in transportation, can apply prior year losses
to reduce cwrrent income for tax purposes.”

The regulated transportation companies,
particularly the railorads, have greater need
for long carryforwards of net operating losses
than other companies because they tend to
have relatively lower rates of earnings. Be-
cause of these lower earnings, such com-
panies when they have losses require a longer
period of time, than do most other com-
panies, before these losses can be offset in full
agalnst earnings of other years. The fact
that these companies are regulated in the
price they can charge also tends to make it
more difficult for them to recoup these losses
in earnings’ years. This has been an
especially important problem in the case
of the railroads whose earnings have de-
clined over 40 percent in the perlod between
1955 and 1959, with further declines having
occurred since that time. In fact, your com-
mittee has been informed that at least seven
rallroads have unused net operating loss
carryforwards which lapse at the end of this
year. These are the Pennsylvania, the New
York Central, the Erie-Lackawanna, the New
York, New Haven & Hartford, the Boston &
Maine, the Chicago & North Western, and
the Lehigh Valley Railroads. In view of
these considerations, your committee’s bill
provides that for losses occurring in taxable
years, or a portion of a year, after Decem-
ber 31, 1955, these regulated transportation
companies are to have 7 years, rather than
the usual 5-year period, over which losses
may be carried forward.

GENERAL EXPLANATION

Corporations generally may carry a net
operating loss back to the three immediately
prior taxable years and then if any loss still
remains, this amount may be carried for-
ward to each of the 5 succeeding years. This
bill provides, however, that a net operating
loss from any taxable year ending after De-
cember 31, 1955, in the case of a “regulated
transportation corporation” may be carried
forward 7 years instead of 5. This is in
addition to the 3-year carryback which is
generally applicable. For corporations with
loss years partially in 1955 and partially in
1956 a special rule described below limits
the benefit of the longer loss carryforward
to the portion of the year in 1956,

A regulated transportation corporation, for
purposes of this 7-year net operating loss
carryover includes any corporation receiving
80 percent or more of its gross income (with-
out regard to dividends and capital gains
and losses) from the furnishing or sale of
certaln specified types of transportation.
The forms of transportation which are in-
cluded are—
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1. Transportation by common carrier by a
rallroad subject to the jurisdiction of the
Interstate Commerce Commission;

2. Other transportation on an intrastate,
suburban, municipal, or Interurban electric
railroad or trackless trolley system if its
rates are established or approved by a gov-
ernmental body or agency;

3. Transportation on a municipal or subur-
ban bus system if its rates are established
or approved by a governmental body or
agency;

4, Other transportation by motor vehicle
if the rates had been established or approved
by a regulated body or agency;

5. Transportation by common carrier by
alr subject to the jurisdiction of the Civil
Aeronautics Board; and

6. Transportation by common carrier by
water subject to the jurisdiction of the In-
terstate Commerce Commission or Federal
Maritime Board wunder the Intercoastal
Shipping Act.

Also Included are rallroad corporations
which have leased their railroad properties to
another rallroad and parent corporations of
railroads. Finally, a corporation is included
if it is a member of a “regulated transporta-
tion system.” A regulated transportation
system for this purpose is any corporation
which is a member of an afiliated group fil-
ing a consolidated return if 80 percent of
the aggregate gross income is derived from
sources described in the listing Nos. 1 to 6
above or from a lessor railroad or common
parent railroad. *“Aggregate gross income”
means the combined gross income of all of
the members of the group without any
ellminations for intercompany transactions.

The bill provides that for the net operat-
ing loss carryover to be avallable for the
sixth year, the taxpayer involved must be a
“regulated transportation corporation” for
that year. For a loss to be carried to its
seventh year the taxpayer involved must
have been a “regulated transportation cor-
poration” for both the sixth and the seventh
years.

The bill also provides a proration formula
which Hmits the loss which can be carried
over from a year beginning in 1956 and end-
ing in 1956. The formula provides that any
loss carried over the sixth year in such
cases is to be the same proportion of any
loss remaining at the end of the fifth year
which the number of days in the taxpayer's
1955-56 year which were in the calendar year
1956 bears to the total number of days in
that year. Any of this partial loss remain-
ing after the offset agalnst income in the
sixth year may then be carried forward and
offset against income in the seventh year.

DEPARTMENTAL VIEWS

The Treasury Department has no objec-
tion to enactment of this bill.

ADMITTANCE OF VESSEL, “CITY OF
NEW ORLEANS,” TO AMERICAN
REGISTRY

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3115) to authorize the
admittance of the vessel, City of New
Orleans, to American registry and to per-
mit the use of such vessel in the coast-
wide trade.

Mr., MANSFIELD. 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. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

POSTAL SERVICE AND FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES SALARY ACT OF 1962

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pending
business be temporarily laid aside and
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Calendar No. 2086, H.R. 7927.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (HR.
7927) to adjust postal rates, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, with an
amendment, to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Postal
m.m and Federal Employees Salary Act of
PART I—POSTAL SERVICE
Title I—Postal rates
First-Class Mail

Sec. 101. Section 4253(a) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out the
words “four” and “three” wherever appearing
in subsection (a) and inserting in leu
thereof the words “five” and “four”, re-
spectively.

Alrmail

Sec, 102. (a) BSection 4303 of title 39,

United States Code, is amended—

by striking out the word “seven” in
subsection (a) and inserting in lleu thereof
the word “eight”;

(2) by striking out the word “five” in sub-
sectlion (b) and inserting in lleu thereof
the word “six";

(3) by increasing each of the rates under
the heading “First pound over 8 ounces or
fraction thereof” in the table in subsection
(d) (1) by 8 cents;

(4) by striking out paragraph (2) of sub-
section (d) and inserting in lleu thereof
the following:

“(2) The rate of postage on air mail of the
first class weighing in excess of eight ounces
shall be the rate provided by subsection (a)
for each ounce not in excess of eight ounces,
Pplus 5 cents for each ounce or fraction thereof
in excess of elght ounces, but in no case
less than the rate provided under paragraph
(1) for air parcels.”

Second Class Within County of Publication

Sec. 103. Subsections (a) and (b) of sec-
tlon 4358 of title 39, United States Code, are
amended to read as follows:

*(a) Except as provided in subsection (b),
the rate of postage on publications admitted
as second-class mall when addressed for de-
livery within the county in which they are
published and entered is as follows:

“[In cents]
“Malled
after Janu-
ary 6, 1063, | Mailed after
and prior to | December 31,
January 1, 1964
1965
“an?fm charge per 'y 9
T R R 2 1
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“(b) The rate of postage on the following
publications admitted as second-class malil
when mailed for delivery, within the county
in which they are published and entered, by
letter carrier at the office of mailing, shall

g—

*{1) publications issued more frequently
than weekly, one cent a copy;

“(2) publications issued less frequently
than weekly—

“(A) weighing two ounces or less, one
cent a copy;
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“{B) weighing more than two ounces, two
cents a copy.”
Second Class Beyond County of Publication

Sec. 104. (a) Section 4359(b) of title 39,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows: .

“(b) (1) Except as provided by paragraphs
{(2), (3), and (4), the rates of postage on
publications mailed in accordance with sub-
section (a) are as follows:

“[In cents]
“Mailed after Mailed during Mailed after
January 6, 1063, calendar yvear December 31,
and prior to 1964 1964
January 1, 1964
“Rate d:
Advi rggg: portion: e 38 s
4.4 4.8 5.0
6.4 6.8 7.0
8.4 B.B 9.0
10. 4 10. 8 11.0
12.0 12.0 12,0
14.0 14.0 14.0
2.6 2.7 2.8
.6 .8 1.0

“{(2) The postage on classroom publica-
tions is 60 per centum of the postage com-
putfed in accordance with paragraph (1).

“(3) The rates of postage on publications
of a qualified nonprofit organization mailed in
accordance with subsection (a) are as follows:

“[In cents]
“Mailed after Mailed during Mailed after
January 6, 1963, | ealendar year December 31,
and prior to 1664 1964
Janunary 1, 1964
RRRA NS PO -~ s e D 1.6 1.7 1.8
Minimum charge per plece. - - - oo e 14 51 14

“(4) In lieu of the minimum charge per
plece prescribed by paragraph (1), the mini-
mum charge per piece to be paild by the
following publications (other than publica-
tions to which paragraph (2) or paragraph
(3) is applicable) shall be as follows—

“{A) publications mailing fewer than 5,000
copies per issue outside the county of publi-
cation—one-half cent per piece;

“(B) any issue of a publication the ad-
vertising portion of which does not exceed
5 per centum of the entire issue—.556 of a
cent per plece when mailed after January 6,
1963, and prior to January 1, 1964, .65 of a
cent per piece when malled during calendar
year 1964, and .75 of a cent per piece when
mailed after December 31, 1964.”

(b) Section 4359(e) (2) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“and fraternal,” and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “fraternal, and assoclations
of rural electric cooperatives, and not to
exceed one publication published by the offi-
clal highway agency of a State which meets
all of the requirements of section 4354 and
which contains no advertising”,

(c) Section 4360 of title 39, United States
Code, is repealed,

Second-Class Transient Mail
Sec. 105. Section 4362 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“two cents” and inserting in lieu thereof
“four cents".

Controlled Circulation Publications

SEec. 106, Section 4422 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “12
cents a pound or fraction thereof” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “121;
cents a pound or fraction thereof when
malled after January 6, 1963, and prior to
January 1, 1964, 13 cents a pound or fraction
thereof when mailed during calendar year
1964, and 1315, cents a pound or fraction
thereof when mailed after December 31,
1964,

Third-Class Mail

Sec. 107. Section 4452 of title 30, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by amending subsections (a), (b),
and (c) to read as follows:

“(a) Except as provided in subsection (c¢)
of this section, and subject to the minimum
charge per plece provided in subsection (b)

of this section, the postage rates on third-
class mall are as follows:

“Type of mailing Rate Unit
Cents
4 | First 2 ounces or fraction thereof.
(1) Individual piece e e s PP P T S e [ 2 E{‘lﬁh a;iditlonal ounce or fraction
ereof,

(2) Bulk mailings under subsee. (e) of this section of:

{A) Books and catalogs of 24 pages or more, seeds, 12 | Each pound or fraction thereof.

cuttings, bulbs, roots, scions and plants.
(B) Other matter 18 Do.

September 25

“(b) Matter mailed in bulk under subsec-
tion (e) of this section is subject to a mini-
mum charge for each piece of 25; cents when
mailed subsequent to January 6, 1963 and
prior to January 1, 1964, 24; cenis when
mailed during calendar year 1964, and 27
cents when mailed after December 31, 1064.

“(e) The postage on matter mailed in bulk
under subsection (e) by qualified nonprofit
organizations is 50 per centum of the postage
computed in accordance with subsections
(a) and (b).”

{2) by striking out “subsections (a) and
(b) of" wherever it appears in subsec-
tion (d).

(3) by striking aut “820” and “twenty
pounds” in subsection (e) and inserting in
Heu thereof “$30" and “fifty pounds”, re-
spectively.

Fourth-Class Mail

Sec. 108. Section 4552(b)(5) of title 39,
United States Code, relating to size and
weight limitations on fourth-class matter
maliled to or from certain areas, is amended
by striking out the words “Territory of Ha-
wall” and inserting in lieu thereof the words
“States of Alaska and Hawali,”.

Sec. 109. Section 4554 of title 39, United
States Code (relating to books, films, and
similar educational materials), Is amended
by striking out that part of subsection (a)
which precedes paragraph (1) and inserting
in lleu thereof the following:

*“(a) Except as provided in subsection (b)
of this section, the postage rate is 91, cents
a pound for the first pound or fraction there-
of and 5 cents for each additional pound or
fraction thereof when mailed after January
6, 1963 and prior to January 1, 1964, and 10
cents for the first pound or fraction thereof
and 5 cents for each additional pound or
fraction thereof when mailed after Decem-
ber 31, 1963, except that the rate now or
hereafter prescribed for third- or fourth-
class matter shall apply in every case where
such rate is lower than the rate prescribed
in this subsection on—".

Fees for Second-Class Entry and Registration

Sec. 110. Section 4357 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “$25" in subsection
(a) (1) and inserting in lieu thereof *“$30";

(2) by striking out *“$50" in subsection
(a) (2) and inserting in lleu thereof “$60";

(3) by striking out “$100” in subsection
(a) (3) and inserting in lieu thereof “$120";

(4) by striking out “$10" in the first sen-
tence of subsection (b) and inserting in lieu
thereof “$15";

(5) by striking out the second sentence of
subsection (b) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “The fee for each additional
entry is $15, except that if the additional
entry is made within zones 3 to 8, inclusive,
(determined from the office of publication
and entry) of the zones established for pur-
poses of fourth-class mail, such fee shall be
$50.";

(6) by striking out *“$20" in subsection
(¢) and inserting in lieu thereof “$25"; and

(7) by striking out the last sentence in
subsection (d).

Permit Fees for Malling Without Stamps

Sec. 111, Section 4052(b) of title 89, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “$10"
and inserting in lieu thereof “$15”.

Fixing of Fees by Postmaster General

Sec. 112, Section 507 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“(12) the issuance of a permit for prepay-
ment of postage without stamps.

“(18) the entry, re-entry, or additional
entry of a periodical publication as second-
class mail.
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“(14) the registry of a news agent.
Fees prescribed by the Postmaster General
under paragraphs (12) to (14), inclusive,
shall be collected in lleu of the correspond-
ing fees established under section 4052(b)
or 4357.”

Keys and Other Small Articles

Sec. 113. Sectlon 4651(b) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “5
cents” and inserting in lieu thereof “6 cents™,

Method of Determining Gross Receipts

Sec. 114. Section 711(c) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“Public Law B5-426"" and inserting in lieu
thereof “any Act of Congress enacted on or
after May 27, 1958".

Title 1I—Postal policy

Sec. 201. (a) Section 2302(c)(4) of title
° 39, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out “deemed to be attributable to the
performance of publie services under section
2303(b) of this title” and inserting in lieu
thereof “determined under section 2303 of
this title to be attributable to the perform-
ance of public services”.

(b) Section 2303(a) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by amending the heading so as to read

“§ 2303. Identification of public services and
costs thereof”;

(2) by striking out paragraph 1(A) and
inserting in lHeu thereof the following:

“{A) reduced rates for certain publica-
tions as provided by section 4359 of this
title;”;

(8) by striking out paragraph 1(C) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

*“(C) second-class mailings at postage rates
as provided by section 4358 of this title;”;
and

(4) by striking out paragraph (2) and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following:

“(2) 10 per centum of the gross cost of
the operation of third-class post offices and
the star route system, and 20 per centum of
the gross cost of the operation of fourth-
class post offices and rural routes.”

(5) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence: “The terms ‘total loss'
and ‘loss’ as used in this section mean the
amounts by which the total allocated costs
incurred by the postal establishment in the
performance of the public services enu-
merated in this subsection exceed the total
revenues recelved by the postal establish-
ment for the performance of such public
services.”

{(c) Bection 2303(b) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“{b) The Postmaster General shall report
to the Congress, on or before February 1 of
each year beginning with the year 1963, the
estimated amount of the losses or costs (or
percentage of costs) specified in subsection
(a) incurred by the postal establishment in
the then current fiscal year in the perform-
ance of the public services enumerated in
such subsection. The aggregate amount of
the losses or costs (or percentage of costs)
specified in subsection (a), incurred by the
postal establishment in any fiscal year in
the performance of such public services,
shall be excluded from the total cost of op-
erating the postal establishment for pur-
poses of adjustment of postal rates and fees,
including any adjustment pursuant to the
provisions of section 207(b) of the Act of
February 28, 1925, relating to reformation of
classification (38 U.S.C., 1958 ed. 247).”

(d) The table of contents of chapter 27 of
title 39, United States Code, is amended by
striking out
*“2303. Identification of and appropriations

for public services.”
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and inserting in leu thereof:

“2303. Identification of public services and
costs thereof.”.

Title III—Miscellaneous

Eligibility of Certain Organizations for
Second-Class Entry

Sec. 301. Section 4355 (a) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting afver the words “State
board of health” in subparagraph (3) a
comma and the words “or a State industrial
development agency”;

(2) by striking out the period at the end
of subparagraph (9) and inserting in Heu
of such period a semicolon and the word
“or"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraph (10) :

*{10) published by any public or non-
profit private elementary or secondary in-
stitution of learning or its administrative
or governing body.".

Educational Materials

Sec. 302. Section 4554 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (5) of sub-
section (a) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(56) sound recordings, including inciden-
tal announcements of recordings and guldes
or scripts prepared solely for use with such
recordings;"";

{2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (6) of subsection (a) and in-
serting in lieu thereof a semicolon;

(3) by adding at the end of subsection
(a) the following:

“(7) printed educational reference charts,
permanently processed for preservation; and

“(8) looseleaf pages, and binders therefor,
consisting of medical information for dis-
tribution to doctors, hospitals, medical
schools, and medical students.”

(4) by striking out the word “students’”
immediately preceding the word “notations”
in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) and In
paragraph (2) of subsection (b);

(56) by inserting after the words “loaned
or exchanged” in paragraph (1) of subsec-
tion (b) the following: “(including coopera-
tive processing by libraries)";

(6) by striking out:

“(D) bound volumes of periodicals;

“(E) phonograph recordings; and"”
in paragraph (2) of subsection (b) and in-
serting in lieu thereof:

“(D) periodicals, whether bound or un-
bound;

“(E) sound recordings; and"; and

(7) by striking out “and catalog of those
items"” in subsection (e¢) and inserting in
lieu thereof “sclentific or mathematical kits,
instruments, or other devices and catalogs
of those items, and guldes or scripts pre-
pared solely for use with such materials”.

Reading and Other Materials for Blind
Persons

Sec. 303. Sections 4653 and 4654 of title
39, United States Code, are amended to read
as follows:

“§ 4653. Publications for blind persons

“(a) The following matter may be mailed
free of postage—

“(1) books, pamphlets, and other reading
matter, including pages thereof:

“(A) published (whether prepared by
hand, or printed) either in raised characters
or in sightsaving-size type, or in the form
of sound recordings, for use of blind persons;

“(B) in packages not exceeding the weight
prescribed by the Postmaster General;

“(C) containing no advertising or other
matter whatsoever;

“(D) unsealed;

“(E) sent—
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“(1) by an institution, agency, publisher,
organization, or assoclation (including a li-
brary or school and including organizations
or associations of or for blind people), not
conducted for private profit, as a loan to
blind readers, or when returned by the blind
reader to the lender; or

*“(it) to a blind person without cost to
the blind ; or

“(1ii) to an institution, agency, publisher,
organization, or association (including a li-
brary or school and including organizatione
or associations of or for blind people), not
conducted for private profit, to be furnished
to a blind person without cost to such blind

person.

“(2) magazines, periodicals, and other
regularly issued publications;

“(A) published (whether prepared by
hand, or printed) either in raised characters
or in sightsaving-size type, or in the farm of
sound recordings, for use of blind persons;

“(B) contalning no advertising;

“(C) for which no subscription fee Is
charged.

“(b) There may be malled at the rate of
postage of 1 cent for each pound or frac-
tion thereof—

“{1) books, pamphlets, and other reading
matter, including pages thereof:

“(A) published (whether prepared by
hand, or printed) either in raised characters
or in slghtsa.vlng-ame type, or in the form or
sound recordings, for use of blind

“(B) in packages not exceeding the welght.
prescribed by the Postmaster General;

“(C) containing no advertising or other
matter whatsoever;

“(D) unsealed;

“(BE) sent—

*{1) by an institution, agency, publisher,
organization, or association (including a l-
brary or school and including organizations
or associations of or for blind people), not
conducted for private profit, on a rental
basis to blind readers, or when returned by
the blind reader to such organizations, at a
price not greater than the cost price thereof;
or

“{ii) to a blind person at a price not
greater than the cost price thereof; or

“(ii1) to an institution, agency, publisher,
organization, or assoclation (including a li-
brary or school and including organizations
or associations of or for blind people), not
conducted for private profit, to be furnished
to a blind person at a price not greater than
the cost price thereof.

“(2) magazines, periodicals,
regularly issued publications;

“(A) published (whether prepared by
hand, or printed) either in raised charac-
ters or in sightsaving size type, or in the
form of sound recordings, for use of blind
persons;

“(B) containing no advertising;

“(C) when furnished by an institution,
agency, publisher, organization, or assocla-
tion (including a library or school and in-
cluding organizations or associations of or
for blind people), not conducted for private
profit, to a blind person, at a price not
greater than the cost price thereof.

“§ 4654. Reproducers, sound recordings, and
other materials and appliances for
the preparation of reading matter
for blind persons

“(a) Reproducers, or parts thereof, for
sound recordings for blind persons which are
the property of the United States Govern-
ment may be mailed free of postage when
sent for repair, or returned after repair—

“(1) by an organization, institution, pub-
lic library, or association for blind persons,
not conducted for private profit;

“(2) by a blind person to such an agency
not conducted for private profit;

and other
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“(3) from such an agency to an organiza-
tion, institution, public library, or assocla-
tion for blind persons not conducted for
private profit; or

“({4) to a blind person.

“(b) The Postmaster General may extend
the free mailing privilege provided by sub=~
section (a) of this section to reproducers
or parts thereof for sound recordings for
blind persons, braille writers and other ap-
pliances for blind persons or parts thereof,
that are the property of—

“{1) State government or subdivisions
thereof;

*“(2) public libraries;

“(38) private agencies for the blind not
conducted for private profit; or

“(4) blind individuals.

“{e) The Postmaster General may also
permit the mailing free of postage of paper,
records, tapes, and other materials for use
by the recipients for the production (whether
by hand or printed) of reading matter either
in raised characters or sight saving size type,
or in the form of sound recordings, for use
of blind persons, where such materials are
the property of—

“(1) State governments or subdivisions
thereof;

“{2) public libraries;

“(3) private agencies for the blind not
conducted for private profit; or

“(4) blind individuals.”

Repeals and Technical Amendments

Sec. 304. (a) The following provisions of
law are repealed:

(1) The third proviso in section 3 of the
Act of October 30, 1951, as amended by the
Act of June 23, 1959 (73 Stat. 89; Public
Law 86-56);

(2) Sections 204(d), 204(e) (1), and 204
(e) (2) of the Postal Rate Revision and Fed-
eral Employees Salary Act of 1948, as amended
by the Act of July 14, 1960 (74 Stat. 479;
Public Law 86-644) ;

(3) Sections 4361 and 4652 of title 39,
United States Code.

(b) Section 4359(a) of title 39, United
Btates Code, is amended by striking out
4358, 4361, and 4362 and inserting in lieu
thereof “4358 and 4362".

(c) BSection 4451(d) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“{a)(2)" and inserting in lleu thereof
n{a) {3) ”

Communist Political Propaganda

Sec. 305. (a) Chapter 51 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“§ 4008. Communist political propaganda

“(a) Mail matter, except sealed letters,
which originates or which is printed or
otherwise prepared in a foreign country and
which is determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury pursuant to rules and regula-
tions to be promulgated by him to be ‘Com-
munist political propaganda’, shall be de-
tained by the Postmaster General upon its
arrival for delivery in the United States,
or upon the subsequent deposit in the United
States domestic malils, and the addressee
shall be notified that such matter has been
recelved and will be delivered only upon the
addressee’s request, except that such deten-
tion shall not be required in the case of
any matter which is furnished pursuant to
subscription or which is otherwise ascer-
tained by the Postmaster General to be
desired by the addressee. If no request for
delivery Is made by the addressee within a
reasonable time, which shall not exceed
sixty days, the matter detained shall be dis-
posed of as the Postmaster General directs.

*“(b) For the purposes of this section, the
term ‘Communist political propaganda’
means political propaganda, as defined in
section 1(j) of the Foreign Agents Registra-
tion Act of 1938, as amended (22 U.S.C. 611
(])), issued by or on behalf of any country
with respect to which there is in effect a
suspension or withdrawal of tariff conces-
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sions pursuant to section 6§ of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951 or section
231 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1062, or
any country from which any type of foreign
assistance is withheld pursuant to section
620(f) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended.

“(e) The provisions of this section shall
not be applicable with respect to (1) matter
addressed to any United States Government
agency, or any library, or to any college,
university, graduate school, or scientific
or professional institution for advanced
studies, or any individual connected there-
with, or (2) material whether or not ‘com-
munist political propaganda’ addressed for
delivery in the United States pursuant to a
reciprocal international agreement under
which the United States Government mails
an equal amount of material for delivery
in any country described in subsection (b)."

(b) The table of contents of chapter 51
of title 39, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
4008, Communist political propaganda.”

Effective Date

Sec. 306. Except as otherwise provided, the
foregoing provisions of this part shall become
effective on January T, 1963.

PART II—FEDERAL SALARY REFORM
Title I—General policy
Short Title

Sec. 501. This part may be cited as the
“Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962".

Declaration of Policy

Sec. 502. The Congress hereby declares
that, whereas the functions of a Federal
salary system are to fix salary rates for the
services rendered by Federal employees so as
to make possible the employment of persons
well qualified to conduct the Government's
programs and to control expenditures of pub-
lic funds for personal services with equity
to the employee and to the taxpayer, and
whereas fulfillment of these functions is
essential to the development and mainte-
nance of maximum proficiency in the civil-
ian services of Government, then, accord-
ingly, Federal salary fixing shall be based
upon the principles that—

(a) There shall be equal pay for substan-
tially equal work, and pay distinctions shall
be maintained in keeping with work and per-
formance distinctions; and

(b) Federal salary rates shall be com-
parable with private enterprise salary rates
for the same levels of work.

Salary levels for the several Federal statutory
salary systems shall be interrelated, and
salary levels shall be set and henceforth
adjusted in accordance with the above prin-
ciples.

Implementation of Policy

Sec. 503. In order to give effect to the policy
stated in section 502, the President: (1) shall
direct such agency or agencles, as he deems
appropriate, to prepare and submit to him
annually a report which compares the rates
of salary fixed by statute for Federal em-
ployees with the rates of salary paid for the
same levels of work in private enterprise as
determined on the basis of appropriate an-
nual surveys conducted by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, and, after seeking the views
of such employee organizations as he deems
appropriate and in such manner as he may
provide, (2) shall report annually to the
Congress (a) this comparison of Federal and
private enterprise salary rates and (b) such
recommendations for revision of statutory
salary schedules, salary structures, and com-
pensation policy, as he deems advisable.

Sec. 504. (a) Whenever the President
shall find that the salary rates in private
enterprise for one or more occupations in
one or more areas or locations are so sub-
stantially above the salary rates of statutory
pay schedules as to handicap significantly
the Government's recruitment or retention of
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well-qualified persons in positions compen-
sated under (1) section 603(b of the Clas-
sification Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C.
1113(b)), (2) the provisions of part III of
title 39, United States Code, relating to per-
sonnel in the postal field service, (3) the pay
scales for physicians, dentists, and nurses
in the Department of Medicine and Surgery
of the Veterans' Administration under
chapter T3 of title 38, United States Code,
or (4) sections 412 and 415 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended (22 US.C.
867 and 870), he may establish for such areas
or locations higher minimum rates of basic
compensation for one or more grades or
levels, occupational groups, serles, classes,
or subdivisions thereof, and may make corre-
sponding increases in all step rates of the
salary range for each such grade or level:
Provided, That in no case shall any minimum
salary rate so established exceed the seventh
salary rate prescribed by law for the grade
or level. The President may authorize the
exercise of the authority conferred upon him
by this section by the Civil Service Commis-
sion or, in the case of employees not subject
to the civil service laws and regulations, by
such other agency or agencies as he may
designate.

(b) Within the limitations specified In
subsection (a), rates of basic compensation
established under such subsection may be
revised from time to time by the President
or by such agency or agencies as he may
designate. Such actions or revisions shall
have the force and effect of law.

(c) Any increase in rate of basic compen-
sation established under this section shall
not be regarded as an “equivalent increase”
in compensation within the meaning of sec-
tion T01(a) of the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended, and section 3552 of title 39 of
the United States Code.

Sec. 505. The functions, duties, and regu-
lations of the departments and the Civil
Service Commission with respect to this
title, the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended, the provisions of part III of title
39, United States Code, relating to personnel
in the postal field service, the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946, as amended, and the pro-
visions of chapter 73 of title 38 of the United
States Code relating to personnel of the De-
partment of Medicine and Surgery in the
Veterans' Administration, shall be subject
to such policies and rules as the President
may issue. Among other things, the Presi-
dent’s policies and rules may provide for—

(1) preparing and reporting to him the
annual comparison of Federal salary rates
with private enterprise rates,

(2) obtaining and reporting to him the
views of employee organizations on such
annual comparison, and on other salary mat-
ters,

(3) reviewing and reporting to him on the
adequacy of the Federal statutory salary
structures for the Federal programs to which
they apply,

(4) reviewing the relationship of Federal
statutory salary rates and private enterprise
salary rates in specific occupation and local
areas, and

(6) providing step-increases in recogni-
tion of high quality performance and pro-
viding for properly relating supervisory
salary rates paid under one system to those
of subordinates paid under another system.

Title II—Pay system of the Classification
Act of 1949
Short Title
Sec. 601. This title may be cited as the
“Classification Act Amendments of 1962",
Basic Compensation Schedules
Sgc. 602, (a) Section 603(b) of the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended (74 Stat.

298; 5§ US.C. 1113(b)), is amended to read
as follows:

“{b) The compensation schedules for the
General Schedule shall be as follows.
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“COMPENSATION SCHEDULE I

20695

“(To be effective for the period beginning on the first day of the first pay period beginning on or after the date of enactment of this Aect, and ending immediately prior to the

applicable initial effective date of Compensation Schedule IT set forth below)
O TPer annum rates and steps
rade

1 2 a4 4 ] 6 8 a 10

$3, 245 £3, 350 $3, 455 £3, 560 $3, 665 $3, 770 $3, 875 £3, 980 $4,085
3, 560 3, 665 3, 770 3,875 3, 980 4, 085 4,190 4, 205 4, 400
3, 820 3, 025 4, 030 4,135 4, 240 4, 345 4,455 4, 580 4, 7056
4,110 4,250 4,390 4, 530 4, 670 1, 810 4,950 5,080 5, 230
4, 565 4, 725 4, B85 b, 45 b, 205 B, 365 5, 525 5, 685 G, 845
5, 035 5, 2056 5, 375 b, 545 &, 715 5, B85 6, 0545 6, 225 6, 395
5, 540 5, 725 &, 010 G, 005 6, 280 6, 465 6, 650 6, 835 7,020
6, 090 6, 205 6, 500 6, 705 6, 010 7,115 7,320 7, 625 7,730
6, 6756 , 900 7,125 7, 350 7, 575 7, 800 8, 025 8§, 250 B 475
7,200 7, 536 7, 780 8, 025 8, 270 8, 5156 8, 760 9, 005 9, 250
8, 045 8, 310 8, 575 8, 840 4, 105 9, 470 9, 635 £, 900 10, 165
9,475 9, 790 10, 105 10, 420 10, 735 11, 050 11, 365 11, 680 11, 995
11, 150 11, 5156 11, 880 12, 245 12, 610 12,975 13, 340 13, 705 14, 070
12, 845 13, 270 13, 6 14, 120 14, 545 14, 970 15, 395 15, 820

14, 565 15, 045 15, 525 16, 005 16, 16, 965 17, 4456 b el e (e sk 5

000 16, 500 17, 000 17, 500 I8 000 [oicaao B T Ly et o
1&% 18, 500 19, 000 18, 500 -

“COMPENSATION BECHEDULE I

“{'T'o be effective on the first day of the first pay period beginning on or after January 1, 1964, and thereafter)

Per annum rates and steps

“Grade s 11T 755 mesh e

1 2 3 4 A L] 7 8 ] 10

£3, 305 4,410 43, 515 3, 620 $3, 725 3, 530 3,935 £4, 040 £4,145 $4, 250
3, 620 4,725 3, 830 3,085 4,040 4,145 4,250 4,355 4, 460 4, 565
3,880 3,985 4,000 4,195 4,300 4,405 4, 526 4, 650 4,776 4, 900
4,215 4, 355 4,495 4,035 4,775 4,915 5,055 5,195 5, 335 5,475
4, 690 4,850 5,010 5,170 5, 430 5, 490 5, 650 5,810 5,970 6, 130
5,235 5,410 5, 585 5, 760 5,935 6,110 6, 285 6, 460 6, 635 6, 810
5, 795 5, 090 6, 185 6, 380 6, 675 6,770 6, 965 7,160 7,455 7,560
6, 390 £, 600 6,810 7,020 7,230 7,440 7,850 7, 860 8,070 8, 250
7,030 7, 200 7,490 7, 720 7,950 8, 180 8, 410 8, 40 8, 870 9, 100
7,600 7,05 8, 200 8, 4556 8, 710 8, 065 9,220 0,475 9, 730 9,985
8,410 8, 690 8, 070 9, 250 9, 530 9,810 10, 090 10, 370 10,680 |...ualiit
9, 980 10, 310 10, 640 10,970 11, 300 11, 630 11, 960 12, 620

11, 725 12,110 12, 405 2, 880 13, 265 13, 650 14,035 14, 805

13, 615 14, 065 14, 515 0965 15,415 15, 865 16, 315 17,215

15, 665 16, 180 16, 605 17,210 17,725 18, 240 18, 755

16, 000 16, 500 17, 000 17, 500 18, 000 —— 0

18, 000 18, 19, 000 18, 500 , 000

0,000 | e e aee et B S e

(b) The rates of basic compensation of
officers and employees to whom Compensa-
tion Schedule I of the General Schedule set
forth in subsection (a) of this section ap-
plies shall, subject to the provisions of para-
graph (10) of this subsection, be initially
adjusted, effective on the first day of the
first pay period beginning on or after the
date of enactment of this Act, as follows:

(1) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which be-
gins on or after the date of enactment of
this Act at the first, second, third, fourth,
fifth, sixth, or seventh scheduled rate, or at
the first or second longevity rate of a grade
below grade 4 of the General Schedule of
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended,
he shall be advanced as follows: Employees
in step 1 to step 2 of the new schedule; step
2 to step 3; step 3 to step 4; step 4 to step 5;
step 5 to step 6; step 6 to step T; sept T to
step 8; the first longevity step to step 9; and
the second longevity step to step 10.

(2) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act at the third longevity rate of a grade
below grade 4 of the General Schedule of the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he
shall recelve basic compensation at the high-
est rate of the appropriate grade plus an
amount equal to the value of the maximum
within grade increment provided for that
grade in effect on and after such day.

(3) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act at the first, second, third, fourth, fifth,
sixth, or seventh scheduled rate, or at the
first, second, or third longevity rate, of grade

4, 5,6, 7, 8, 9, or 10 of the General Sched-
ule of the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended, he shall recelve a rate of basic
compensation at the corresponding first, sec-
ond, third, fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh,
eighth, ninth, or tenth rate of the appro-
priate grade in effect on and after such day.

(4) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act at the first, second, third, fourth, fifth,
or sixth scheduled rate, or at the first, sec-
ond, or third longevity rate of grade 11, 12,
13, or 14 of the General Schedule of the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, he
shall receive a rate of basic compensation at
the corresponding first, second, third, fourth,
fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, or ninth rate
of the appropriate grade in effect on and
after such day.

(5) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act as the first, second, third, fourth, or
fifth scheduled rate, or at the first, second,
or third longevity rate of grade 15 of the
General Schedule of the Classification Act of
1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate of
basic compensation at the corresponding
first, second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth,
seventh, or eighth rate of such grade in effect
on and after such day.

(6) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period, which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act at the first, second, third, fourth, or
fifth rate of grade 16 or grade 17 of the
General Schedule of the Classification Act
of 1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate
of basic compensation at the corresponding

first, second, third, fourth, or fifth grade of
the appropriate grade in effect on and after
such day.

{(7) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act at the rate of grade 18 of the General
Schedule of the Classification Act of 1040,
as amended, he shall receive a rate of basic
compensation at the corresponding rate of
such grade in effect on and after such day.

(8) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immedlately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which begins
on or after the date of enactment of this
Act at a rate between two scheduled or two
longevity rates, or between a scheduled and
a longevity rate, of a grade of the General
Schedule, he shall receive a rate of basic
compensation at the higher of the two cor-
responding rates, as specified in paragraphs
(1) through (8) of this subsection, in effect
on and after such day.

(9) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
first day of the first pay period which be-
gins on or after the date of enactment of
this Act at a rate in excess of the maximum
longevity rate for his grade, or in excess of
the maximum scheduled rate for his grade
if there is no longevity rate for his grade,
he shall receive (A) the rate of the new
schedule, in effect on and after such day,
prescribed by paragraphs (1) through (6)
of this subsection for employees at the max-
imum longevity rate or 